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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Residential Occupancies 
 
FROM: Gregory Harrington, Staff Liaison 
 
DATE: October 26, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 5000 ROC TC Letter Ballot (A 2011 Cycle) 

 ______________________________________________________________________  
 
The ROC letter ballot for NFPA 5000 is attached.  The ballot is for formally voting on 
whether or not you concur with the committee’s actions on the comments.  Reasons must 
accompany all negative and abstention ballots. 
 
Please do not vote negatively because of editorial errors.  However, please bring 
such errors to my attention for action. 
 
Please complete and return your ballot as soon as possible but no later than Tuesday, 
November 9, 2010.  As noted on the ballot form, please return the ballot to Linda 
MacKay either via e-mail to lmackay@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7110.  You may 
also mail your ballot to the attention of Linda MacKay at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch Park, 
Quincy, MA 02169. 
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.   
 
Attachments: Comments 



Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 5000
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
5000-71     Log #55  BLD-RES

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on Building Code,

5000-88
Review the action taken by BLD-BLC on proposal 5000-88.

Proposal 5000-88 considers removal of the story height limits and area criteria from Chapter 7.  No
correlative action was considered as to how the allowable construction types for the occupancy chapters would be
handled (in the__.1.5.1 Section) without such content.

No action.
The committee reviewed the action on Proposal 5000-88. No further action is needed.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
5000-90     Log #64  BLD-RES

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on Building Code,

5000-97a
Reconsider the action on this proposal to determine if latching is required or not.  Section 8.11.4.2

(3) appears to not require the latching hardware but implies that the occupancy chapters can offer a different option.
The Occupancy Chapter TCs should review their chapter provisions applicable to smoke barriers and, if it is the TC’s
desire, revise text so as to specifically require latching in the appropriate locations.

The occupancy chapters might need to be correlated with the change made to 8.11.4.2(3).

No action.
There are no smoke barrier provisions in the residential occupancy chapters (22, 23, 24, and

25); as such, no correlation with 8.11.4.1 is needed in those chapters.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
5000-105     Log #75  BLD-RES

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on Building Code,

5000-104b
Review the actions taken on Proposals 5000-104a, 5000-166, 5000-167, 5000-168, 5000-169, and

5000-170 to ensure there is a consistent treatment of this subject.
This proposal relates to the need to provide a separation between garages and living spaces in

residential occupancies.  Each committee is being asked to review the base criteria proposed for chapter 8 and
determine if further correlation within the occupancy chapters is necessary.

No action.
The action by BLD-RES on Proposal 5000-104b adds the garage separation requirement to

Chapters 22, 23, 24, and 25. It is noted that the committee actions and statements on Proposals 5000-166 and
5000-167 reference the incorrect proposal number due to a change in sequencing that occurred following the
committee's ROP meeting. The reference to Proposal 5000-24a should be to 5000-104b.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 5000
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
5000-137     Log #24  BLD-RES

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Eleanor Smith, Concrete Change

5000-164
Accept the Proposal as Submitted.

I concur, generally, with the substantiation of the submitted proposal by Jake Pauls plus the negative
ballot submitted by RES TC member Stanley Harbuck.  In addition, and to reinforce plus supplement these TC
members’ information, I have the following comment to support accepting the proposal as submitted.  The following
comments include information drawn from the website of Concrete Change (www.concretechange.org), the organization
which I have directed since the late 1980’s.
Problem and Resolution     This proposal would significantly resolve health and safety problems caused by current,
typical house construction practices.    While federal laws have required architectural access in public buildings
(Americans with Disabilities Act) and in new multi-family housing (Fair Housing Act), the great majority of new
single-family homes continue to present egregious barriers to people who develop disabilities.   The current practice of
building steps at all entrances of a dwelling and narrow interior passage doors causes or exacerbates the following
problems:
--Inability to exit one’s own home independently in case of emergency because there are steps at all entrances.
--Inability to exit one’s home to participate in community activities, resulting in isolation and depression.
--Increased falls because one must be carried up and down steps in a wheelchair or must struggle with steps while
using crutches, canes, walkers, etc. and at the same time attempt to open or close an entry door.
--Inability to enter one’s own bathroom because of the typically narrow door, leading to poor hygiene, and chronically
restricting intake of fluids, which in turn leads to kidney and bladder infections and other urinary tract ailments.
--Isolation and depression due to inability to participate in gatherings in the homes of friends and extended family whose
homes have steps at all entrances and/or narrow bathroom doors.
--Increased physical and mental stress on the part of persons caring for disabled relatives because they must do
increased lifting, carrying and hygiene tasks due to steps and narrow doors.   Numerous studies have documented that
persons doing significant amounts of care-giving suffer poorer health and higher mortality than control groups of
non-caregivers.
--Steps and narrow doors impede the ability of fire fighters, emergency medical personnel, and other emergency

