
 
 
 
 
 

 
Technical Committee on NFPA 502 Road Tunnels, Bridges, and 

Other Limited Access Highways  (ROA-AAA) 
 
 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO:             Principal and Alternate Members of the Technical Committee on  

NFPA 502 Road Tunnels, Bridges, and Other Limited Access 
Highways (ROA-AAA) 

 
FROM: Sandra Stanek, NFPA Staff Liaison 
 
DATE :               September 12, 2012 
 
 
SUBJECT:      AGENDA – NFPA 502   ROC Meeting   (Annual 2013 revision 

cycle) for the 2014 edition 
 
 
Enclosed is the agenda for the Report on Comments (ROC) meeting for NFPA 

502, Road Tunnels, Bridges, and Other Limited Access Highways Standard 

which will be held at on Monday, October 1st  ( 8 AM EST)  through 

Wednesday, October 3rd, 2012 in Miami, FL. 

 

Please review the meeting notice, sent to your email address of record, for 

pertinent information concerning hotels, etc.  Notify me immediately if you have 

any issues downloading the comments from the committee website, etc.   

 

Office:  (617) 984-7498 
Cell:  (339) 368-1186 
Email:  sstanek@nfpa.org 

 

For administrative questions, please contact Elena Carroll at (617) 984-7952.  

Please submit requests for additional agenda items to the chair at least seven days prior 
to the meeting. 
 
Please notify the chair and staff liaison as soon as possible if you plan to introduce any 
committee comments at the meeting. 
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Report on Comments Meeting (A2013) Agenda 
September 30, 2012 

 
Hilton Miami Downtown 

1601 Biscayne Blvd. 
Miami, FL 

 
8:00 A.M. – 5:00 P.M.  on October 1st - October 3rd  

 
 

Sunday, September 30, 2012 
 

Travel Day and optional day for Task Groups to convene. Task Group leaders or 
their designee’s to coordinate time. 

 Meeting room will be open & available from 9:00 AM -4:00 PM  
For task groups requiring meeting room space prior to the meeting. 

 
 
 

Monday, October 1, 2012: 
8:00 A.M. -5:00 P.M.  

 
Hilton Miami Downtown 

1601 Biscayne Blvd. 
Miami, FL 

 
 

1. Call to Order – 8:00 am 
2. Committee Roll Call / Introduction of Guests 
3. Proposed Agenda 
4. Committee Member Status  
5. NFPA Staff Liaison Process and Procedures, review of key dates in 

A2013 cycle 
6. Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes A2013 ROP (see Attachment 1) 
7. Start Action on Public Comments 
8. Adjourn 5:00 pm 
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Tuesday, October 2, 2012: 

8:00 A.M. -5:00 P.M.  
 

Hilton Miami Downtown 
1601 Biscayne Blvd. 

Miami, FL 
 

 
 

1. Call to Order – 8:00 am 
2. Complete Action on Public Comments 
3. Presentation By Boon Hui Chiam – LTA Large Scale Fire Tests for Road 

Tunnels with Deluge Systems – 11:00 am 
4. Start Task Group Reports on Committee Comments 
5. Adjourn 5:00 

 
 
 

Wednesday, October 2, 2012: 
8:00 A.M. -5:00 P.M.  

 
 

Hilton Miami Downtown 
1601 Biscayne Blvd. 

Miami, FL 
 

 
1. Call to Order – 8:00 am 
2. Continue Task Group Reports on Committee Comments 
3. Port of Miami Tunnel Project - Presentation by Freddie Fernandez, Deputy 

Chief Special Operations, Miami Fire Rescue and Michael Long, Florida 
State Fire Marshal’s Office  – 10:30 am 

4. Complete Task Group Reports on Committee Comments 
5. Identify necessary committee actions during remainder of cycle 
6. Adjourn 5:00 
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Key Dates for the Annual 2013 Revision Cycle 
          (NFPA 502   2014 edition) 
 
 
 

Proposal Closing Date 
November 25, 
2011 

Final Date for ROP Meeting February 24, 2012 

Final Date for Mailing TC Ballots March 16, 2012 

 Ballots Returned By April 20, 2012 

ROP Published & Posted June 22, 2012 

Comment Closing Date August 31, 2012 

Final Date for ROC Meeting November 2, 2012 

Final date for mailing TC ballots  
November 16, 
2012 

Ballots Returned By 
November 30, 
2012 

ROC Published & Posted February 22, 2013 

Closing Date for Notice of Intent to Make a Motion 
(NITMAM) 

April 5, 2013 

Issuance of Consent Document (No NITMAMs) May 28, 2013 

NFPA Annual Meeting June 2013 

Issuance of Document with NITMAM August 1, 2013 

Technical Committee deadlines are in bold.
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Meeting Preparation 
 
Committee members are strongly encouraged to review the published comments 
prior to the meeting and to be prepared to act on each item. 
 
Handout materials should be submitted to the chair at least seven days prior to 
the meeting. 
 
Only one posting of the comments will be made; it will be arranged in 
section/order and will be pre-numbered. This will be posted to the NFPA 
Document information pages are located at www.nfpa.org/502. If you have 
trouble accessing the website please contact Elena Carroll at ecarroll@nfpa.org. 
 

 Materials to have at meeting: 
 Last edition of the standard 

 Meeting agenda 
 Public comments & associated attachments 

 

Regulations and Guiding Documents 
 
All committee members are expected to behave in accordance with the Guide for 
the Conduct of Participants in the NFPA Standards Directory (on-line). 
 
All actions during and following the committee meetings will be governed in 
accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects. Failure 
to comply with these regulations could result in challenges to the standards-
making process. A successful challenge on procedural grounds could prevent or 
delay publication of the document. 
 
The style of the document must comply with the Manual of Style for NFPA 
Technical Committee Documents. 
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General Procedures for Meetings 
 

 Use of tape recorders or other means capable of producing verbatim 
transcriptions of any NFPA Committee Meeting is not permitted. 

 Attendance at all NFPA Committee Meetings is open. All guests must sign 
in and identify their affiliation. 

 Participation in NFPA Committee Meetings is generally limited to 
committee members and NFPA staff. Participation by guests is limited to 
individuals, who have received prior approval from the chair to address the 
committee on a particular item, or who wish to speak regarding public 
proposals or comments that they submitted. 

 The chairman reserves the right to limit the amount of time available for 
any presentation. 

 No interviews will be allowed in the meeting room at any time, including 
breaks. 

