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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:           Technical Committee on Lightning Protection  
 

FROM:     Jenny Depew, Administrator, Technical Projects   
 

DATE:      January 26, 2016 
 

SUBJ:       NFPA 780 Proposed TIA No. 1209 FINAL RESULTS AFTER PUBLIC COMMENT 
CIRCULATION PERIOD 

 ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

There WERE changes to the ballot results after the circulation of the received Public Comment(s).  According 
to 5.6(a) in the NFPA Regs, the final results show this TIA HAS NOT achieved the ¾ majority vote needed on 
both Ballot Item No. 1 (Technical Merit) and Ballot Item No. 2 (Emergency Nature). 
 
29  Eligible to Vote  
1  Not Returned (Thomas)  
 
Technical Merit:  Emergency Nature: 
1 Abstention (Mariani)  0 Abstentions 
4 Agree (w/comment: Petross, Rapp)   3 Agree (w/comment: Rapp) 
23 Disagree (Barrack, Batchelor, Caie, Campbell, 

Covino, Cruz, Daley, DeGregoria, Franklin, 
Guthrie, Harger, Humeniuk, Johnson II, Larter, 
McAfee, Melton Jr., Morgan, Porter, Santis, 
Stubbs, Thomson, Tobias, VanSickle III) 

 25 Disagree (Barrack, Batchelor, Caie, 
Campbell, Covino, Cruz, Daley, 
DeGregoria, Franklin, Guthrie, Harger, 
Humeniuk, Johnson II, Larter, Mariani, 
McAfee, Melton Jr., Morgan, Petross, 
Porter, Santis, Stubbs, Thomson, Tobias, 
VanSickle III)  

 
There are two criteria necessary to pass ballot [(1) simple majority (2) affirmative ¾ vote].  Both questions 
must pass ballot in order to recommend that the Standards Council issues this TIA. 
 
(1) In all cases, an affirmative vote of at least a simple majority of the total membership eligible to vote is 

required. 
     [29 eligible ÷ 2 = 14.5 = (15)] 
 
(2)   The number of affirmative votes needed to satisfy the ¾ requirement is: 
 

Technical Merit: (29 eligible to vote - 1 not returned - 1 abstentions = 27 × 0.75 = 20.25 = 21) 
Emergency Nature: (29 eligible to vote - 1 not returned - 0 abstentions = 28 × 0.75 = 21) 

 
Ballot comments are attached for your review.   
 
The Regs at 1.6.2.(c) state: An appeal relating to a proposed Tentative Interim Amendment that has been 
submitted for processing pursuant to Section 5.2 shall be filed no later than 5 days after the notice of the TIA final 
ballot results are published in accordance with 4.2.6.   
 
Appeal Closing Date for this TIA is January 31, 2016. 
 
Attachment 







TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 

PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 

 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 

Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 

 

____________ AGREE ______X______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 
 

This is outside the scope of the standard as defined in Chapter 1 today. It would not be 

appropriate for an outside entity to approve a system then deem it meeting this standard.  

 

Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  

 

____________ AGREE _______X_____ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 
 

I cannot see the emergency nature of the issue. If the NFPA780 standard is to be followed, 

it does not seem appropriate that it would be an emergency for parts of the standard not to 

be followed. Or for a third party authority to claim compliance to the standard. If the third 

party AHU wishes to do so it would be appropriate for the standard to be waived in lieu of 

an alternative method not covered by the standard.  

 

 _M Caie_______________________________ 

Signature 

 

_Matthew Caie_______________________________ 

Name (Please Print) 

 

_17th Dec 2015_______________________________ 

Date 

 

Please return the ballot on or before December 17, 2015. 

 

 

PLEASE RETURN TO: 

Jenny Depew, Project Administrator 

NFPA 

1 Batterymarch Park 

Quincy, MA 02169  FAX: (617) 770-0700  E-mail: jdepew@nfpa.org  

mailto:jdepew@nfpa.org














TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 

PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 

 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 

Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 

 

____________ AGREE ______X______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

The TIA, including the proposed new section 1.8, essentially permits an AHJ, based on their 
sole judgment, to accept any lightning protection system as providing protection equivalent to a 
NFPA780 compliant system.   
 

Equivalency, as suggested by the TIA, does not belong in NFPA780 since it would allow 
the AHJ to accept anything considered equivalent, regardless if it complies with 
NFPA780. 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 _____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  

 

____________ AGREE ___X_________ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 _____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 _____ ___________________________ 

Signature 

 

____Joe DeGregoria____________________________ 

Name (Please Print) 

 

__12/14/2015______________________________ 

Date 

 

Please return the ballot on or before December 17, 2015. 

 







TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 
 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 
Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 
 
____________ AGREE ______X______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 
 
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 
 
*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
___See attached _______________________________________________________ 

 _____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  
 
____________ AGREE ______X______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 
 
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 
 
*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
____See attached_______________________________________________________ 

 _____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 ________________________________ 
Signature 
 
__Mitchell Guthrie_________________ 
Name (Please Print) 
 
_____17 December 2015____________ 
Date 
 
Please return the ballot on or before December 17, 2015. 
 
 
PLEASE RETURN TO: 
Jenny Depew, Project Administrator 
NFPA 
1 Batterymarch Park 
Quincy, MA 02169  FAX: (617) 770-0700  E-mail: jdepew@nfpa.org  
 
  



 
ATTACHMENT 

Mitchell Guthrie Letter Ballot for Proposed TIA LOG NO. 1209 
 
 
 
Ballot Item No. 1: TECHNICAL MERITS of Proposed TIA to add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex 
 
I vote NO on Ballot Item No. 1 for the following reasons: 
 

1. Requested relief already available 
 
The intention of the TIA is given in the Substantiation as “to assure that authorities that have 
jurisdiction (AHJ), such as Underwriters’ Laboratories Inc. the U.S. Government, the NFPA, and 
ANSI, not withhold approval as equivalent when the system, method, or device is supported by a track 
record as to performance in the field.”  The method chosen to meet this objective is to establish a 
concept of “equivalency” to provide a mechanism by which the AHJ could determine a device or 
method to be equivalent.   
 