responders as they attempt to evacuate people experiencing home fires, heart attacks, strokes, etc.
--Further, lack of a home entrance without steps may increase injuries to emergency responders. For example, a

three-year study of more than 250 documented injuries to EMT’s showed that the most frequent injuries were back
injuries, and that the majority of these occurred at the location from which the victim was transported as opposed to the
location (such as a hospital) to which the victim was transported.  (“Evaluation of the Injury Profile of Emergency
Personnel in a Busy Urban EMS System,” American Journal of Emergency Medicine, P.T. Hoqya and L. Ellis, July
1990.)
Numbers of Houses Affected

¬The current practice with regard to housing and disability is to build homes with no access and later react in crisis
mode when a resident experiences a disability, resulting in the above-mentioned health and safety problems as well as
increased institutionalization.   The number of houses that need to have basic access features is often severely
underestimated.   Low estimates fail to recognize the following:  that not just wheelchair users but a host of other people
with mobility impairment are affected; that when one member of a household develops a disability, the whole household
is affected; and that people with disabilities, like non-disabled people, move from house to house, with each individual
impacting the need for access in a series of houses.  A study published in The Journal of the American Planning
Association (Summer, 2008) projects that 25% to 60% of all new houses built in 2000 will have at least one resident with
severe, long-term mobility impairment during the lifetime of the house.  “Aging and Disability: Implications for the
Housing Industry and Housing Policy in the United States,”   Volume 74, Issue 3, June 2008, Stanley K. Smith, Stefan
Rayer, Eleanor A. Smith)      Recent conversations with the primary author of that article indicate that 60% is the more
likely figure due to the conservative parameters used in the article.
Demonstrated Practicality of the Proposed Recommendation
A number of local ordinances, state laws and agency policies over the past two decades have yielded some 40,000
single-family  houses and duplexes built with at least one entrance without steps and adequately wide interior doors.
These houses were built for the general public as opposed to being designated for people who currently have
disabilities.   The fact that no attempts have been made to rescind these laws or policies since their construction
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 5000
requirements first were employed is an indication that such features are not difficult or costly to incorporate in new
construction (as opposed to the much higher cost of retrofitting existing houses for access after barriers have already
been constructed).
Practicality in a variety of terrains and climates   The above-mentioned existing houses have proven practical in both

southern and northern climates; on concrete slabs and over basements; and on both level and steep terrains.  (The
provision to provide access from a driveway or attached garage facilitates entrance on steep terrain.)
Cost issues.    The low costs cited are based on already-constructed houses.   Experienced builders of these houses
estimate $200 or less as the added cost for new houses built on a concrete slab, and around $600 for houses built over
a basement.    These costs are in contrast to the unintended high financial costs of continuing to build with barriers,
which include health problems and injuries; retrofitting to remove barriers; and increased institutionalizations of people
for whom architectural barriers in their home was an issue in their placement in nursing homes or other institutions.
The most comprehensive study to date of the history, health and social implications, strategies and costs relevant to

this issue was commissioned by AARP and published in 2008:  “Increasing Home Access: Designing for Visitability,”
AARP Public Policy Institute, Jordana L. Maisel, Eleanor Smith, Edward Steinfeld, August, 2008.
The Issue of Single-family Attached Houses, commonly referred to as “Townhouses” or “Row houses”, as opposed to
single-family detached houses and duplexes, was raised by the Technical Committee.   Although incorporating basic
access (“visitability”) in townhouses can be more complex than in single-family, a variety of solutions can be applied to
townhouses.    Some of these are illustrated in the Townhouse section of the Photo Gallery at www.concretechange.org.
Nevertheless, for purposes of this recommendation it is best to defer addressing townhouse requirements to local, state
or federal entities at the time when they adopt NFPA 5000.

