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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Fire Protection Features 
 
FROM: Diane Matthews, Administrator, Technical Projects 
 
DATE: November 8, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 5000 ROC TC Circulation Ballot (A2011 Cycle) 
 

 
The November 3, 2010 date for receipt of the NFPA 5000 ROC letter ballot has passed. 
 
The preliminary ROC ballot results are as follows: 
 
21  Members Eligible to Vote  
  1  Not Returned (Klein) 
 
In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects, attached are reasons for 
negative votes for review so you may change your ballot if you wish.  Abstentions and affirmative 
comments are also included.  Ballots received from alternate members are not included unless the 
ballot from the principal member was not received.   
 
If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before Monday, 
November 15, 2010.  Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now. Such changes 
should be sent to Diane Matthews via either e-mail to dmatthews@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-
7110  You may also mail your ballot to the attention of Diane Matthews at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch 
Park, Quincy, MA 02169.  
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
 
 
Attachment: Circulation Explanation Report 



Monday, November 8, 2010
Document # 5000
Circulation Report for BLD-FIR    Comments

5000-15aa Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 20  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

3.3.x Fire-Rated Glazing (Log # CC150 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

5000-18 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 19  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

3.3.46.3 Thermal Barrier and A.3.3.46.3 (Log # 35 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Francis, S. Retain the old language as well as the new requirements in order to prevent making all existing installations nonconforming.

5000-19 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 19  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

3.3.46.3 Thermal Barrier and A.3.3.46.3 (Log # 36 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Francis, S. See 5000-18.

5000-20 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 19  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

3.3.46.3 Thermal Barrier and A.3.3.46.3 (Log # 7 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Francis, S. See 5000-18.

5000-36 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 20  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

4.5.10 (Log # 13 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

5000-47 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 20  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

7.2.3.2, A.7.2.3.2, 8.16.1.2 and 3.3.x (New) Ceiling Cavity Plenum, Raised Floor Plenum (Log # 45 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

5000-56 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 20  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

7.2.3.2.14 through 7.2.3.2.21, 48.4.3, and Chapter 3 Various Definitions (Log # 19a )

Not Returned
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Monday, November 8, 2010
Document # 5000
Circulation Report for BLD-FIR    Comments

Klein, M.

5000-77 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 15  Negative: 5  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.2.1.3 (Log # 56 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Castellano, J. I do not concur with this action.

Gerdes, R. I disagree with the action taken on Comment 5000-79.

Holmes, W. See comment on negative for Comment 5000-79.

Humble, J. See my comment in 5000-79 (Log #1)

Lewis, D. See my negative comment as shown in 5000-79 (Log #1)

5000-77a Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 18  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.2.2.4.2.1 and 8.7.13 (Log # CC151 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Cahanin, G. See comment on SAF-FIR 101-98: I agree with Table 8.3.3.12 provisions.  Table 8.3.4.2 is a large expansion of listed
requirements for Walls and partitions.   The Inclusion of a new component- Replacement Panels in Existing Vertical Shafts is confusing here since
the rating of the shaft door dictates the door assembly rating and thus the type of vision panel to install.

Holmes, W. The Committee Action on 5000-77a (8.2.2.4.2.1 and 8.7.13) is related to Proposal 5000-92a which was rejected.  Irrespective of
the former reject action, Proposal 5000-92a sought only to add information on marking of glazing and proposed to add glazing information to Table
8.7.2.  The proposal did not attempt to add any new components (such as elevator lobbies or replacement panels in existing vertical shafts) in the
first column of Table 8.7.2.

As new action, Comment 5000-77a inserts two new components (elevator lobbies and replacement panels in existing vertical shafts) and hourly
ratings associated with those components into Table without any substantiation being offer in Comment 5000-77a  indicating why these
components and ratings are being added to the table.

5000-78 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 15  Negative: 5  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.2.3.1.1 and A.8.2.3.1.1 (Log # 153 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Castellano, J. I do not concur with this action.