As a voluntary standard there is no mechanism by which to dictate that an AHJ shall not withhold 
approval of a device or system.  However, there already exists in the standard the opportunity for an 
AHJ to make a decision on equivalence of a component should they so choose, especially if it is a 
device “Listed for the Purpose.” 
 
NFPA 780, 1.3 states that "where fittings, devices, or other components required by this standard are 
available as listed or labeled, such components shall be used."  The definition for air terminal includes 
the criteria that it be "listed for the purpose."   Annex A, A.3.2.1 states that NFPA "does not approve, 
inspect, or certify any installations, procedures, equipment, or materials; nor does it approve or evaluate 
testing laboratories" and identifies that AHJs "may refer to the listings or labeling practices of an 
organization that is concerned with product evaluations and is thus in a position to determine 
compliance with appropriate standards for the current production of listed items."  To summarize, my 
interpretation of the above is that by definition the use of the term "air terminal" in the standard refers 
to a "listed" air terminal but A.3.2.1 implies by the use of the term "may" suggests that the AHJ has the 
option to restrict the listing to a specific organization or may determine compliance on its own [this 
sounds a lot like what the TIA is requesting so maybe the TIA is not necessary].   
 
It is unclear whether the BCAT is "listed" but OMNI LPS is a UL-Listed manufacturer of air 
terminals and has at least one device listed.  An AHJ can accept this if they so choose and ensure 
it is installed to NFPA 780 requirements as a NFPA 780 compliant system.  We can debate the 
safety aspects at some point but the fact is that we have UL-listed CTS devices being installed to 
NFPA 780 and UL 96A in the US today.   

With or without the proposed “equivalency” text there is no guarantee an AHJ (such as an 
insurance company) will accept any specific device.  For instance, at one time the US Navy did 
not even accept Franklin rods on above ground explosives structures.  Masts or catenary 
lightning protection systems (LPS) were required.  In the case cited in the TIA the insurance 
company is effectively asking for Samsung to provide confirmation that the proposed system is 
equivalent.  This is their right as an AHJ.  More on this will be discussed later in the ballot. 

 
 
 



 
2. Better way to meet the objective 

 
It appears that the primary problem from which the TIA is seeking relief is an issue with the AHJs / 
insurance companies, not the standard.  The standard cannot instruct an AHJ as to how to make their 
decisions.   
 
If the concept of the TIA is approved some editorial and technical revisions to the proposed text would 
be required in order to properly assimilate the TIA into the standard.  There are numerous Manual of 
Style issues that would have to be resolved.  Most significant is the inclusion of mandatory text in 
Annex material. 
 
The wording of Clause 1.8 seems to be unnecessary given that the standard is written as a minimum 
acceptable standard.  By definition, a more effective system is allowed but the general nature of the 
statement does not identify how to identify what would constitute a safer more efficient system (such as 
reduced air terminal spacing, decreased down conductor spacing, improved grounding system, etc.).   
 
The wording of Clauses 1.8.1 and 1.8.2 use terminology such as “including without limitation” that is 
better suited to Contract Law and other legal documents than standards.  In the case of 1.8.2, NFPA and 
ANSI does not approve devices or systems (see NFPA 780-2014, A.3.2.1) and sources other than UL 
may be used for the approval of devices or installations.  It is suggested that all text after “authority 
having jurisdiction” be deleted in Clause 1.8.2.  
 

Annex A.1.8.3 should be deleted in its entirety.  Mandatory text is not allowed in an Annex.  In 
addition, an NFPA standard has no right to mandate that another standards-making body or an 
AHJ that they shall accept anything.  Finally, what is the criteria required for a manufacturer’s 
track record as to performance in the field?  What is the accepted period of performance, 
performance criteria, minimum exposure criteria, data acquisition requirements, etc.? 

 
3. Evaluation of “Equivalence” 

 
The evaluation of “equivalence” will be difficult for various Authorities Having Jurisdiction (AHJs) to 
perform.  I have corresponded with some AHJs as a part of my evaluation of this TIA and the general 
response is that they do not have the technical expertise to evaluate equivalence.  The majority 
indicated they rely on the technical community to provide such recommendations.   
 
In the determination of equivalence, the fundamental system design should not change 
significantly.  Regardless of the type of air terminal used, the remaining system design should be 
consistent with the requirements of the document to the extent practicable.  This is not to suggest 
that there should not be waivers where necessary but there should be some documented 
assessment of “equivalency.” 

 
 

4. Technical inconsistencies / inaccuracies in submission 
 
There are numerous inconsistencies / inaccuracies in the Substantiation that are relevant to the 
Technical Merits of the TIA. 
 



In 2010 the IEC amended the relevant standards to permit the installation of all air terminal systems 
regardless of types if designed and installed in accordance with the IEC 62305 standard. 
 
The applicable text (or lack thereof) associated with air termination system technology in Edition 2 of 
IEC 62305-3 is effectively the same as was published in Edition 1.  The submitter has likely confused 
this with a proposal brought onto the floor of the Milan 2009 IEC TC 81 plenary meeting 
recommending text that would exclude the use of Early Streamer Emission air terminals in accordance 
with the standard.  This proposal was defeated and no change was made to that part of the standard.  
 
 
The simple amendments that we suggest would produce a safer situation for the American 
public. The amendments would “offer the public a benefit that would lessen a recognized 
(known) hazard” and “ameliorate a continuing dangerous condition or situation.” 
 
The TIA is rife with unsubstantiated claims concerning the relative effectiveness of charge 
transfer systems versus a conventional LPS.  The TIA ballot is not the place to debate the merits 
of one type of technology over another but it is important to at least clarify inaccurate assertions.  
In the discussion of the negative vote on Ballot Item 2 I will use the data source provided by the 
submitter as justification that NFPA 780 is contributing to a dangerous situation to prove that the 
submitter is uninformed or has cherry-picked the data to meet his objective.  His data source, the 
Insurance Information Institute (III) will be used to prove that those with a vested interest 
consider NFPA 780 to be the solution to the known hazard.   
 