The committee was not given a published version of ICC/ANSI A117.1 to review all of its
requirements because it is not available. The cost implications do not include additional items that ICC/ANSI A117.1
requires, such as wheelchair lifts, elevators, and ramps. The restriction on townhouse designs were not adequately
covered for those designs that include dwellings over garages, limited setbacks, and exits that do not originate at the
ground level. The Code already addresses first responder issues that are unrelated to the proposal.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
5000-138     Log #79  BLD-RES

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on Building Code,

5000-164
The committee is asked to review the recommendation in this proposal once the 2009 edition of

ANSI/ICC A117.1 is available.
The potential need to reference ICC/ANSI A117.1 in Chapter 12 or Chapter 22, as it applies to certain

dwelling units is within the purview of NFPA 5000.
Further, staff is requested to submit this proposal to the NFPA DARAC as part of their agenda package for their June

2010 meeting

See the action on Comment 5000-137.
The committee revisited the issue in its action on Comment 5000-137.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 5000
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
5000-139     Log #104  BLD-RES

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jake Pauls, Jake Pauls Consulting Services

5000-164
Procedurally, it would be ideal if proposal 5000-164 were Accepted in Principle at the ROC stage,

as occurred at the ROP stage for companion proposal, 5000-165, which was processed by the BLD-BSY TC.  This, or
something equivalent, is the recommendation of this comment.

Complicating the Technical Committee’s Approval in Principle of this proposal is the fact that, at the
time of this Comment submission, ICC has not yet declared the new edition of the ICC/ANSI A117.1 as approved by
ANSI and published although responsible ICC staff reported to the A117 Committee, on August 9: “At this point we have
to wait until the end of August (to complete some procedural items) but I do hope to be sending the standard to ANSI by
the end of the month.  I will keep you all posted once I actually submit the standard to ANSI.  I am hoping to have the
standard printed and available by mid November or early December.”
Among options for approval of Proposal 5000-164 within this cycle are approval at the TCC ROC meeting based on

public availability of the ICC/ANSI A117.1-2010 standard, a successful NITMAM in June 2011, and a successful appeal
to the Standards Council.  Thus I ask that the BLD-RES Technical Committee act in a fashion consistent with the
BLD-BSY TC’s unanimous affirmative vote to accept companion Proposal 5000-165 in principle based on publication of
the standard in time for this edition of NFPA 5000.
There is even more reason now to accept the proposal than there was in late 2009.  The American Public Health

Association’s policy 2009-13, in the late stages of adoption when Proposal 5000-165 was submitted, was formally
adopted in November 2009 and is now published with the relevant recommendation as follows: “4. ICC and NFPA, in
developing model codes and standards, should use generally a ‘universal design’ or inclusive design philosophy, which
maximizes safety and usability for the largest range of people, including elderly people or those of any age with
disabilities. This includes scoping—for all new homes (subject to some very limited exemptions)—of ICC/ANSI
A117.1-2009 requirements for ‘visitable dwelling units,’. . . .”  Proposal 5000-164 includes only limited exceptions,
consistent with current NFPA 5000 language.  (See additional comment below on the issue of exceptions.)
In 2009, the acting US Surgeon General recommended visitable housing based on public health benefits.  The large

system for setting priorities for public health, Healthy People 2020, continues to include an objective that includes
visitability, i.e., “DSC HP2020–7: Reduce the proportion of people with disabilities reporting environmental barriers to
participating in home, school, work, or community activities.”  A very detailed comment by Eleanor Smith of
ConcreteChange on this objective, and the need to specify visitability, is found at:
healthypeople.gov/hp2020/Objectives/ViewObjective.aspx?Id=451&TopicArea=Disability+and+Secondary+Conditions&
Objective=DSC+HP2020–7&TopicAreaId=17.  Quoted from this website are the following reasons to consider visitability
(“basic access”) as an important public health strategy.
“Major ill health consequences result from continuing to consider basic access in house construction as strictly a private
and market issue, rather than acknowledging it as a public and policy issue. Ill health effects may include the following:
---Increased falls because there are steps at all entrances
---Increased falls because narrow bathroom doors force people using walkers to move sideways through the door;
cause some wheelchair users to employ unsafe means of passage such as transferring to a desk chair on casters,
crawling on the floor, etc.
Falls are the leading cause of injury, death, and emergency department visits for people over age 65.
---Decreased ability to exit the house in case of fire or other emergencies.
---Increased bladder and kidney problems. Inability to pass through bathroom door in one’s own home or in homes
visited results in chronic self-limiting of liquids, too many hours of retaining urine, and other unhealthy practices.
---Diminished health of caregivers. Many studies have established that family members who are highly involved in the
care of a person with a disability have poorer health and higher mortality than control groups of non-caregivers. Having
to lift people in and out of the house because of entry steps, or find neighbors or others to do so, and having to carry
bedpans because a bathroom door is narrow are physical and psychological stress factors.
---Increased depression of people who cannot leave their home independently because of steps at all entrances.
---Increased depression of people for whom architectural barriers in the homes of friends and extended family make it
difficult or impossible to take part in gatherings.”
Relative to injury prevention, the safety of stairways in homes is a growing concern as homes now account for 90