Gerdes, R. I disagree with the action taken on Comment 5000-79.

Holmes, W. See comment on negative for Comment 5000-79.

Humble, J. See my comment in 5000-79 (Log #1)

Lewis, D. See my negative comment as shown in 5000-79 (Log #1)
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Monday, November 8, 2010
Document # 5000
Circulation Report for BLD-FIR    Comments

5000-79 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 14  Negative: 6  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.2.3.1.1 and A.8.2.3.1.1 (New) (Log # 1 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Castellano, J. I do not concur with the content of this section.

Devlin, J. Similar code changes have been proposed and commented upon during the code development cycles
for the 2006, 2009 and 2012 editions of this standard.  In each case, the technical committee rejected these
code change proposals and comments on the basis that the proponent/commenter did not provided a technical
basis/justification as to why such an alternative could not achieve the performance objectives of the code.
Again, no technical justification has been provided with this comment.  Accepting the proposed language
would prohibit the use of a water spray system, or any other type of system that could be construed by the
authority having jurisdiction as a "fire extinguishing system" without providing technical justification as to
why such a system specifically designed to protect a structural element or assembly does not or could not meet
the code performance intent.  This would be in direct conflict with Section 1.4 Equivalency.

Gerdes, R. I continue to disagree on this issue.  The body of the code will not recognize some existing or future listed assemblies.  The Annex
note helps but places a proponent in the position of having to spend time to gain acceptance of a tested assembly.

Holmes, W. The proposed Annex Note A.8.2.3.1.1 makes an incorrect statement about the equivalency of test results of fire resistance tests.
The statement is not supported by facts and should not be included in the document.

Humble, J. Register my vote as negative on Comments 5000-79 (Log #1), and on 5000-77 (Log #56), 5000-78 (Log #153), and 5000-80 (Log
#154).

Circumvents Due Process in Chapter 1:
Chapter one was clearly established as the scoping provisions to oversee and address situations that the AHJ would consider outside of the

provisions of the code. By installing language which prohibits this action circumvents that option for the AHJ, and restricts options for the user as
provided under related provisions in Chapter 1 which specifically states, in part, the following:

“1.5.3.1 ….the authority having jurisdiction shall be authorized to require tests showing proof of equivalency….”
“1.5.3.3 Tests shall be conducted as specified in this Code, ….”
As a result, since the proposed committee action is explicit, the performance option for demonstrating equivalency is no longer available.
Adds Qualifier to Test Standard:

Modifying ASTM E119, UL 263 and NFPA 251 in this manner is not appropriate. If there is an issue with each of the standards then the proper
forum is the standards development process and not the NFPA code development process. To date no substantive information has been provided to
this committee to demonstrate that this option has been taken to all the fire endurance standards consensus committees for consideration. This lack
of substantive information suggests that there is no issue with the fire endurance standards, and further supports disapproval of the item.

History:
I would remind the BLD-FIR that since the original proposal (in 2005, ROC 5000-392 (Log #579)) was received that we have been discussing

primarily concepts and interpretations. The only evidence received was a test result from one (1) appeal to the State of Connecticut  -Office of State
Fire Marshal. No other evidence has been submitted indicating that there was a wholesale issue in the field. In view of that lack of evidence I must
question the validity of both the original modification and this proposed committee action.

Lewis, D. The proposed code and annex text is not needed for the proper application of code requirements, creates possible confusion and
could result in automatic sprinkler systems not being allowed at all - even under Section 1.5 or Chapter 5.

Affirmative with Comment

Stashak, C. AHJ's are presented with this scenario frequently, designers feel that because the atrium language permits sprinkler protection in
lieu of the 1-hour separation requirements, that this means that it is acceptable in other areas of buildings.  This language is a positive change in the
existing language that will provide guidance and testing information that will help the AHJ to make the correct decision.

5000-80 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 14  Negative: 6  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.2.3.3 (New) (Log # 154 )
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Monday, November 8, 2010
Document # 5000
Circulation Report for BLD-FIR    Comments

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Castellano, J. I do not concur with this new section.