 
… the U.S. domestic standard for lightning protection systems not only establishes a lower safety 
standard, but is inconsistent with the international standard, the IEC 62305 standard. 
 
There is no justification for the accusation that NFPA 780 “establishes a lower safety standard” than 
the IEC standard.  There is no data to support this statement.  In fact, before South Korea adopted the 
IEC standard they were users of NFPA 780.  Another suggestion that this statement is unfounded is 
given in the TIA as OMNI LPS justification for the emergency nature of TIA.  Their claim that the 
standard is precluding them from the marketplace is because “insurance companies tend to insist that 
lightning protection systems comply with NFPA 780.”  The possible justification for this insistence on 
an NFPA 780 system is their proven track record with such systems.  More details are provided in the 
discussion on the Emergency Nature of the TIA. 
 
The TIA makes general accusations without any specific citations as to what they base their assumption 
that NFPA 780 is a lesser safety standard than the IEC standard.  The NFPA 780 lightning protection 
system is generally an implementation of the requirements of IEC 62305 with simplifications to allow 
for consistent application.  This is allowed in accordance with the rules of the IEC and does not act to 
restrict trade.  One of the most general criticisms against IEC 62305, even among members of the IEC 
Technical Committee, is that the standard is too complex and academic.  The complication of the 
standard requires that it be simplified in order to be economically feasible to implement and simple 
enough to ensure consistent application.  Some of the simplifications of the IEC requirements is that the 
NFPA standard recognizes only the middle 2 of the 4 Lightning Protection Levels (LPL) recognized in 
the IEC standard.  A general comparison of NFPA 780 to IEC 62305-3 is provided below, identifying 
the similarities and differences in down conductor spacing and grounding methods. 
 
IEC 62305-3, Edition 2 (2010) defines an air-termination system as part of an external LPS using 
metallic elements such as rods, mesh conductors or catenary wires intended to intercept lightning 
flashes.  This is consistent with the requirements of NFPA 780. 



The individual air-termination rods should be connected together at roof level to ensure current 
division.  NFPA 780 requires all air termination rods to be connected together at roof level. 
Acceptable methods to be used in determining the position of the air-termination system include: 

– the protection angle method; 
– the rolling sphere method; 
– the mesh method. 

 
NFPA 780 does not recognize the use of the mesh method but uses the same criteria for the rolling 
sphere method as the IEC for Lightning Protection Levels II and III.  NFPA uses fixed values of 
protective angles with limitations for heights of application where IEC provides a graphical 
representation reflecting similar values.  Both indicate the rolling sphere method is suitable in all cases. 
 
For both standards, the number of down-conductors shall be not less than two and should be distributed 
around the perimeter of the structure to be protected, subject to architectural and practical constraints.  
Down-conductors shall be installed straight and vertical such that they provide the shortest and most 
direct path to earth.  An equal spacing of the down-conductors is preferred around the perimeter. 
Typical preferred values of the distance between down-conductors given in the IEC standard are less 
than the average maximum allowed in the NFPA standard. 
 
For grounding systems, NFPA 780 requires a grounding electrode for each down conductor and 
requires a ground loop conductor for structures exceeding 60 feet in height.  IEC 62305-3 cites a Type 
A (non-interconnected electrodes) and Type B (ground ring) grounding system based on the LPL 
determined in the Lightning Risk Assessment. 
 
 
The technology used by OMNI LPS is a standard lightning protection system that has been in use in 
South Korea for the last ten years on the basis of the IEC 62305 standard. 
 
There are numerous references in the Substantiation inferring the OMNI LPS is a standard lightning 
protection system that meets the requirements of IEC 62305 although this is never specifically stated.  
The committee has not been provided with a copy of the OMNI LPS standard for comparison but the 
TIA provided a general description of the key components.  Without making any judgement on the 
BCAT air terminal, I did note the statement that “the final piece of the method, the Carbon Ground 
Rod, grounds the asset.” 
 
The Carbon Ground Rod discussed in the TIA is not recognized in IEC 62305 nor the LPS 
grounding electrode component standard (IEC 62561-2).   There has not even been a proposal or 
discussion considering its acceptance in the Maintenance Team responsible for IEC 62305-3.  It 
is unclear how it can be considered by the submitter to be approved by “the IEC Standard” when 
it does not meet the requirements of IEC 62305-3 (see Tables 5 and 7 for material, configuration 
and minimum dimensions of earth electrodes). 

Given this, one must conclude that the OMNI LPS standard does not meet the IEC 62305 
requirements although it still could be “based on” the IEC standard as worded throughout the 
TIA. 

 

 

 

 



The restrictive nature of NFPA 780, currently written only to address the Franklin rod 
 

The installation guidance (requirements) of NFPA 780 is not specifically limited to those using 
"conventional" air terminals.  The roof-level potential equalization system is applicable for any 
type of LPS using multiple air terminals.  The principle of providing current division among 
multiple air terminals is a fundamental principle for protection against lightning.  The same is 
true for grounding systems, surge protection, bonding, etc.  All of the requirements in NFPA 780 
are fundamental requirements regardless of the technique used to transition the lightning current 
onto the system.  The rest of the system should function optimally regardless of type of air 
terminal installed.  The thing that would change would be the interception efficiency of the 
system.  The protection efficiency of the various types of air terminals can be debated but I think 
it is clear that the rest of the system is not dependent upon the method used for strike 
termination.  This is also consistent with the IEC standard philosophy.  You can change types of 
grounding systems, install down conductors closer, reduce the spacing of the air terminals, etc. to 
increase the efficiency of the LPS but the basic system design is based on the LPL required.  The 
basic design of the system does not change whether a Franklin system is used or a mesh type 
system (and by default whether and ESE or CTS is used). 