percent of all stair-related injuries treated in hospital emergency departments.  The failure to provide—as a matter of
minimum mandatory requirements in building codes—a zero-step entrance to new homes is contributing to the relatively
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 5000
rapidly growing toll of home stair-related injuries that, currently, exact a societal cost of about $10 million per hour in the
USA.  Further information about the recent, rapid growth in home stair-related injuries is provided at my website,
http://web.me.com/bldguse/Site/Stairways.html. We already have a large stock of nonvisitable homes.  We should not
be building any more of them, especially when the societal need for visitable housing is growing faster than new home
construction can satisfy.  As this proponent has pointed out repeatedly in prior proposals on zero-step entrances—
comparable to those the model codes of both ICC and NFPA already require for all new buildings other than
dwellings—the combination of entrance doors and steps is unreasonably dangerous.
In terms of accessibility and usability, we have recently celebrated a major anniversary of the Americans with

Disabilities Act (ADA) and, with our increasing proportion of older Americans and the need to control healthcare costs,
the case of homes usable for ones life span gain is increasingly strong.
Within NFPA (and in many other organizations) there is a growing focus on accessibility and usability.  The high-level

Disability Access Review and Advisory Committee (DARAC) set up by, and reporting to, the NFPA President took a
strong stand in support of the kind of scoping for visitability that is included in Proposal 5000-164.  This follows the
strong support, with an accept in principle action taken on companion proposal 5000-165 at the ROP meeting of the
BLD-BSY Technical Committee in the fall of 2009.
Momentum is clearly supportive of Proposals 5000-164 plus 5000-165 and NFPA is an important part of that

momentum (as shown in the attention to accessibility in the July-August 2010 issue of NFPA Journal and the success of
NFPA e-ACCESS).  But I recognize that seeing Proposal 5000-164 through to a successful incorporation into NFPA
5000 will benefit from a significant reduction of the opposition encountered to date (and possibly continuing) in the
BLD-RES TC.  I hope BLD-BSY, in considering its ROC consideration of Proposal 5000-165 is able to craft the correct
action that takes into account the delay in the publication of A117.1.  Then, BLD-RES should follow that action so that,
procedurally, the delayed publication of A117.1 can be easily addressed in subsequent deliberations in the NFPA
process.
Note also that a comment has been submitted by Eleanor Smith (ConcreteChange) on the BLD-RES TC’s rejection of

Proposal 5000-164 and she is planning to attend that TC meeting on October 19th so that the best available information
is readily available to the BLD-RES TC.

Relative to the TC’s expressed need “to have the opportunity to review the final, published standard before it can be
referenced in NFPA 5000. It is expected to be released well in advance of the committee’s ROC meeting in Oct. 2010.”
NFPA can act on Proposal 5000-164 even though, at the TC ROC meetings, the full standard is not yet available in
published form.  Here follows the relevant excerpt from the final, soon-to-be-published text (except for some format
issues) of ICC/ANSI A117.1.

Type C (Visitable) dwelling units shall comply with Section 1005.
At least one unit entrance shall be on a circulation path complying with Section 1005.5 from a

public street or sidewalk, a dwelling unit driveway, or a garage. A circulation path
complying with Section 1005.5 shall connect the unit entrance complying with Section 1005.2 and with the spaces
specified in Section 1005.4. .  The entrance level shall include a toilet room or bathroom
complying with Section 1005.6 and one habitable space with an area 70 square feet minimum. Where a food
preparation area is provided on the entrance level, it shall comply with Section 1005.7.