 All attendees are reminded that formal votes of committee members will 
be secured by letter ballot. Voting at this meeting is used to establish a 
sense of agreement, but only the results of the formal letter ballot will 
determine the official action of the committee. 

 Note to Special Experts:  Particular attention is called to Section 3.3(e) of 
the NFPA Guide for the Conduct of Participants in the NFPA Codes and 
Standards Development Process in the NFPA Directory. This section 
requires committee members to declare any interest they may represent, 
other than their official designation as shown on the committee roster. This 
typically occurs when a special expert is retained by and represents 
another interest category on a particular subject. If such a situation exists 
on a specific issue or issues, the committee member shall declare those 
interests to the committee and refrain from voting on any action relating to 
those issues. 

 Smoking is not permitted at NFPA Committee Meetings. 
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Technical Committee on Road Tunnel and Highway Fire Protection 
A2013 ROP Meeting Minutes 

 
Embassy Suites Tempe 

Tempe, AZ 
January 16, 17, 18 & 19, 2012 

 
& Web/Teleconferences 
February 9 & 10, 2012 

 
 
1. Commencement  

Meeting was called to order at 8:00AM on Monday January 16, 2012. 
 

2. Introductions  
The following members and guests were in attendance: 
 
Name     Representing 
Voting Members 
Bill Connell, Chair   Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Ian Barry    IEB Consulting Ltd 
Arthur Bendelius   A&G Consultants, Inc 
Alan Brinson    International Fire Sprinkler Network 
Alexandre Debs   Ministere Des Transports Du Quebec 
Jason Huczek    Southwest Research Institute 
Haukur Ingason   SP Technical Research Institute of 
Ahmed Kashef   National Research Council of Canada 
Joseph Kroboth, III   Washington County Division of Public Works 
Igor Maevski    Jacobs Engineering 
Tony Marino    Port Authority of New York & New Jersey 
David Plotkin    AECOM 
Norman Rhodes   Hatch Mott MacDonald 
Dirk Sprakel    FogTech Fire Protection 
Adrian Cheong Wah Onn  Land Transport Authority, Singapore 
Sandra Stanek    NFPA 502 Staff Liaison 
Rich Bielen    NFPA 
Alternates  
Daniel Dirgins    Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Gary English    Seattle Fire Department 
Russell Fleming   International Fire Sprinkler Association 
Stefan Krazmeir   FogTech Fire Protection 
Nader Shahcheraghi   AECOM 
Guests  
Kees Both    Self 
John Celantano   Mott MacDonald 
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Eric Cheong Munkit   Land Transport Authority, Singapore 
Peter Moran    RSCC Wire & Cable 
Gil Shoshani    RSCC Wire & Cable 
 
Committee Members not Present 
James Conrad    RSCC Wire & Cable 
John Dalton    WR Grace 
Arnold Dix    Lawyer/Scientist/Adj. Prof. Engineering 
Michael Fitzpatrick   Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
David LeBlanc   Tyco Fire Suppression & Building Products 
John Nelson    Seattle Fire Department 
Maurice Pilette   Mechanical Designs Ltd. 
Jesus Rohena    US Department of Transportation 
Rene van den Bosch   Promat BV The Netherlands 
Mark Janssens    Southwest Research Institute 
Leong Wang (Alt.)   Land Transport Authority 
 

3. Introductory Comments  (Chairman) 
 
a. Meeting Agenda- The agenda was accepted without comment. 
b. The Chairman noted that the goal of the meeting is to review and act upon all of the 

public proposals, and to introduce any Committee proposals through the various task 
groups. 

c. The Chairman gave an update regarding membership of the Committee, introduced 
new members, alternates, and guests in attendance and announced recent member 
resignations.  

 
4. NFPA Staff Liaison Comments (Sandra Stanek) 

Sandra Stanek discussed various administrative issues including: 
 
a. Reminded members to check their contact info and update it if necessary. 
b. Reminded members that no new material can be introduced after the ROP meeting. 
c. Urged all members and alternates to return completed ballots. 
d. NFPA has introduced a Document Information webpage on the NFPA website which 

replaces the E-Committee webpage. 
e. Indicated that NFPA is in the process of re-engineering the code development 

process.  The process will utilize the editing of a “live document”.  This process will 
not be implemented for this cycle of Standard 502. 

f. Reviewed the timeline of milestones for the A2013 Revision Cycle which will result 
in the publishing of a 2014 Edition of Standard 502. 
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5. Conferences Update (Chairman) 

a. The 5th International Symposium on Tunnel Safety and Security (ISTSS) will be held 
in New York, USA, 14-16th March, 2012. 
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b. The International Conference on Safety of Life in Tunnels (SOLIT) - Integration of 
Fire Fighting Systems – will be held in held in Berlin on June 27 and 28, 2012 with 
simultaneous translation German/English as a closing event with further exclusive 
reports on the results obtained from the SOLIT2 research project.  
http://ifab-fire.eu/tl_files/download/en/Flyer_Solit2_Conference.pdf 

 
6. Approval of Meeting Minutes from Pre-ROP web/teleconference call held on 

October 21, 2011. Meeting minutes were approved without comment. 
 

7. Task Group Work on Committee Proposals (8:50AM – 12:00PM) 
 
8. Review of Public & Committee Proposals (1:30PM) 

The Committee reviewed and acted on the following proposals: 
CP#1 
Log #5 
Log #47 
Log #2 
Log #34 
Log #79 (action deferred to 1/17) 
Log #49 
Log #37 
Log #50 
Log #51 
Log #52 
Log #53 
Log #54 
Log #55 
Log #65 (will be addressed via CP#3) 
Log #38 (action deferred to 1/17) 
Log #48 (action deferred to 1/17) 
Log #82 (action deferred to 1/17) 
Log #67 (action deferred to 1/18) 
Log #56 
Log #57 
Log #77(action deferred to 1/18) 
Log #87 
Log #6 
Log #58 (action deferred to 1/17) 
Log #59 (action deferred to 1/17) 
Log #7 
Log #71 
Log #8 (action deferred to 1/17) 
Log #85 
Meeting Adjourned @ 5:40 PM on January 16, 2012 
************************************************************** 
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9. Meeting Reconvened @ 8:00AM on January 17, 2012 
The Committee resumed Task Group work until 9:30 AM. 