Devlin, J. See reason in response to action on Comment 5000-80 (Log #154).

Gerdes, R. I disagree with the action taken on Comment 5000-79.

Holmes, W. See comment on negative for Comment 5000-79.

Humble, J. See my comment in 5000-79 (Log #1).

Lewis, D. See my negative comment as shown in 5000-79 (Log #1).

5000-83 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 20  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.8.8.4 (Log # 58 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

5000-84 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 20  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.10.5.4 (Log # 59 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

5000-85 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 17  Negative: 3  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.11.2.x (New) (Log # 152 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Cahanin, G. See comment on SAF-FIR 101-92.While there exist fire compartments and smoke compartments within the LSC, I believe that
convenience openings can be part of non-compartmented openings. As such, this new section would require compartments for each area of a
convenience opening. The current provisions adequately speak to the submitters concerns.

Devlin, J. By way of the proposed figure 8.6.9.1(4), I can only conclude that the proponents concern is to
address a condition whereby this code requires a floor/story of a building to be subdivided into one or more
smoke or fire compartments and smoke circumvents the fire/smoke barrier by means of the convenience
opening.  In such a case, smoke must spread from the fire compartment to the floor above or below via the
convenience opening filling the connected compartment/story and then spill into the compartment on the
opposite side of the fire/smoke barrier.    This code change is not appropriate for the fundamentals chapter but
rather for a specific occupancy chapter to consider whether or not convenience (vertical) openings should be
permitted when the floor/story is required to be subdivided into one or more fire or smoke compartments.

Francis, S. It is not clear that the single fire area must be penetrated by both convenience openings and it is not clear that it would be
undesirable even if it were.

Affirmative with Comment
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Monday, November 8, 2010
Document # 5000
Circulation Report for BLD-FIR    Comments

Stashak, C. There was extensive discussion amongst the Technical Committee members to modify this language and this subject was
obviously an important subject for the TC.  Additionally a task was formed to develop language to represent the wishes of the Committee.  I have
included a diagram to help convey the work of the task group.

5000-94 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 20  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.11.4.1 (Log # 68 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Affirmative with Comment

Gerdes, R. While this will be consistent with NFPA 101 action I think the original language requiring the occupancy committees to opt in may
be a better way to handle the situation.

Humble, J. Voting affirmative with comment. The committee action has resulted in a sentence that is poorly worded. I specifically cite the
portion of the sentence which reads "...where unless specifically exempted...." As an alternative, I would recommend a grammatical, but not a
technical, change where the provision would read as follows: "8.11.4.3 Latching hardware shall be required on doors in smoke barriers when so
indicated in Chapters 15 through 31, 33 and 34."

5000-95 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 14  Negative: 5  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

8.11.5.3 (New) and 8.11.5.5 (Log # 113 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Cahanin, G. See comment on SAF-FIR 101-111: There is not a technical substantiation that points to failures
of smoke barriers using standard construction materials.  This change would require the use of a proprietary
product that creates a 'system' or materials that are tested according to UL 1479 for air leakage. Currently
smoke barrier walls can be sealed with the common material for that wall such as mortar for a CMU assembly
or gypsum mud for a gypsum wall. This change would not allow the ready use of such systems.  The testing of
the smoke barrier after construction is complete is not substantiated by any data that finds current smoke
barriers are failing and adds unnecessary cost to construction.  Testing of smoke doors is justified since these
elements are in openings that are designed to allow passage through the barrier and sealing is important.

Castellano, J. I do not concur with leakage measurements as currently proposed.