:  A toilet room or bathroom shall not be required on an entrance level with less than 120 square feet of
habitable space.

Circulation paths shall comply with Section 1005.5.
The circulation path shall consist of one or more of the following elements: walking surfaces

with a slope not steeper that 1:20, doors and doorways, ramps, elevators complying with Sections 407 through 409, and
wheelchair (platform) lifts complying with Section 410.

Walking surfaces with slopes not steeper than1:20 shall comply with Section 303.
. The clear width of the circulation path shall comply with Section 403.5.

Doors and doorways shall comply with Section 1005.5.3
Doorways shall have a clear opening of 31-3/4 inches (810 mm) minimum. Clear opening of

swinging doors shall be measured between the face of the door and stop, with the door open 90 degrees.
Thresholds shall comply with Section 303.

Exception: Thresholds at exterior sliding doors shall be permitted to be 3/4 inch (19 mm) maximum in height, provided
they are beveled with a slope not steeper than 1:2.

Ramps shall comply with Section 405. 
Handrails, intermediate landings and edge protection are not required where the sides of ramp runs have a

vertical drop off of 1/2 inch (13 mm) maximum within 10 inches (255 mm) horizontally of the ramp run.
The clear width of the circulation path shall comply with Section 403.5.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 5000
At a minimum, the toilet room or bathroom required by Section 1005.4 shall include a

lavatory and a water closet.  Reinforcement shall be provided for the future installation of grab bars at water closets.
Clearances at the water closet shall comply with Section 1004.11.3.1.2.. At a minimum,
the food preparation area shall include a sink, a cooking appliance, and a refrigerator.  Clearances between all opposing
base cabinets, counter tops, appliances or walls within the food preparation area shall be 40 inches (1015 mm)
minimum in width.

Spaces that do not provide a cooktop or conventional range shall be permitted to provide a clearance of 36
inches (915 mm) minimum in width.

Receptacle outlets and operable parts of lighting controls shall be
located 15 inches minimum and 48 inches maximum above the floor.

The following shall not be required to comply with Section 1005.8.  1. Receptacle outlets serving a dedicated
use.2. Controls mounted on ceiling fans and ceiling lights.
3. Floor receptacle outlets
4. Lighting controls and receptacle outlets over countertops
Note that a more user-friendly version of these requirements was included in the Substantiation for the original

Proposal 5000-164 (and it is not repeated here).
Relative to the BLD-RES TC’s other reasons for rejecting Proposal 5000-164 there were three concerns expressed in a

relatively vague, cryptic or incomplete fashion that makes very difficult a response in a reasonable-length comment.
First: “The substantiation does not provide details on all of the issues addressed by A117.1.”  What specific details

does the TC consider important for its considerations (especially relative to the justifications already provided in the
original proposal, the negative ballot, and the website containing the most complete information on visitability,
www.concretechange.org)?  More generally, how can the BLD-RES TC block a proposal which has gotten such a
favorable response and support from committees that deal in great detail—and with a lot of specialized expertise—with
accessibility issues (specifically the BLD-BSY TC and DARAC)?
Second: “The cost implications of the proposal are unclear.”  On the contrary, the cost implications are very clear.

Relative to the benefits provided by the visitability features—notably the most costly of the features, the zero-step
entrance—the costs have been clearly presented and they are low.  They were set out in the original proposal for
5000-164 and their source was clearly identified (www.concretechange.org at which the homepage’s top-of-page links
lead directly to a very detailed page titled, “Construction Costs.”  As an investigator of falls, I have a unique perspective
on the relative size of the costs, for example, of building the home properly in the first place—with a zero-step
entrance—which, if implemented would have prevented the falls I have investigated in two newly constructed homes
where the lady of the house fell while exiting the main home entrance with its stepdown at the door.  My site
investigation cost in both cases was several times larger than the $100 to $600 cost of eliminating such steps and, more
importantly, the injured party and her family suffered costs many, many times greater (e.g., by three or more orders of
magnitude or powers of ten) than the cost of proper, step-free construction of the entrance.  Such averted-injury benefits
are not the only ones.  There are also huge benefits over the life of the home in terms of increased usability.  For some
homes, there are also the life-saving benefits of not having to traverse, or have ones wheelchair carried over a threshold
and step(s) combination in the very limited time there is when fire forces a hasty escape from a dwelling.  I repeat, the
cost implications are very clear and, equally clear, are the benefits relative to costs.
Third: “Additional exceptions, such as for townhouses, should be addressed.”  The ConcreteChange website