It is interesting that the TIA considers NFPA 780 to be restrictive to address only Franklin rods 
and yet it is very similar to the requirements of IEC 62305 which the TIA suggests is acceptable.  
The point of contention appears to NFPA 780, 1.1.3.  If that clause is removed, the two standards 
would be similar in how they handle “non-conventional” air terminals.  

The restriction of the standard from covering lightning protection system installation 
requirements for early streamer emission systems and charge dissipation systems is due 
specifically to a mandate from the NFPA Standards Council and not due to the adequacy of the 
standard to cover such devices.   If the NFPA Standards Council were to allow the committee to 
revisit the wording of this clause in the next revision cycle perhaps a more efficient form of relief 
could be offered to the submitters.  In my opinion this would be the most logical way to resolve 
the issue raised and would bring NFPA 780 in line with the way the issue is handled in the IEC 
standard. 

 

Endorsers of the suggested TIA and any other companies whose technology shall be treated as 
equivalent, or “standard.” in the U.S. lightning protection marketplace, if it is certifie4d by the 
authority having jurisdiction, with it being recognized that standards-making organizations 
and/or authorities having jurisdiction shall not withholder approval as equivalent when the 
system, method, or device is supported by a manufacturer’s track record as to performance in the 
field. 

This wording is confusing and seems to contradict the numerous paragraphs preceding the 
statement.  If I understand the intent of this statement it suggests that any company’s standard 
“shall be treated as standard in the US” if it is certified by the AHJ and all other standards 
making bodies and AHJs must accept it.  Which AHJ is the first AHJ that gets to dictate a 
national standard that all AHJs in that country must accept?  This does not appear to be logical or 
acceptable. 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
Ballot Item No. 2: Subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE 
 
 

1. Short Term Commercial Emergency Situation Faced by OMNI LPS 
 
I am not sure that a “short-term commercial” delay is an adequate justification for an emergency 
situation.  Regardless, it is unclear that the proposed TIA will resolve the issue described in the 
TIA.  The primary issues discussed are associated with NFPA policies (performance vs. 
descriptive standards) and Scope restrictions (1.1.3) or with acceptance of system technology by 
Authorities Having Jurisdiction (AHJs).  As currently written, the AHJ may accept a charge 
transfer air terminal regardless of Clause 1.1.3 as long as it is a “listed” device.  

While Clause 1.1.3 indicates NFPA 780 does not cover lightning protection system installation 
requirements for early streamer emission systems or charge dissipation systems, it does not 
specifically restrict strike termination devices by type.  NFPA 780, 1.3 states that "where fittings, 
devices, or other components required by this standard are available as listed or labeled, such 
components shall be used."  The definition for air terminal includes the criteria that it be "listed 
for the purpose."   Annex A, A.3.2.1 states that NFPA "does not approve, inspect, or certify any 
installations, procedures, equipment, or materials; nor does it approve or evaluate testing 
laboratories" and identifies that AHJs "may refer to the listings or labeling practices of an 
organization that is concerned with product evaluations and is thus in a position to determine 
compliance with appropriate standards for the current production of listed items."  To 
summarize, by definition the use of the term "air terminal" in the standard refers to a "listed" air 
terminal but A.3.2.1 implies by the use of the term "may" that the AHJ has the option to restrict 
the listing to a specific organization or may determine compliance on its own; which sounds a lot 
like what the TIA is requesting. 
 
It is difficult to justify the issue in the TIA an emergency situation when manufacturers of charge 
transfer system air terminals have been installing their devices in LPS designs in accordance with 
NFPA 780 throughout the US for years.  As a volunteer standard, it is not the purpose of NFPA 
780 to direct an AHJ or insurance company as to what type of technology they should or should 
not accept.  Such choices should be made based on their assessment of the scientific evidence 
supporting one technology or another.   
 
 
 
 

2. Safety Issue  
 
“Lightning strikes cost $739 million in U.S. homeowners’ insurance losses in 2014, up 9.7 
percent from 2013, according to the Insurance Information Institute. Lightning fires in 
nonresidential properties caused an average of $108 million in direct property damage each year 
from 2007 through 2011. If the NFPA 780 standard had permitted the use of streamer 
influencing technology, it is likely that such a massive level of damage would not have occurred. 



The large volume of ongoing losses to property and life is evidence that the NFPA 780 standard 
is not adequate for lightning protection.” 
 
The Insurance Information Institute (III) data cited above as relative to safety is primarily related 
to unprotected facilities.  The earlier comparison to the IEC standard addresses the supposition 
that NFPA 780 is in any way unsafe but we can also use this same data source used by the 
submitters to reinforce this point. 
 
 
 The insurance information data referenced is based on all lightning claims of which few were 
likely protected structures (and it is likely that some of the protected ones had surge protection 
exempted).  This is not a reflection on the efficiency of the LPS as they suggest.  To put the cited 
data in perspective, the following information can also be found on the Insurance Information 
Institute web site1.   
 
It is misleading to state losses in 2014 were up 9.7 percent from 2013 without mentioning that 
insured losses to homes from lightning strikes in the United States fell to their lowest level in a 
decade in 2013 (www.iii.org/lightning).  In a report released for Lightning Safety Awareness 
Week 2014 is the following paragraph: 
 
“The incidence of lightning claims last year (2013) is also a continuation of a downward trend. 
Since 2004, the number of paid lightning claims is down nearly 60 percent over the nine-year 
period through 2013. The sustained decline in the number of claims may be attributed to an 
increased use of lightning protection systems.” 
 
In an article prepared by the I.I.I. for Lightning Safety Awareness Week titled “Reducing the 
Risk of Lightning Damage,” the following was posted on their web site: 
  
“In recognition of Lightning Safety Awareness Week (June 22-28), consider the following tips 
from the Lightning Protection Institute and the Insurance Institute for Business & Home Safety 
(IBHS) to protect your home or business against lightning. 

 Have a lightning protection system installed for your home or business. 
 Be sure the lightning protection system is designed and installed in accordance with 

accepted industry standards and meets National Fire Protection Association, Lightning 
Protection Institute and UL requirements. 