 
 
10. Resume Review of Proposals (9:35AM) 

The Committee reviewed and acted on the following proposals: 
Log #7 (revisited) 
Log #79 
Log #48 
Log #38 
Log #82 
Log #58 
Log #59 
Log #8 
Log #11(action deferred to 1/18) 
Log #61(action deferred to 1/17 pm) 
Log #90 (will be addressed via CP#2) 
Log #15 
Log #39 
Log #70 
 
Lunch Break 12:30 to 1:30 
 
Log #17 
Log #60 
Log #72 
Log #40 
Log #83 
Log #88 (action deferred to 1/18) 
Log #91 
Log #62 
Log #63 
Log #78 (action deferred to 1/18) 
Log #19 
Log #35 
Log #89 (will be addressed via CP#5) 
Log #84 (will be addressed via CP#5) 
Log #66 
Log #61 
Log #80 (action deferred to 1/17 pm) 
Log #76 (will be addressed via CP#6) 
Log #80 
Log #14 
Log #12 (will be addressed via CP#7) 
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Log #70 (revisited) 
 
Meeting guest Dr. John Celentano of Mott MacDonald gave a presentation to the 
Committee on the topic of Risk Analysis.  
 
The Committee resumed review and action on the following proposals: 
CP#8 
Log #68 
Log #69 (action deferred to 1/18, 1/19) 
 
Meeting Adjourned @ 6:15 PM on January 17, 2012 
************************************************************** 
 

11. Meeting Reconvened @ 8:00AM on January 18, 2012 
The Committee resumed Task Group work until 9:30 AM. 
 

12. Resume Review of Proposals (9:35AM) 
The Committee reviewed and acted on the following proposals: 
Log #77 (will be addressed via CP#9) 
Log #9 (action deferred to 1/18pm) 
CP#10 
Log #1 (will be addressed via CP#11) 
Log #11 (will be addressed via CP#11) 
Log #12 (1/17 action reviewed, no new action) 
Log #13 (will be addressed via CP#11) 
Log #69 (action deferred to 1/19) 
 
Lunch 12:15 to 1:45 
 
Log #69 (action deferred to 1/19) 
Log #88 
Log #29 (action deferred to 1/18pm) 
Log #78 
Log #73 
Log #78 (will be addressed via CP#12) 
Log #81 
Log #36 
Log #41 
Log #42 
Log #67 
Log #43 
Log #44 
Log #3 
Log #46 
Log #45 
Log #4 
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Log #10 (will be addressed via CP#13.  Note-this version of CP#13 addressed Section 
7.1.2 and was subsequently deleted by the committee, however CP#50 addresses this 
issue.) 
Log #9 (will be addressed via CP#4.  Note-this version of CP#4 addressed Section 7.1.2 
and was subsequently deleted by the committee, however CP#50 addresses this issue.) 
Log #16 
Log #86 
Log #18 
Log #33(will be addressed via CP#4. Note-this version of CP#4 addressed the re-write of 
Chapter 9.) 
Log #30 
Log #29 
Log #75 
Log #64 
Log #31 
Log #32 
Log #33 (revisited) 
Log #22 
Log #20 
Log #23 
Log #21 
Log #24(will be addressed via CP#14) 
Log #25 
Log #26 
Database software issues forced the adjournment of the meeting. 
Meeting Adjourned @ 8:45 PM on January 18, 2012 
************************************************************** 
 

13. Meeting Reconvened @ 7:30AM on January 19, 2012 
The Committee reviewed and acted on the following proposals: 
Log #26 (revisited) 
Log #74 
Log #27 
Log #28 
Log #69 
The following proposals were revisited due to the database software issues: 
Log #19 
Log #20 (revisited) 
Log #21 
Log #75 
The Committee resumed review and action on the following committee proposals: 
CP#13 (Note- This version of CP#13 was subsequently rejected on 2/10) 
CP #4 
CP #11 
CP #15  
CP #16 
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CP #17 
CP #18 
CP #19 
CP #20 
CP #21 
CP #22 
CP #23 
CP #24 
CP #25 
CP #26 
CP #27 
CP #28 
CP #29 
CP #31 
CP #30 
CP #32 
CP #33 
CP #34 
CP #35 
CP #36 
CP #37 
CP #38 
CP #39 
CP #40 
CP #41 
CP #42 
CP #43 
CP #44 
CP #45 
CP #46 
CP #47 
CP #48 
The following proposals were revisited due to the database software issues: 
CP#6 
Log #76  
Log #86 
 

14. Tempe, AZ Meeting Closing Remarks (Chairman Connell) 
a. All of the Public Proposals were acted upon. 
b. Several Committee Proposals resulting from Task Group work still require further 

development.  It was therefore agreed by the Committee that web/teleconferences be 
scheduled for February 9 & 10, 2012 to finalize actions on these still outstanding 
Committee Proposals. Sandra Stanek will send a summary of the Committee actions 
on proposals thus far in pdf format to the members. 

Meeting Adjourned @ 1:15 PM on January 19, 2012 
************************************************************** 
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15. Meeting Resumed via Web/Teleconference on Thursday February 9, 2012  

Meeting was called to order at 9:10AM. 
 

16. Introductions  
The following members and guests were in attendance: 
Name     Representing 
Voting Members  
Bill Connell, Chair   Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Ian Barry    IEB Consulting Ltd 
Arthur Bendelius   A&G Consultants, Inc 
James Conrad    RSCC Wire & Cable  
John Dalton (2/9 only)  WR Grace 
Alexandre Debs   Ministere Des Transports Du Quebec 
Haukur Ingason   SP Technical Research Institute of 
David LeBlanc (2/9 only)  Tyco Fire & Building Products 
Igor Maevski    Jacobs Engineering 
Tony Marino    Port Authority of New York & New Jersey 
John Nelson    Seattle Fire Department 
Maurice Pilette   Mechanical Designs Ltd. 
David Plotkin    AECOM 
Norman Rhodes   Hatch Mott MacDonald 
Dirk Sprakel    FogTech Fire Protection 
Adrian Cheong Wah Onn  Land Transport Authority, Singapore 
Sandra Stanek    NFPA 502 Staff Liaison 
Alternates  
Daniel Dirgins    Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Gary English    Seattle Fire Department 
Guests Present 
Jim Lake (2/9 only)   International Fire Sprinkler Association 
Dave Zilla    Seattle Fire Department 
Committee Members not Present 
Alan Brinson    International Fire Sprinkler Network 
Arnold Dix    Lawyer/Scientist/Adj. Prof. Engineering 
Michael Fitzpatrick   Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
Jason Huczek    Southwest Research Institute 
Ahmed Kashef   National Research Council of Canada 
Joseph Kroboth, III   Washington County Division of Public Works 
Jesus Rohena    US Department of Transportation 
Rene van den Bosch   Promat BV The Netherlands 