(www.concretechange.org) has an entire page, “Townhouse Problems, Townhouse Alternatives,” that deals with
townhouses, particularly three types that (on superficial consideration) appear to be problematic. They are:

1. No access to ground floor
2. Townhouses over retail
3. Garage under main floor

Thus before the focus is on making blanket exceptions for certain townhouses, we need to ask if the problems are truly
insurmountable and if so, are there other issues with such townhouses that would lead us to stop building them.  This is
another one of those cases where we already have a lot of unvisitable dwellings; therefore we need not build any more
of them when there are good, visitable approaches to their design and construction.  Thus, no exceptions are proposed
in this comment for 5000-164 for townhouses other than the general exceptions already in the proposal.
More practically, we need to ask the question, “If NFPA 5000 incorporates Proposal 5000-164, how many times will

there be a problem building certain townhouses?”  The answer is “None.”  NFPA 5000 is a model code that is ahead of
other model codes in North America and, in some respects, more widely.  Model codes play an important role in pushing
or pulling the building industry to better things.  Thus, there is no impediment currently for the incorporation of visitability
in NFPA 5000.
Also, clearly, based on technical developments in design and construction, problems will be solved creatively and with

good engineering.  One need only look at all the improvements that have been made in urban transportation systems in
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the last few decades.  For example, on the matter of inaccessible entrances to urban buses—a common problem was
the high, difficult-to-use stairs for people to use getting in and out of buses.  Now with changes in bus architecture and
with “kneeling” buses and very effective, easy to use ramps at bus entries, everyone can use a bus relatively easily and
safely.  The building industry, especially the home building industry needs to discover what can be easily and
economically done to home entrances that parallel what has been done with buses.  Notably, the problem is inherently
more difficult with buses as the interior floor has to be some distance above the roadway; the same is not true for all
houses in relation to their exterior access.  Moreover, as is stressed on the ConcreteChange website, the zero step
entrance to homes can be on thr front, back or sides.  Buses, by contrast, have to have their entrances on a particular
side.
Thus visitability or basic access is an indicator of just how committed we are to making the environment work, in a

reasonably safe fashion for all.  NFPA 5000 has already led in some important innovations in home design (including
stairways built to the standards people appreciate in all other settings and fire protection that befits the dangers of
homes compared to larger buildings).  NFPA 5000 and NFPA generally stand for doing things right, not just sticking with
what one group, home builders and those on code committees who are married to the home builders’ limited
imagination and social responsibility, insists on building with the same designs over and over again—

Therefore, publishing a model building code with the fewest exceptions for dwellings is a long overdue
step into the 21st century where everyone’s needs and capabilities are considered.
Again, the BLD-RES TC should not be out of step with socially responsible positions taken by other NFPA committees,

especially if the NFPA model codes and standards are to continue to be the ones contributing to solution of public health
problems rather than adding to the problems.  Just as NFPA’s process is not some mindless clone of what the other
model code organization does, its codes and standards should not be clones of what that other organization produces.

See the committee statement for the rejection of Comment 5000-137.

7Printed on  10/26/2010



Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 5000
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
5000-140b     Log #183  BLD-RES

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Disability Access Review and Advisory Committee ,

5000-164
Accept proposal #5000-164.

The committee stated the following four (4) reasons for rejecting proposal #5000-164:
1. The ICC/ANSI A117.1-2009 is not yet finalized or available for review. The committee needs to have the opportunity

to review the final, published standard before it can be referenced in NFPA 5000. It is expected to be released well in
advance of the committee's ROC meeting in Oct. 2010.
2. The substantiation does not provide details on all of the issues addressed by A117.1.
3. The cost implications of the proposal are unclear.
4. Additional exceptions, such as for townhouses, should be addressed.DARAC believes that those four (4) reasons

have been adequately addressed and resolved as follows and therefore the proposal should be approved.
1. The ICC/ANSI ASC A117 Committee formally approved the text on July 30, 2010 by a vote of 44 in the affirmative

and 2 in the negative. The appeal period closed August 30, 2010 with no appeals filed. The final ballot approved text is
published on the ICC website. It will be available for purchase as soon as the printer can deliver it.