 Include protection for electrical, telephone, cable or satellite TV lines entering the 
structure. 

 Make sure all equipment is UL-listed and properly labeled.  
 

Lightning protection systems are designed to protect a structure and provide a specified path to 
harness and safely ground the super-charged current of the lightning bolt. The system neither 
attracts nor repels a strike, but receives the strike and routes it harmlessly into the earth, thus 
discharging the dangerous electrical event. Investment in a lightning protection system will 
protect your property, belongings and equipment.” 

                                            
1 “Number, Cost of Homeowners Insurance Claims from Lightning Fell In 2013; Dry 
Conditions, Fewer Powerful Thunderstorms a Contributing Factor,” media@iii.org, 23 June 
2014. 



The best indication of whether the NFPA 780 system provides protection from losses to property 
and life is to follow the advice of the risk takers.  The proven performance of NFPA 780 systems 
is likely the reason the insurance industry cites it as the preferred standard. 

 
 
Summary 
 
I do not see how the proposed amendment will address the "economic issue" cited because an 
AHJ already has the authority to judge equivalency.  If the AHJ is not considering the 
alternatives "equivalent" then what is to suggest that an equivalency statement is going to change 
this? 
 
The TIA has provided insufficient information to justify the emergency nature of the proposed 
modification.  In fact, it appears that any relief that can be provided by the standard already 
exists.  There seems to be in some cases a misunderstanding or inaccurate interpretation of the 
existing requirements of NFPA 780 and its implementation of the requirements of the IEC 62305 
and IEC 62561 series of documents; perhaps in some part due to the differences in performance 
standards (IEC) and descriptive standards (NFPA).  Finally, the substantiation seems to infer that 
the standard should be changed to force AHJs and specifically insurance companies to accept 
specific types of technologies.  Given that NFPA 780 is a voluntary standard, there are no words 
that can be added to force an AHJ to accept a specific technology. 
 
It does appear that the seemingly restrictive wording of Clause 1.1.3 may lead some AHJs to 
interpret the standard that such technologies are not allowed.  This is not true as there are UL-
Listed charge transfer systems (CTS) air terminals that are installed as a part of an NFPA 780 
system throughout the US.  It is possible that some AHJs interpret the “lightning protection 
system installation requirements for early streamer emission systems or charge dissipation 
systems” to mean the air termination technology is not allowed instead of meaning that different 
requirements for down conductor spacing, grounding, etc. is not allowed in accordance with this 
standard.  The wording of this clause was mandated by the Standards Council over a decade ago 
so perhaps in the next revision cycle the committee could offer an alternative wording of the 
clause. 
 
Finally, I would welcome any discussions with the submitter on proposals for submission to the 
2020 revision of NFPA 780. 
 
 
 
 
 



TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 

PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 

 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 

Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 

 

____________ AGREE ___x_________ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

 

We disagree that NFPA 780 establishes a lower safety standard, this is opinion, not fact. 

We disagree that NFPA 780 violates International Trade Laws. NFPA 780 is a standard of 

practice, not a code. This means that it is not a legal requirement to follow NFPA 780, it is 

only a recommended practice. 

 

 

 
Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  

 

____________ AGREE ________x____ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

 

There is no emergency here, If Samsung wants to use the Omni system, nothing if 

preventing them from doing so. If the insurance company doesn’t accept the Omni system, 

find another insurance company that will or self-insure. 
 

  

 
Signature 

 

Mark S. Harger 

Name (Please Print) 

 

12.15.2015 

Date 

 

Please return the ballot on or before December 17, 2015. 

 

 

PLEASE RETURN TO: 

Jenny Depew, Project Administrator 

NFPA 

1 Batterymarch Park 

Quincy, MA 02169  FAX: (617) 770-0700  E-mail: jdepew@nfpa.org  

mailto:jdepew@nfpa.org


 

PLEASE RETURN TO: 

Jenny Depew, Project Administrator 

NFPA 

1 Batterymarch Park 

Quincy, MA 02169  FAX: (617) 770-0700  E-mail: jdepew@nfpa.org  

mailto:jdepew@nfpa.org




TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 

PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 

 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 

Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 

 

____________ AGREE ______X______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

No technical merit is presented.  Anecdotal evidence is not sufficient evidence to validate 

controversial and unproven technologies, where safety is a concerned. If this constitutes 

technical merit, then sales brochures become peer reviewed white papers. 
 

Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  

 

____________ AGREE ______X______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

This issue has been hashed out and rehashed since the 1990s.  Nothing new has been 

introduced. Similar products have been found to not perform as advertised by a US 

Federal Court. Proclamation of legal issues is not an emergency, it is intimidation. 

 

 

 ________________________________ 

Signature 

 

___Stephen Humeniuk______________ 

Name (Please Print) 

 

_12/16/15_______________________ 

Date 

 

Please return the ballot on or before December 17, 2015. 

 

 

PLEASE RETURN TO: 

Jenny Depew, Project Administrator 

NFPA 

1 Batterymarch Park 

Quincy, MA 02169  FAX: (617) 770-0700  E-mail: jdepew@nfpa.org  

mailto:jdepew@nfpa.org






TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 

PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 

 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 

 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 

Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 

 

____________ AGREE _____X______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

I disagree with the concept of a “track record of performance in the field” that is cited no less 

than 8 times in the TIA. The streamer-influencing systems mentioned do not have a track record 

matching or exceeding that of companies installing 780-compliant systems, and the wiggle room 

afforded by a clause like “properly installed and maintained” cannot erase the fact that numerous 

instances of failure have been recorded in the field for ESE devices. The burden of proof is on 

the companies claiming equivalence, and such proof has not been provided to the Technical 

Committee. In addition, the broad changes in the proposed Section 1.8, and specifically the 

multiple inclusion of the words “without limitation,” undermine the effectiveness of the 780 

document as a whole. In essence, this proposed change tells the users of the documents, “This is 

how lightning protection must be installed. That is, unless you can convince an AHJ that you 

have a better method, in which case, you can install whatever you like.” 