            Russell Fleming   International Fire Sprinkler Association 
Mark Janssens    Southwest Research Institute 
Stefan Krazmeir   FogTech Fire Protection 
Nader Shahcheraghi    AECOM 
Leong Weng     Land Transport Authority, Singapore 
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17. Resume Review of Proposals (9:35AM) 
The committee reviewed and acted on the following proposals: 
CP#4 (This version of CP#4 addressed the re-write of Chapter 9) 
CP#49 
CP#50 
CP#51 
CP#52 
CP#53 
CP#55 
CP#56 
CP#57 
CP#58 
CP#60 
CP#61 
CP#62 
CP#63 
CP#64 
CP#65 
CP#66 
CP#67 
CP#68 
CP#70 
CP#71 (action deferred to 2/10) 
CP#72 
Meeting Adjourned @ 12:10 PM on February 9, 2012 
************************************************************** 
 

18. Meeting Resumed @ 9:30AM on February 10, 2012 
The committee reviewed and acted on the following proposals: 
CP#67 
CP#71 
CP#6 (This version of CP#6 addresses emergency response plan traffic control 
procedures.) 
CP#73 
CP#75 
CP#77 
CP#76 
CP#74 
CP#69 
CP#76 
 

19. NEW Communications Task Group- A new Communications Task Group was formed 
to continue to work on CP#32, CP#38, CP#77, CP#76, CP#74, CP#69 to reconcile 
terminology of communications and fire alarm utilized within the 2010 version of 
NFPA72.   
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Task Group members are: Maurice Pilette (leader), Jim Conrad, John Nelson, Arnold 
Dix, and Alexandre Debs.  
 
The committee revisited the proposals: 
CP#13 & CP#50 (rejected CP#13 as CP#50 addresses same topic) 
CP#45 
CP#30 
CP#32 
CP#38 
CP#31 
 

20. Rejected Committee Proposals Requiring Further Development 
The Chairman summarized the following committee proposals as those that were rejected 
but considered to have value if more fully developed.  Each Task Group indicated their 
intention to revise and reintroduce their proposals during the Report on Comments 
Meeting (ROC). 
CP#4 - TG9 
CP#8 - TG12 
CP#43 - TG1 
CP#47 - TG3 
CP#67 - TG9 
CP#32 - Communications Task Group 
CP#38 - Communications Task Group 
CP#69 - Communications Task Group 
CP#74 - Communications Task Group 
CP#76 - Communications Task Group 
CP#77 - Communications Task Group 
CP#15 –TG8* 
*CP#15 proposes to update and relocate Table 7.2 to the Annex. This CP will be 
finalized during ROC as multiple CPs will impact the cross references included within 
the table.  This CP is also related to CP#11. 
 

21. Closing Remarks (Chairman) 
a. All of the public proposals were acted upon. 
b. Several of the Task Group generated committee proposals were rejected but 

designated as having value.  The Task Groups are encouraged to work on these 
proposals for reintroduction during the ROC phase.  Task Groups planning to 
reintroduce their proposals were reminded to plan and perform their work well in 
advance of the ROC meeting as there will be very limited time for development of 
proposals during the ROC meeting. 

c.  Ballots presenting the committees final actions during this ROC will be mailed NLT 
3/16/12. All voting members should complete and return their ballots. 

d. It was the consensus of the members that the ROC Meeting will be held October 1 
thru October 4, 2012 in Miami, FL.  Members are expected to arrive on a Sunday and 
to assume 3.5 days of committee work. Venue details will be forthcoming from 
NFPA. 
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Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 502
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #7

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

502-5
Update the dates of the following ASTM standards – No change recommended for any other ASTM

standards.
ASTM E136 2011 2012
ASTM E2652 2009a 2012

Standards date update.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John F. Bender, UL LLC

502-6
Revise text to read as follows:

Underwriters Laboratories Inc., 333 Pfingsten Road, Northbrook, IL 60062-2096.
ANSI/UL 1685,

, 2007, Revised 2010.
ANSI/UL Subject 1724, , 2006.
ANSI/UL 2196, , 2001, Revised December 2006 2012.

Update referenced standard to most current edition as indicated.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #13

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Arthur G. Bendelius, A&G Consultants, Inc.

502-8
Revise text to read as follows:

A structure (s) or space other than the roadway used to house or contain
operating, maintenance, or support equipment and functions.

I agree that the definition in 3.3.4 should be "Ancillary Structure" rather than "Ancillary Facility" as
explained in the "Comment on Affirmative" on 502-8. I also agree that changes will need to be made in 4.3.7*, A.4.3.7
and 12.3.1.1. In addition, a look needs to be taken at term "Ancillary Areas" is being used

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #15

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Arthur G. Bendelius, A&G Consultants, Inc.

502-15
Revise text to read as follows:

A limited access highway, road tunnel, roadway beneath and air-right structure, bridge, or elevated
highway.

I agree that the proposed ROP modified definition for "facility" as shown in 3.3.21 should be further
modified to replace the phrase "air-right structure" with the phrase "roadway beneath an air-rights structure" thus making
it consistent with the phrasing already present in the title of Chapter 8 "Roadways Beneath Air-Right Structures".

1Printed on  9/11/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 502
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #3

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John Chartier, Northeastern Regional Fire Code Development

502-16
Revise the definition of “Fire Department Connection” to read:

A connection through which the fire department can pump supplemental water into the
fixed water-based fire fighting fire suppression sprinkler system, standpipe system, or other systems furnishing water for
fire  suppression and extinguishment fire protection systems to supplement existing water supplies.

All of the different types of systems referenced in current language are universally referred to as
“water-based fire protection systems” included in NFPA 25.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #16

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Arthur G. Bendelius, A&G Consultants, Inc.

502-16
Revise text to read as follows:

connection through which the fire department can pump supplemental water
into the fixed water-based fire-fighting sprinkler system, standpipe, or other systems, furnishing water for fire
suppression and extinguishment to supplement existing water supplies at the required system demand.

While still think that the use of the word supplemental, in the beginning of the sentence is redundant
since at the end of the sentence it is clearly stated that the water being supplied through the Fire Department
Connection (FDC) is to supplement existing water supplies, I accept that the existing text appears to be consistent with
definitions contained in NFPA documents 13, 14 and 24. I believe that all of the systems connected to the FDC, as
defined in NFPA 502, are "automatic systems" as defined in NFPA 14 as they are all receiving water through the FDC to
supplement existing connected water supplies.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #17

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Arthur G. Bendelius, A&G Consultants, Inc.