2. Text has been provided to answer any questions or concerns raised by reason #2. Information is available on the
IC website.

Costs have been fairly and adequately addressed by Concrete Change which is sponsored and overseen by the
Statewide Independent Living Council (SILC) of Georgia.  A national system of Statewide Independent Living Councils
was established under Title VII of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 as amended in 1994. The Statewide Independent Living
Council (SILC) of Georgia was founded in 1995 to ensure that people with disabilities have opportunities to live as
independently as possible. Their PowerPoint presentation on methods and costs is available for review. In Summary,
they state, that on new construction, the costs are approx.: $200 zero-step entrance plus $50 interior doors; total about
$250 average (about 1/3 the cost of one bay window) with a range from $100-$600. Their website is:
www.concretechange.org
Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
4. The committee stated that there should be some scoping exceptions for townhouses it is within their power to modify

the proposal to add them, but it is not a valid reason for rejecting the entire proposal.
This year is the 20th anniversary of the ADA. There has been a huge effort on the part of the President, Congress and all
federal agencies to make society accessible to people with disabilities including, but not limited to, temporary housing
used by FEMA to house evacuees, court houses, recreational facilities, computer software, educational and hiring
opportunities. NFPA codes and standards have been among the leaders in accessibility and this proposal is timely,
appropriate and cost effective. Each one of us will benefit at some point in our own lives from having new houses
constructed as “visitable”.
The Disability Access Review and Advisory Committee was balloted for their approval to submit this comment to NFPA
5000. The results are as follows:
Number Eligible to Vote: 9
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 6
Ballot Not Returned: 3 (Barbosa, Olson and Scott)
As this comment received the required 2/3 approval vote of the committee members eligible to vote in accordance with
DARAC’s Bylaws and Operating Procedures, this comment is submitted in DARAC’s name to NFPA 5000.

See the committee statement for the rejection of Comment 5000-137.

8Printed on  10/26/2010



Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 5000
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
5000-140c     Log #CC600  BLD-RES

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Residential Occupancies,

5000-171
Revise 22.3.4 as follows:

Smoke alarms shall be provided in accordance with either 22.3.4.1.1 or 22.3.4.1.2.
Smoke alarms shall be installed in accordance with 55.2.2.6 in the following locations:

(1) In all sleeping rooms
(2)*Outside of each separate sleeping area, in the immediate vicinity of the sleeping rooms
(3) On each level of the dwelling unit, including basements

Dwelling units shall be protected by an approved smoke detection system in accordance with Section 55.2
and equipped with an approved means of occupant notification.

Carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors in accordance with 22.3.4.3 and Section 55.11 shall
be provided in one- and two-family dwellings where any of the following conditions is met:
(1) Dwelling units with communicating attached garages unless otherwise exempted by 22.3.4.4
(2) Dwelling units containing fuel burning appliances

Where required by 22.3.4.2, carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors shall be installed in the
following locations:
(1) Outside of each separate dwelling unit sleeping area in the immediate vicinity of the sleeping rooms
(2) On every occupiable level of the dwelling unit, including basements, excluding attics and crawl spaces

Carbon monoxide alarms and carbon monoxide detectors as specified in 22.3.4.2(1) shall not be required in
the following locations:
(1) In garages
(2) Within dwelling units with communicating attached garages that are open parking structures as defined by the
building code
(3) Within dwelling units with communicating attached garages that are mechanically ventilated in accordance with the
mechanical code

The placement requirements of NFPA 720 are modified specifically for one- and two-family dwellings as
required by this Code and not other regulations within a jurisdiction.

This committee comment was developed by the Residential Occupancies CO Task Group and is
intended to correlate with similar action taken on NFPA 101, Life Safety Code.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 5000
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
5000-140d     Log #CC601  BLD-RES

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Residential Occupancies,

5000-171
Add a new 23.3.4.7 as follows:

Carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors in accordance with 23.3.4.7 and Section 55.11
shall be provided in lodging or rooming houses where any of the following conditions is met :
(1) Lodging or rooming houses with communicating attached garages unless otherwise exempted by 23.3.4.7.3
(2) Lodging or rooming houses containing fuel burning appliances