 

 

Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  

 

____________ AGREE ______X_____ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

The Technical Committee has not been provided with any of the studies cited in section (b) of 

the rationale. We have not been provided with any documentation whatsoever on the Bipolar 

Conventional Air Terminal, let alone proof that it is in compliance with the IEC 62305 standard. 

This is the first time the Technical Committee has been given any information whatsoever about 

the proposed technology. Therefore, since the Committee has not had a chance to evaluate the 

validity of the manufacturer’s claims, and has not been provided with any supporting information 

prior to this point, I cannot agree that the subject is of an emergency nature. To allow the TIA to 

proceed would be to sidestep the established code amendment process. 

 



  

________________________________ 

Signature 

 

Simon Larter_____________________ 

Name (Please Print) 

 

__8 December 2015_______________ 

Date 

 

Please return the ballot on or before December 17, 2015. 

 

 

PLEASE RETURN TO: 

Jenny Depew, Project Administrator 

NFPA 

1 Batterymarch Park 

Quincy, MA 02169  FAX: (617) 770-0700  E-mail: jdepew@nfpa.org  

mailto:jdepew@nfpa.org


TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 
 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 

Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 
 

____________ AGREE ____________ DISAGREE*  _______X_____ ABSTAIN* 
 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 
 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
To vote Agree or Disagree means in part to vote in favor or against the commercial interest of USA 

Companies. I am not a USE Citizen. But: 
 
When I became a member of the NFPA 780 Committee, I was a manufacturer of Early Streamer   
Emission rods. In those days the french teem were pushing the American version  (NFPA 781) of the 

NFC17102 French Standard. 
After many meetings and opinions of independent parties, the NFPA781 project died and NFPA 780 

was nearly canceled. 
Since then, the most important scientific research was produced by Charley Moore. The blunt rod 

was accepted as an interesting alternative to the Franklin rod. 
I visited the laboratories of Charles Moore and Stanley Grzybousky (Mississippi University)  trying 

to find any scientific support and I arrived to the conclusion that ESE terminals and CTS failed to 

live up to their claims. The exact words of Wiliam Rison (New Mexico Institute of Mining and 

Technology) were: 
When subjected to hard scrutiny, both systems have failed to live up to their claims. 
As long as I know nothing new was produced by the Scientific Community. I decided to change my 

commercial activities and  oriented my business to the protection of delicate electronic equipment. 
 In conclusion, I do not think that NFPA780 should include any comments in favor of  better 

systems than the classical Franklin rod. The best we can do for now it to say that they are similar. 
 

 Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE. 
 

____________ AGREE _______X_____ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 
 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 
 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
I think that this point must be considered carefully. To treat it as a subject of EMERGENCY 

NATURE is a risk. 
 

 _______________________________ 
Signature 
 

_Prof. Ing. Eduardo Mariani_______________________________ 
Name (Please Print) 
 

__December 14, 2015______________________________ 



TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 

PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 

 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 

Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 

 

____________ AGREE ____XX______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

 

NFPA 780 is an installation standard. As such it provides installation requirements for a 

lightning protection system. Nothing in the standard precludes the use of lightning air terminal 

other than the “Franklin Rod” type of air terminal. Other types and designs of air terminal are in 

use and being installed on NFPA 780 system in the US at the present time. An AHJ is free to 

approve any alternative air terminal for a lightning protection system at this time as long as it is 

“Labeled” for this use. There is no restriction in the standard for the use of the BCAT terminal if 

the AHJ approves it use and it is installed to the requirements of the standard. 

 

Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  

 

____________ AGREE ____XX_____ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

 

Section 1.2, “Purpose”, of NFPA 780 states; “The purpose of this standard shall be to provide for 

the safeguarding of persons and property from the hazards arising from exposure to lightning.” 

The submitter has not provided any evidence of where his product will further improve the 

safeguarding of persons and property from the hazards of lightning. He has not provided any 

compelling evidence of a specific hazard that is not presently addressed by the installation 

requirements of NFPA 780. Thus there is not emergency nature to his proposals. 

 

 

Signature 

 

David E. McAfee___________ 

Name (Please Print) 

 

January 11, 2016 - Resubmittal_________ 

Date 

 

Please return the ballot on or before January 11, 2016. 

 

 

PLEASE RETURN TO: 

Jenny Depew, Project Administrator 



TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 

PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 

 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 

Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 

 

____________ AGREE _____X______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 
 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

The only way approve of an alternative to the traditional “Franklin Rod System” is to 

prepare a controlled test environment whereby alternative proposed lightning protection 

systems (LPS) can be directly compared with the currently recognized LPS recognized by 

NFPA 780. Conditions have to be established such that the proposed “new LPS” is fairly 

and objectively tested against the established NFPA 780 standard. By creating test 

conditions that are equally exposed to the possibility of intercepting a direct strike over a 

long period of time (e.g. 10 yrs), can you acquire sufficient data as to the performance of a 

different LPS technology as compared to the recognized LPS. This would equally apply to 

“early streamer emission” and “delayed streamer emission” systems, or any alternative 

proposed technologies. Such a test was initiated several years ago and apparently 

terminated due to lack of funding before any conclusive data was collected. Without a 

controlled scientific validation, stating that a new LPS system “works” is not proof of 

performance. Also, I do not consider the recognition of the “Franklin” system a restraint of 

trade, etc. However, the “Franklin” system does establish a baseline for potential 

competitive systems to use as a reference in terms of performance, construction costs, 

maintenance, and reliability. Scientific objective comparison should be the principal 

driving factor – cost to justify performance will be determined by what the market will 

support.   

 
Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  

 

____________ AGREE _____X______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 
 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

To date, I am not aware of any new system that has been scientifically proven to be equal 

to, or has better performance than the “Franklin Rod,” but I am open and receptive to new 

proven technologies.  

 

 Robley B. Melton, Jr.  

Signature (Electronic Signature) 

 

Robley B. Melton, Jr.              