502-26
Revise text to read as follows:

The interface between a tunnel and the atmosphere through which vehicles pass; a connection point to
an adjacent structure facility.

NFPA 502 currently defines both "Structure" and "Building" the same as they are defined in NFPA
5000. The "Structure", as defined in both 502 and 5000 can be either a building or a non-building structure. I do not see
why a portal could not possibly occur in a non-building structure thus there appears to be a valid reason to keep the
word "structure".

2Printed on  9/11/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 502
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #14

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Arthur G. Bendelius, A&G Consultants, Inc.

502-8
Revise text to read as follows:

A line of non-moving stored vehicles.
The 2011 Edition definition of "Queue", as contained in is A line of stored vehicles."

The ROP accepted change to the definition is shown as A line of non-moving stored vehicles.". Whereas the
actual ROP change to definition should be shown as A line of non-moving stored vehicles."

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #6

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Adrian Cheong Wah Onn, Land Transport Authority, Singapore

502-36
Add new text to read as follows:

Fire Protection, Life Safety and Emergency Systems Reliability. Regardless of the length or type of facility, no
part of the fire protection, life safety or emergency systems critical to the intended function that addresses an emergency
shall be subject to failure as a result of the emergency it is intended to address unless the design of the system caters
for failure by means of design, redundancy or standby.

The original texts are ambiguous and required further clarification/elaboration. If the systems are
designed for failure by means of design, redundancy or standby, part of the fire protection, life safety or emergency
systems should be allowed to fail as long as the systems are still able to perform it is intended purpose and meet its
performance criteria during the emergency.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #8

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

502-42
Delete text to read as follows:

In addition to physical protection from incidents, the method of routing and providing protection to fire-life safety
critical copper and fiber data communication cables and related components shall consider the thermal rating of the
cable and other transmission related equipment.

Fire rating of separations in U.S. jurisdictions typically includes structural withstand and flame passage
duration requirements. Thermal insulation performance is often omitted. Typically, fiber optic strands experience
excessive attenuation at temperatures ranging from 158°F (70°C) to 257°F (125°C), and the fiber ceases to convey
signal. No fire rated fiber optic cable is currently available. Similarly, no fire rated Category copper Ethernet cable is
currently available. It is essential to the continued fire-life safety system function during an emergency that the
communication system design considers the thermal insulation performance of fire rated separations for related
components and of the embedment for copper and fiber data communication cables. Where insulation performance is
insufficient for the design fire heat exposure, other means should be employed to maintain conditions within the thermal
limits of the system cables and components.

The actual duration required for the circuits to be operative will depend upon the duration required for the
circuits to be operative for the emergency evacuation and rescue phase — and, in some circumstances, incident
management and structural protection. Factors such as the length of the tunnel, evacuation pathways, the use of fixed
water-based fire suppression systems, and the proximity of emergency services may influence this period of time. See
also A.4.5(7).
Reject this proposal.

This proposal presents incorrect information, is misleading and is unenforceable.
1. Optical fiber cables are listed by UL to UL 1651 (Standard for Optical Fiber Cable), a standard that does not contain

a specification for a temperature rating. Therefore listed optical fiber cables do not have a required temperature rating
and would automatically be prohibited from use in any application in the control and communication system, if the
section were to be attempted to be enforced.
2. For Bellcore’s GR-20 (Generic Requirements for Optical Fiber and Optical Fiber Cable) standard, optical fiber cables

are assessed for aging at 85°C for 168 hours as well as for aging with cycling of up to 70°C and down to -40°C several
times.
3. Searching the web it is pretty easy to find optical fiber cables that are designed to be used at high temperatures. In a

quick search I have found one company that advertises two types of optical fiber cables intended for use at high
temperatures (one for use at 150°C and one for use at 200°C). Another company offers various optical fiber cables
suitable for use up to 302°F (i.e. 150°C). Clearly the statement that the cables have problems when used at
temperatures of 158°F (70°C) is incorrect.
4. The only location in NFPA 502 (2011) where there is a requirement for any cables to have a particular temperature

rating is in Section 12.2.1.1. It requires that the temperature ratings for the cables be consistent with the conditions of
application. That covers everything that is needed with regard to all cables, without introducing new prejudices.
5. The proposed requirement in Section 4.5(7) is a blanket statement intended to prejudice users of cables.
6. The language is unenforceable as the statement “shall consider” is not something that an authority having

jurisdiction can enforce.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #18

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Arthur G. Bendelius, A&G Consultants, Inc.

502-51

What does the term mean in the 6.6.3 heading since there is now text, related to Fire
Hydrants, in Annex A?
Why does it not appear in heading since there is no text in this location?
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #19

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Arthur G. Bendelius, A&G Consultants, Inc.

502-62
Move text of section 7.2 to the annex

"Comment on Affirmative":
I believe that the relocation of Table 7.2 from the body of the standard (mandatory) to the Annex (informational) is

necessary. This table was developed and inserted into the NFPA 502 as a reference guide to provide users with a ready
guide to the document to assist in locating specific requirements however the words in the standard text would still be
representing the Standard requirements. This issue was made clear in the Table Note that stated that "If there is any
conflict between the requirements defined in the standard text and this table, the standard text shall always govern."
What has happened over the past few years is that this table has become, to some individuals, the final word on the

requirements of this standard. When in the last cycle a proper check of the table was not performed after the ROC was
concluded therefore the incorrect entries in the table created a real problem. So, I think it is correct procedure to include
Table A.7.2 in Annex A as a Reference Guide and that we continue to rely on the words in the Body of the Standard to
govern our planning, design, construction and operational decisions on the facilities affected.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #11

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Igor Y. Maevski, Jacobs Engineering

502-73
Revise text to read as follows:

7.4.1 Tunnels described in categories B, C, and C shall have at least one manual means of identifying and locating a
fire in accordance with the requirements of 7.4.1.3. Fire identification and location shall be within 2 minutes after ignition,
or before fire size reaches 5 MW, whichever comes first.

It is important to identify and locate fire in a timely manner. Resolving this problem will allow for
modeling the tenability and to perform egress analysis in accordance with the requirements of 7.15.6. Recent fire tests
demonstrated that this requirement can be accomplished. With the automatic fire detection system fire of 3 MW or less
can be detected within 1 min 30 seconds.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #12

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Igor Y. Maevski, Jacobs Engineering

502-73
Revise text to read as follows:

7.4.1.2  When water-based fire-fighting systems are installed in road tunnels an automatic fire detection system shall
be provided in accordance with 7.4.1.4. Automatic Fire Detection System shall be able to detect fire incidence within 90
seconds after ignition, or before fire size reaches 5 MW, whichever comes first.