Where required by 23.3.4.7.1, carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors shall be installed in
the following locations:
(1) Outside of each separate sleeping area in the immediate vicinity of the sleeping rooms
(2) On every occupiable level including basements, excluding attics and crawl spaces

Carbon monoxide alarms and carbon monoxide detectors as specified in 23.3.4.7.1(1) shall not be required
in the following locations:
(1) In garages
(2) Within lodging or rooming houses with communicating attached garages that are open parking structures as defined
by the building code
(3) Within lodging or rooming houses with communicating attached garages that are mechanically ventilated in
accordance with the mechanical code

The placement requirements of NFPA 720 are modified to accommodate lodging or rooming house
occupancies that are part of multiple occupancy buildings (for example, an on-call physicians' sleeping room in a
hospital). The placement requirements of NFPA 720 are modified specifically for lodging or rooming houses as required
by this Code and not other regulations within a jurisdiction.

This committee comment was developed by the Residential Occupancies CO Task Group and is
intended to correlate with similar action taken on NFPA 101, Life Safety Code.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 5000
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
5000-140e     Log #CC602  BLD-RES

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Residential Occupancies,

5000-171
Add a new 24.3.4.11 as follows:

Carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors
in accordance with 24.3.4.11 and Section 55.11 shall be provided in hotels and dormitories where any of the following
conditions is met:
(1) Guest rooms or guest suites having a communicating attached garage unless otherwise exempted by 24.3.4.11.2
(2) Guest rooms or guest suites containing a permanently installed fuel-burning appliance

Where required by 24.3.4.11, carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors shall be installed as
follows:
(1) Outside of each separate sleeping area in the immediate vicinity of the sleeping rooms
(2) On every occupiable level of a guest room and guest suite

Carbon monoxide alarms and carbon monoxide detectors as specified in 24.3.4.11(1) shall not be required
in the following locations:
(1) In garages
(2) Within guest rooms or guest suites with communicating attached garages that are open parking structures as defined
by the building code
(3) Within guest rooms or guest suites with communicating attached garages that are  mechanically ventilated in
accordance with the mechanical code

Carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors shall be provided in areas other than guest rooms
and guest suites in accordance with Section 55.11 as modified by 24.3.4.11.4.

Carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors shall be installed in accordance with the
manufacturer’s published instructions in all of the following locations:
(1) On the ceilings of rooms containing permanently installed fuel-burning appliances
(2) Centrally located within occupiable spaces served by the first supply air register from a permanently installed,
fuel-burning HVAC system
(3) Centrally located within occupiable spaces adjacent to a communicating attached garage

This committee comment was developed by the Residential Occupancies CO Task Group and is
intended to correlate with similar action taken on NFPA 101, Life Safety Code.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 5000
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
5000-140f     Log #CC603  BLD-RES

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Residential Occupancies,

5000-171
Add a new 25.3.4.7 as follows:

Carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors in
accordance with 25.3.4.7 and Section 55.11 shall be provided in apartment buildings where any of the following
conditions is met:
(1) Dwelling units having a communicating attached garage unless otherwise exempted by 25.3.4.7.2
(2) Dwelling units containing a permanently installed fuel burning appliance

Where required by 25.3.4.7, carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors shall be installed within
dwelling units in the following locations:
(1) Outside of each separate sleeping area in the immediate vicinity of the sleeping rooms
(2) On every occupiable level of a dwelling unit.

Carbon monoxide alarms and carbon monoxide detectors as specified in 25.3.4.7(1) shall not be required in
the following locations:
(1) In garages
(2) Within dwelling units with communicating attached garages that are open parking structures as defined by the
building code
(3) Within dwelling units with communicating attached garages that are mechanically ventilated in accordance with the
mechanical code

Carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors shall be provided in areas other than dwelling units
in accordance with Section 55.11 as modified by 25.3.4.7.4.

Carbon monoxide alarms or carbon monoxide detectors shall be installed in accordance with the
manufacturer’s published instructions in all of the following locations:
(1) On the ceilings of rooms containing permanently installed fuel-burning appliances
(2) Centrally located within occupiable spaces served by the first supply air register from a permanently installed,
fuel-burning HVAC system
(3) Centrally located within occupiable spaces adjacent to a communicating attached garage

This committee comment was developed by the Residential Occupancies CO Task Group and is
intended to correlate with similar action taken on NFPA 101, Life Safety Code.
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