Name (Please Print) 

 

December 16, 2015 
Date 

 

Please return the ballot on or before December 17, 2015. 



TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 

PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 

 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 

Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 

 

____________ AGREE ____X________ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

 
No specific information regarding the “technical merits” of this proposal are included for 
the committee to review.  Accordingly, this proposal is not ripe for review.  The 
Committee cannot review a proposal that does not provide the technical specifications.  
The proposed language would allow any product vendor or inspector to arbitrarily claim 
compliance with the standard based on an undefined “track record of performance.”  As 
was held in the US District of Arizona (Heary Bros. et al v. Lightning Protection Institute, 
et al) lack of reported failures does not in itself support a claim of effectiveness.   
Additionally, the proposal’s suggestion that the authority having jurisdiction can 
determine compliance based solely on vendor claims would thwart the purpose of third-
party inspection and bypasses the need for a standard at all.  Standards are not 
documents of convenience, but important technically verified safety guidelines that 
should not be trifled with or ignored without justification and proper process. 

 

Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  

 

____________ AGREE _____X_______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

 
Nothing about this request indicates that there is an emergency.  The submitters are not 
in any way prohibited from providing their customers with lightning protection that 
complies with NFPA 780.  In fact the firm is a UL-listed manufacturer of lightning 
protection equipment.  The UL listing makes their products eligible for installation in 
accordance with NFPA 780.  The vendor’s desire to utilize a deviant installation practice 
does not present an emergency for their firm or for the public.     
 

  

 __ 

Signature 

 

__Mark P. Morgan______________________________ 

Name (Please Print) 

 

_____15 December 15, 2015_____________________ 

Date 

 





TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 
 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 
Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 
 
____________ AGREE ______x______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 
 
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 
 
*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 
The AHJ already has the ability to approve alternative methods and materials, this section 
is not needed 

 

 

Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  
 
____________ AGREE ____x________ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 
 
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 
 
*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 
I do not believe this is an emergency, the AHJ can already approve alternate constructions 
and materials if they choose to do so. 
 

  
 
____Christine Porter___________________________ 
Name (Please Print) 
 
____________January 4, 2016____________________ 
Date 
 
Please return the ballot on or before January 11, 2016. 
 
 
PLEASE RETURN TO: 
Jenny Depew, Project Administrator 
NFPA 
1 Batterymarch Park 
Quincy, MA 02169  FAX: (617) 770-0700  E-mail: jdepew@nfpa.org  





TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 

PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 

 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 

Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 

 

____________ AGREE _____x_______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

_The proposer has not provided sufficient technical 

merit.____________________________________________________________________ 

 _____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  

 

____________ AGREE _____x_______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

The proposer has not shown this is an emergency. 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 _____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 ________________________________ 

Signature 

 

_Lon Santis_______________________________ 

Name (Please Print) 

 

___12/16/15_____________________________ 

Date 

 

Please return the ballot on or before December 17, 2015. 

 

 

PLEASE RETURN TO: 

Jenny Depew, Project Administrator 

NFPA 





TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 
 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 
Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 
 
____________ AGREE _____X_______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 
 
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 
 
*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 
All of the IEEE papers cited were published in the IEEE transactions on Magnetics, that 
deals with magnetic materials and phenomena, not lightning. The presentation to ICLP 
describes a reduction of only 10% in the flashover voltage, which would appear to be 
insignificant in preventing the initiation of the upward-going streamer, if indeed these 
effects can be scaled.  In any event, the purpose of an air terminal is to preferentially 
launch the upward streamer rather than impeding it as these results imply. 
 
Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  
 
____________ AGREE ______X______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 
 
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 
 
*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 
The main justifications given for the emergency nature are based on legal and economic 
arguments rather than technical issues. In addressing the emergency situation faced by the 
American public, the references to lightning losses and increasing aviation accidents do not 
address the crucial safety risk that presently exists in the standard and that can be 
alleviated by following the recommendations in this TIA, which is the point that needs to be 
made. 
 

  
Signature 
 
Ewen M Thomson 
Name (Please Print) 
 
1/25/2016 
Date 
 
Please return the ballot on or before January 11, 2016. 
 
 
PLEASE RETURN TO: 
Jenny Depew, Project Administrator 
NFPA 
1 Batterymarch Park 
Quincy, MA 02169  FAX: (617) 770-0700  E-mail: jdepew@nfpa.org  



TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780,
Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems

Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 
Section 1.8 and associated Annex.

____________ AGREE ______X______ DISAGREE* ____________ ABSTAIN*

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments:

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position.
_____________________________________________________________________

Please see attachment__________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.

____________ AGREE _____X______ DISAGREE* ____________ ABSTAIN*

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments:

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position.
_____________________________________________________________________

Please see attachment __________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

________________________________
Signature

John M. Tobias, PhD, PE, CFEI
Name (Please Print)

12/11/15
Date

Please return the ballot on or before December 17, 2015.

PLEASE RETURN TO:
Jenny Depew, Project Administrator
NFPA
1 Batterymarch Park
Quincy, MA 02169 FAX: (617) 770-0700 E-mail: jdepew@nfpa.org

_______________________________________________________________________ ______________________ ______
Siiiiiiiiiiiiiiiigngngngngngngngngngngngngngnatatatatatatatatatatatatatataaa ure



ATTACHMENT to John M. Tobias’ TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 
To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 
 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 
 
Detailed Explanations Concerning the Ballot: 
 
Ballot Item No. 1: TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 
 

I disagree with the technical merits of the TIA for the following reasons. 
 

The proposed section 1.8, reads ‘Equivalence. Nothing in this standard is intended to prevent 
the use of systems, methods, or devices of equivalent or superior quality, strength, fire resistance, 
effectiveness, durability, and safety over those prescribed by this standard.’ 
 