It is important to detect fire in a timely manner, Resolving this problem will allow for modeling the
tenability and to perform egress analysis in accordance with the requirements of 7.15.6. Recent fire tests demonstrated
that this requirement can be accomplished. With the automatic fire detection system fire of 3 MW or less can be
detected within 1 min 30 seconds.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #4

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John Chartier, Northeastern Regional Fire Code Development

502-79a
Recommendation: reword the sentence to read as follows,

“Fixed water-based fire-fighting systems shall be conditionally mandatory provided in category C and category D
tunnels.”

The words, “conditionally mandatory” are vague and confusing. The proposed language above makes
it clear that the systems are required.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #20

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Arthur G. Bendelius, A&G Consultants, Inc.

502-89
Revise text to read as follows:

Where the roadway beneath air-right structure length is 90 m (300
ft) or greater, fire hydrants, standpipe, and water supply systems shall be provided in accordance with the requirements
of Chapter 10.

I agree with the "Comment on Affirmative" to retain the term "Fire Hydrants" in the heading as hydrants
are now addressed in 8.9*.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #5

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John Chartier, Northeastern Regional Fire Code Development

502-96
Recommendation: revise the wording as follows:

However, if deemed appropriate Where permitted by the authority having jurisdiction, fire test protocols need not be
carried out if the design of the water-based fire fighting system is in accordance with the test protocol of the full scale fire
tests that had already been satisfactory conducted to demonstrate that the performance objectives as described in 9.2
and the tunnel parameters described in Section 9.4 have been met.

The word “however” is superfluous and not needed. It adds nothing to the requirement.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #9

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

502-111
Revise text 12.2.1.3 All wires and cables used in road tunnels shall be resistant to the spread of fire

and shall have reduced smoke emissions by one of the following methods:
(1)* All wires and cables shall be listed and shall comply with the FT4/IEEE 1202 exposure requirements for cable char

height, total smoke released and peak smoke release rate of ANSI/UL 1685.
(2)* Wires and cables listed as having adequate fire-resistant and low smoke-producing characteristics, by having a

flame travel distance that does not exceed 1500 mm (4.9 ft), generating a maximum peak optical density of smoke of
0.5 and a maximum average optical density of smoke of 0.15 when tested in accordance with NFPA 262.
(3) Wires and cables complying with the requirements for class B2ca or better and class S2 or better when tested to EN

50399, Common test methods for cables under fire conditions - Heat release and smoke production measurement on
cables during flame spread test - Test apparatus, procedures, results.
(4) Wires and cables complying with the requirements based on an international fire test and set by the corresponding

authority having jurisdiction tested to equivalent internationally recognized standards approved by the AHJ.
A.12.2.1.3(1) Testing in accordance with CSA FT4, Vertical Flame Test, per CSA C22.2 No. 0.3) is identical to testing

in accordance with FT4/IEEE 1202.
A.12.2.1.3(2) Testing in accordance with CSA FT6, Horizontal Flame and Smoke Test, per CSA C22.2 No. 0.3) is

identical to testing in accordance with NFPA 262.
The language describing “equivalent internationally recognized standard” without associated criteria

puts an undue burden on the AHJ, who must then determine if the recommended test by a submitter is “equivalent”.
Thus, the AHJ could be forced into the position of either having to hire experts to determine what is equivalent or to
accept tests that may not properly determine the fire performance required. Therefore the issue should be whether the
AHJ considers an alternate test to be acceptable, irrespective of whether it is equivalent.
Note also that the language in NFPA 502 states that the wires and cables need to have been tested and it does not

say that they need to “pass” the test. The fact that cables were tested to a particular test standard does not mean that
the cables have passed the test, particularly since most standards do not contain criteria for “passing”.  Therefore, with
the language in the standard, a manufacturer can present cables that were tested to a fire test that manufacturer likes
(perhaps because it is inexpensive) and failed the test miserably, but they can be used because the language in the
standard says nothing about “passing” a test or complying with requirements. Consequently, the language included in
the NFPA 502 standard is not enforceable and is potentially misleading.
The fact is that no standard fire test exists anywhere in the world that is “equivalent” to the IEEE 1202 version of UL

1685. I have recommended that the European test used for fire testing of cables (EN 50399) be used because it is a
very similar cable tray test with the same ignition source. However, the committee rejected that with the rationale that I
did not present data showing the tests to be equivalent, something that is impossible to do without starting a research
program with cables tested in both tests (and I don’t have funds for doing something like that, of course).
The test proposed (EN 50399) is the test that is used in the European Union for regulating cables, following an

extensive research program conducted primarily at SP in Sweden (known as the FIPEC program). The test was long
known as the “FIPEC” test. The reference to Class B2ca refers to the flame spread (and/or heat release) and the
reference to Class S2 refers to the smoke release. See information on the FIPEC project report below.

******Insert Figure Here******

Hardback, 406pp, with 303 illustrations (including 44 color plates) and 93 tables
“The European Commission, DG for Research (DGXII) and European Industry have sponsored this 3 year research

project. FIPEC has achieved its target, to develop sensitive methods for measuring the fire performance of electric
cables (FIPEC). The methods are based on sound engineering principles rather than prescriptive tests unlike the current
European national cable fire assessment techniques. The latter are not sensitive enough to differentiate between cables
with reasonable fire properties and those with very good properties needed for high hazard installations or for high
density telecommunication installations. FIPEC's findings have been presented to the EC and the group of European
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regulators who are studying them with view to their use as the basis of European-wide regulatory tests for use in the
Construction Products Directive. The test methods developed have been successfully correlated with real scale tests
and compared with results from bench scale tests (cone calorimeter). This comprehensive report gives a detailed review
of the work undertaken during this 3 year project and presents the full findings, including draft standards guidance
documents. This report will be available later in the summer and should be of interest to all those active in the wire and
cable industries either as a manufacturer, supplier or end-user.”
See also information on 3 publications associated with that project available from SP in Sweden:

Final report on the European Commission SMT programme sponsored research project SMT4-CT96-2059 2000
(External scientific book)

Grayson, Steve, Van Hees, Patrick et al.
315-373

0-9532312-5-9
London

InterScience Communications

Interflam ´99. Proceedings of the eight international Interflam conference. Vol. 1 1999 (External scientific book)
van Hees, Patrick et al.
379-391 0-95163-122-4