5





Monday, November 8, 2010
Document # 5000
Circulation Report for BLD-FIR    Comments

Devlin, J. Numerous proposals similar to this one have been submitted during the code development cycle for
the 2006, 2009 and 2012 editions of this standard.  In each case, the technical committee has rejected these
proposals on the fundamental basis that specifying the maximum acceptable leakage rate for through-
penetrations of smoke barrier is difficult to enforce, overly burdensome to building owners and operators, and
is without justification.  Smoke barriers have long been required by this code and other building codes and
standards and there is no data to indicate that these barriers are not meeting their intended performance of
maintaining tenable conditions on the safe side of the barrier in a fire condition.  Cables, cable trays, conduits,
pipes – through-penetrations – are different from doors.  Doors are dynamic and thus a nominally small annual
space is required between the door and its frame and floor below to properly operate.  Measuring the leakage
around the door via the nominal annular space is important to ensure the proper manufacturing tolerance is met
and smoke migration is limited.  Through-penetrations are different from doors in that they are static and when
properly protected with a through-penetration smoke and/or fire stop system they will inhibit smoke will
inhibit smoke passage.  Applying this proposed leakage rate criteria to through-penetrations is unnecessary and
inappropriate.

Gerdes, R. I continue to disagree with the concept that air leakage must be measured to the degree proposed.  While we have the technology I
do not think it is necessary.  We have not had a problem with existing smoke barriers over the past several decades.  Enforcement of the
requirement may be a nightmare.

Holmes, W. Neither the Substantiation nor the Committee Statement provide any information to support that there is any safety significance
related to or technical justification for a total cumulative leakage of 50 cfm of air leakage through any 100 sq. ft. of wall or floor area at 30 inches of
water column.    There is no evidence that a total cumulative leakage rate of less than 50 cfm per 100 sq. ft. will provide for a safe environment or
that a total cumulative leakage rate of greater than 50 cfm per  100 sq. ft. will create an unsafe environment.  There is no justification offered to
support why designers, constructors, or building owners should be required to document total cumulative leakage rates or how the safety of
occupants would be enhanced by this requirement.

Abstain

Koffel, W. In accordance with the policy of the Standards Council, I have abstained from voting on this item.

5000-96 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 17  Negative: 2  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

8.11.7.1, 8.11.7.2, and 8.11.7.3 (Log # 114 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Cahanin, G. See comment on SAF-FIR 101-111:There is not a technical substantiation that points to failures
of smoke barriers using standard construction materials.  This change would require the use of a proprietary
product that creates a 'system' or materials that are tested according to UL 1479 for air leakage. Currently
smoke barrier walls can be sealed with the common material for that wall such as mortar for a CMU assembly
or gypsum mud for a gypsum wall. This change would not allow the ready use of such systems.  The testing of
the smoke barrier after construction is complete is not substantiated by any data that finds current smoke
barriers are failing and adds unnecessary cost to construction.  Testing of smoke doors is justified since these
elements are in openings that are designed to allow passage through the barrier and sealing is important.

Devlin, J. See reason in response to action on 5000-95 (Log #113).

Abstain

Koffel, W. In accordance with the policy of the Standards Council, I have abstained from voting on this item.
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5000-97 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 20  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.12(5) (Log # 69 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

5000-98 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 19  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

8.12.2 (Log # 70 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Abstain

Holmes, W. The Committee Statement is unclear.

5000-100 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 17  Negative: 3  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.12.3.1 (New) (Log # 155 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

Negative

Castellano, J. I concur with this new section as proposed.

Gerdes, R. I support the allowance of atriums to satisfy the requirement for occupancy separations as noted in my remarks to Comment 5000
-99.  The committee did not give this to Fundamentals, the TCC did.  I also disagree with the action taken by Fundamentals.

McHugh, Jr., W. See reason statement - 101-113: Mr. Kapalczynski is correct that the language is unclear.

5000-101 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 20  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.12.5.2 (Log # 169 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

5000-104 Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 20  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.15.1, 8.15.4, 22.3.2, 23.3.1, 24.3.1, 25.3.2X, 26.3.3.2X (Log # 74 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.

5000-175a Eligible To Vote:21  Affirmative: 20  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

A.8.11.4.4 (Log # CC152 )

Not Returned

Klein, M.
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