London
Interscience Communications

Fire and Materials. Proceedings of the 6th international conference and exhibition, San Antonio, Febr. 22-23, 1999.
1999 (External scientific book)

van Hees, Patrick et al.
23-27

London
Interscience Communications

With regard to the EN 50399 test it is important to explain to the committee that the cables that comply with the best
category in the test are cables that also comply with the US plenum cable requirements [as per NFPA 502, 12.2.1.3(2)],
because the cables chosen for the research program were obtained in the US and shown to be plenum cables. The
subsequent (lower) categories will be somewhat less fire safe and will be similar to those in lower categories, including
those in NFPA 502, Section 12.2.1.3(1).
Throughout the world there are only relatively few fire tests applicable to cables.  In the US, the National Electrical

Code (NEC, NFPA70), recognizes 5 cable fire tests: NFPA 262, for plenum cables, UL 1666, for riser cables, UL 1685
(UL protocol) or UL 1685 (IEEE 1202 protocol), both for tray cables or general purpose cables and UL VW1 (for X-rated
cables, with minimal fire safety). NFPA 262, UL 1666 and UL 1685 are all fairly large scale tests with a severe ignition
source input. NFPA 262 requires 24 foot long specimens in the horizontal orientation (and a 90 kW flame), UL 1666
requires 17.5 foot long specimens in the vertical orientation (and a flame of 145 kW), UL 1685 requires 8 foot long
specimens in the vertical orientation (and a 20 kW flame). On the other hand the VW1 test requires a 6 inch sample and
a Bunsen burner flame of 0.5 kW. Originally NFPA 262 was issued as UL 910, but UL 910 has been withdrawn some
years ago to avoid duplication of fire test standards as it was identical to NFPA 262. In Canada cable tests are CSA
FT4, identical to UL 1685 (IEEE 1202 protocol) and CSA FT6, identical to NFPA 262. In Europe, the EN 50399 is also a
vertical cable tray test (like UL 1685) with a 20 kW flame and a 3.5 meter long specimen. It is a variation of the
traditional European fire test IEC 60332-3 (formerly IEC 332-3), which had the same flame ignition source and the same
cable length. Both UL 1685 and IEC 60332-3 originate with the concept of vertical cable tray tests. There were several
of them and they gradually coalesced into 3 tests. The original work at Ontario Hydro, in Canada resulted in CSA FT4,
which is identical to IEEE 1202 and to UL 1685 (IEEE 1202 protocol). The work at IEEE resulted in IEEE 383 which then
became UL 1581 and UL 1685 (UL protocol). In Europe the cable tray test became IEC 60332-3 and then also EN
50399. ASTM has issued two cable tray test standards ASTM D5424 and ASTM D5537. They are identical to UL 1685
(with both protocols) except that ASTM D5537 measures heat and smoke release and ASTM D5424 measures only
smoke release. The only other known cable tray fire test is ICEA T-29-520, which is identical to UL 1685 (UL protocol)
except that the flame is 60 kW instead of 20 kW.
With regard to small scale cable tests, both the IEC and Canada have tests that are similar to the UL VW1 test in the

US: CSA FT1, CSA FT2, CSA FT5, IEC 60332-1 and IEC 60332-2.
The following are some references regarding fire testing of cables, for committee information.
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"Testing of electrical cables using full scale and small scale test methods", M.M. Hirschler, in Fire Safety in Electrical

and Electronic Applications and Composites, Proc. Fire Retardant Chemicals Association Fall Tech. Mtg, San Diego,
CA, Oct. 20-23, 1991, FRCA, Lancaster, PA, p. 167-94 (1991).
"Survey of fire testing of electrical cables", M.M. Hirschler, Fire and Materials, 16(3), 107-18 (1992).
"Can heat release testing really predict flame spread of electrical cables?", M.M. Hirschler, Fire and Materials, 2nd. Int.

Conf. and Exhibition, Crystal City, VA, Sept. 23-24, 1993, pp. 181-90.
"A set of fire tests on 21 electrical cables in a large and a small scale", M.M. Hirschler, in Customer Demands for

Improved Total Performance of Flame Retarded Materials, Proc. Fire Retardant Chemicals Association Fall Tech. Mtg,
Tucson, AZ, Oct. 26-29, 1993, FRCA, Lancaster, PA, p. 129-48 (1993).
"Comparison of large scale and small scale heat release tests with electrical cables", M.M. Hirschler, Fire and

Materials, 18, 61-76 (1994).
"Correlation Between Various Fire Tests for Electrical Cables and Their Implications for Fire Hazard Assessment",

M.M. Hirschler, Fire Risk & Hazard Assessment Symposium, National Fire Protection Research Foundation, June
27-28, 1996, San Francisco, CA, pp. 210-230.
"Analysis of and Potential Correlations Between Fire Tests for Electrical Cables, and How to Use This Information for

Fire Hazard Assessment", M.M. Hirschler, Fire Technology, 33, 291-315, (1997).
"Fire Test to Assess Flame Spread and Smoke Obscuration of Plenum Cables.  Background and Issues", M.M.

Hirschler, in "Fire Safety and Technology", Fire Retardant Chemicals Association Fall Mtg, Newport, RI, Oct. 4-7, 1998.
"International Fire Test for Electrical Cables", M.M. Hirschler, 29th Int. Conf. Fire Safety, Jan. 10-13, 2000, Product

Safety Corp., San Francisco (CA, U.S.A.), Ed. C.J. Hilado, pp. 138-62 (2000), San Francisco, CA
"Fire Testing of Electrical Cables in Transportation Environments: Trains, Ships and Aircraft", M.M. Hirschler, Business

Communications Company Eleventh Ann. Conference on Recent Advances in Flame Retardancy of Polymeric
Materials, May 22-24, 2000, Stamford, CT, Ed. M. Lewin, pp.281-297, Norwalk, CT, 2000.
“Fire Testing of Electrical and Optical Fiber Cables For Ships, Trains, Subways and Airplanes", M.M. Hirschler, ASTM

Committee D09 Symposium on Recent Developments in Fire Properties and Other Properties of Electrical and Optical
Fiber Cables, October 4, 2004, Washington, DC.
“Fire Testing of Electrical and Optical Fiber Cables for Transportation Vehicles, Especially in North America”, M.M.

Hirschler, Journal of ASTM International, Vol. 2 (10), Paper ID JAI12851, Online ISSN: 1546-962X, Published online 24
August 2005.
“Fire Losses, Fire Hazard & Fire Risk Associated with Plenum Cables”, M.M. Hirschler, Proc. Interflam 2007, pp.

1129-37, London, UK, September 3-5, 2007, Interscience Communications, London, UK.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #22

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
William A. Wolfe, Steel Tube Institute of North America

502-112
Combine New 12.3.1.2 with existing 12.3.1.1 to read as follows and delete new 12.3.1.3.

12.3.1.1  All wiring installed in ancillary facilities shall not require additional physical protection as described in 12.3.1
provided that they are installed in a cable tray, and are listed for cable tray use. or are listed for riser or plenum use.
12.3.1.1 All wiring installed in ancillary facilities shall not require additional physical protection as described in 12.3.1

provided that they are installed in a cable tray and are listed fro riser use or for plenum use.
12.3.1.3 Non-metallic raceways shall be permitted when installing cables and conductors installed on limited access

highways, bridges, elevated highways and depressed highways.

Combining the new 12.3.1.2 with 12.3.1.1 clarifies the types of cables that are permitted.  As it reads
now, it could appear that the cables must be listed for cable tray use and also be listed for riser or plenum use.
It is not clear why the TC decided to include nonmetallic raceways in new 12.3.1.3.  There is no substantiation for

doing so and the new requirement does not read well:  “Non-metallic raceways shall be permitted when installing cables
and conductors installed . . . “
There are several types of nonmetallic raceways.  Is the intent to allow all type of nonmetallic raceways – Schedule 40,

Schedule 80, NUCC, RTRC, HDPE, utility duct, nonmetallic surface raceways, etc?   NFPA 502 requires that
“installations shall conform  to NFPA 70 except as herein modified in this standard”.  Is this a modification of the
requirements related to nonmetallic raceways covered in the NEC or do all the requirements of NFPA 70 apply?  It is not
clear.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #23

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
William A. Wolfe, Steel Tube Institute of North America

502-113
Revise the original proposal as follows:

(1) Combustible Nonmetallic coatings of any type shall not be permitted on exposed metallic armor/sheath, wiring,
raceways, equipment, or supports.
(2) PVC Combustible Nonmetallic conduits shall be permitted when covered with a minimum of 100 mm (4 in.)

concrete when approved by the AHJ. All conduit ends inside of pull boxes and junction boxes shall be fire stopped.
(3) All insulated cables and conductors installed in supply air duct shall be enclosed in a metal raceway, or be Type MI

cable, or Type MC cable employing a smooth or corrugated impervious metal sheath. PVC Nonmetallic coatings of any
type shall not be permitted.

Since the committee does not accept the use of “combustible” as the submitter of this proposal
requested, change “PVC” to “nonmetallic”.  Why require testing to a MIL standard?  The National Electrical Code NFPA
70 uses the term “nonmetallic” to describe these coatings that can be applied to metal products.  The use of this term in
the Electrical Requirements section of NFPA 502 will be consistent with terms used in the National Electrical Code.
12.3.2.(3) should not have been deleted.  This requirement needs to be included since it is important to clarify that

conduit, metal-clad cables and raceways cannot have nonmetallic coverings when installed in these locations.  The
submitter of the proposal is correct that combustible cables and conductors are allowed to be used inside metal
raceways, conduits and metal-clad cables but the requirement that these raceways, conduits and metal-clad cables
themselves cannot have “an overall nonmetallic covering” in spaces used for environmental air is important to retain.
These products are all available with nonmetallic coatings or jackets which are not allowed to be used in environmental
air spaces per NFPA 70.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #10

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

502-115
Revise text to read as follows:

All wiring and cables installed in supply air ducts shall meet one of the following:
(1)* Shall be listed as having adequate fire-resistant and low smoke-producing characteristics when tested in

accordance with NFPA 262 or equivalent international recognized standard and approved
(2) Shall be installed in nonmetallic conduits that are embedded in concrete with all conduit ends fire stopped where

they enter pull boxes or splice boxes
(3) Shall be installed in intermediate metal conduit, or rigid metal conduit without an overall nonmetallic covering, or

flexible metallic tubing no longer than 6 ft in length
(4) Shall be Type MI cable, or Type MC cable employing a smooth or corrugated impervious metal sheath without an

overall nonmetallic covering
One method of defining a cable that is low smoke–producing cable and fire-resistant cable is that the cable

exhibits a maximum peak optical density of 0.5 or less, an average optical density of 0.15 or less, and a maximum flame
spread distance of 1.52 m (5 ft) or less when tested in accordance with NFPA 262. Testing in accordance with CSA
FT6, Horizontal Flame and Smoke Test, per CSA C22.2 No. 0.3) is identical to testing in accordance with NFPA 262.

As explained at length in the comment to NFPA 502-111, no equivalent standard to NFPA 262 exists.
In Canada, CSA FT6 is a test that is identical to NFPA 262 and to the withdrawn UL 910. An added sentence is
proposed for that clarification, in the annex.

11Printed on  9/11/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 502
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #21

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Arthur G. Bendelius, A&G Consultants, Inc.

502-131
Move Table 7.2 to Annex A and renumber as Table A.7.2.

In response to "Comment on Affirmative":
I believe that the relocation of Table 7.2 from the body of the standard (mandatory) to the Annex (informational) is

necessary. This table was developed and inserted into the NFPA 502 as a reference guide to provide users with a ready
guide to the document to assist in locating specific requirements however the words in the standard text would still be
representing the Standard requirements. This issue was made clear in the Table Note that stated that "If there is any
conflict between the requirements defined in the standard text and this table, the standard text shall always govern."
What has happened over the past few years is that this table has become, to some individuals, the final word on the

requirements of this standard. When in the last cycle a proper check of the table was not performed after the ROC was
concluded therefore the incorrect entries in the table created a real problem. So, think it is correct procedure to include
Table A.7.2 in Annex A as a Reference Guide and that we continue to rely on the words in the Body of the Standard to
govern our planning, design, construction and operational decisions on the facilities affected.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
502-     Log #2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John Chartier, Northeastern Regional Fire Code Development

502-102
Revise to read as follows:

When operational measures for smoke management are not in place to ensure adequate life safety, consideration
should be given to sizing emergency ventilation should be sized to meet minimum ventilation requirements even when
with one critical fan is out of service, or provide operational measures to ensure smoke management ensures life safety
is not compromised with one critical fan out of service.

This wording seems clearer.
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