The TIA confuses the concept of ‘performance equivalence’ with ‘material equivalence.’   
Presently the 780 standard specifies the installation techniques, material and device properties and 
ratings associated with a so-called ‘conventional’ or ‘Franklin’ lightning protection system (LPS.)  It is not 
a performance standard, it is an installation standard.  It does not require the installation of any type of 
LPS which would imply the performance requirement of protecting a structure from lightning.  The 
scope of the document is explicit in this matter and identifies the existence of other types of LPS that 
the standard does not address.    

 
Many structures in the United States do not have LPS.  Many have ‘non-conventional’ LPS, 

affirmed within the justification of the TIA.  The decision to install a LPS of any type rests with the 
owner, or other AHJ involved with any construction or similar project.   The 780 standard provides 
guidance for the installation of a ‘conventional’ LPS, nothing more.   As such, the requirement to install 
LPS or the LPS technology chosen is not a topic addressed by the 780 standard, other than providing 
annex material in making risk determinations to assist in choosing to employ a LPS (of any type.) 
 

As for material equivalence, the 780 standard currently permits use of materials exceeding 
minimum specifications (i.e. superior quality, strength, durability) with the restriction some devices 
need to be ‘listed for the purpose’ which implies approval by a Nationally Recognized Testing Laboratory 
(NRTL).  As long as those devices are listed by an NRTL, they may be used in installations covered by the 
780 standard. 
 

Consequently, I conclude that ‘equivalency,’ with emphasis on the TIA’s implication of 
performance equivalency, is not a topic appropriate for inclusion to the 780 standard as it violates the 
scope of the document.  Judgment of the comparative efficacy of different LPS technologies is not within 
the present content nor scope of the 780 standard. 
 

The TIA section ‘1.8.1 Technical Documentation. Technical documentation shall be submitted to 
the authority having jurisdiction to demonstrate equivalency, including without limitation equivalency 
based on the history of performance in the field’ also is not appropriate for inclusion. 
 

As already explained, performance equivalency is not a matter governed by the 780 standard.  
Device equivalency is a NRTL/listing matter and is not governed by the 780 standard.  Materials 



exceeding the minimum standards in the existing 780 standard (implying superior quality, strength, 
durability) are already permitted.   
 

Addressing approvals, the TIA proposes ‘1.8.2 Approval. The system, method, or device shall be 
approved for the intended purpose by the authority having jurisdiction, including without limitation the 
NFPA, Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. and/or ANSI.’ 
 

The intent of this paragraph implies NFPA and ANSI ‘approves’ LPS systems, methods, or 
devices.   NFPA and ANSI do not approve systems or devices.  This clause implies an approval that does 
not currently exist.  The closest NFPA comes to approval is to sponsor and publish the 780 standard 
(among many other standards) which is a consensus agreement by experts in the installation of LPS, 
developed within the rules and regulations of NFPA that ensures public participation and open dialog.  
Furthermore, this paragraph of the TIA implies transferring the process of developing the methods for 
installing a LPS to a process outside of NFPA rules and regulations.  NFPA cannot possibly recognize that 
processes outside of their control are ‘equivalent’ making this clause inconsistent with the NFPA 
standards process. 
 

The proposed TIA mandate that a system, method or device ‘shall be approved for the intended 
purpose’ by Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. (UL) is certainly not a topic appropriate for inclusion to the 
780 standard.  UL presently lists some LPS devices and inspects/approves system installation of LPS.  UL 
approval is a matter under the jurisdiction of Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. and not NFPA.  The TIA 
language proposes ‘approval for the intended purpose’ by UL to processes outside of the control of UL.  
NFPA has no authority in the matter of such approvals.  Such license needs to be granted by UL or other 
corresponding NRTL engaged in such approvals. 
 

The TIA also proposes a section that reads ‘1.8.3* Equivalent Compliance. The alternative 
system, method, or device approved as equivalent by the authority having jurisdiction shall be 
recognized as being in compliance with this standard.’ 
 

This section is essentially saying that the AHJ can judge an ‘alternative’ system, which I contend 
includes (but is perhaps not limited to) non-conventional LPS as complying with the NFPA 780 standard.  
This clause of the TIA is essentially proposing that an alternative standard, not covered by NFPA 780 is 
considered to be installed in accordance with the 780 standard.  In turn, this implies the details of the 
installation of ‘alternative’ systems are the same as the detailed methods prescribed in the current 780 
standard.  The two concepts are, in general, mutually exclusive. 
 

Again, the TIA appears to confuse performance equivalence with other matters, in particular, 
installation equivalence.  I have already explained that the 780 standard is an installation standard that 
an owner, AHJ, etc., may choose to use on a project.  An owner, AHJ, etc., may choose to specify a 
‘conventional’ LPS, or one of a different technology, or no LPS at all.  If a ‘conventional’ LPS is specified, 
the 780 standard is an option for the methods of installation, specifically excluding from its scope other 
LPS installation methodologies.   The judgment of ‘performance equivalence’ is a matter that is outside 
the scope of the 780 standard.   

 
 
 
 



Lastly, the Annex material proposed by the TIA entitled ‘Equivalent Compliance Not a Waiver of 
Standard Requirement.’ 

 
The proposed annex material is at odds with the proposed normative sections of the TIA.  

Despite the title, what the TIA proposes is a complete waiver of the detailed installation requirements 
contained in the existing NFPA 780, a product of over 100 years of collective experience.  The TIA 
proposes a broad waiver of any, or all, installation requirements for conventional LPS specified by 780 
through judgment of the AHJ that some other system, method or device is judged equivalent in 
performance, no matter how installed.   

 
A final observation is that although the TIA uses as justification examples of specific LPS 

technologies, the TIA language does not limit itself to any particular technology.   With such a broad 
license, the TIA as written could essentially defeat the NFPA standards process of consensus and public 
input, review and comment, specifically with regard to the development of standards for the installation 
of conventional lightning protection systems.  Moreover, the TIA seeks to use the NFPA-developed 
standard as construing approvals outside the scope and authority of the 780 standard and of NFPA in 
general.  It certainly delves into matters, such as choosing to install LPS or what LPS technology to 
employ, that are not within the scope of the 780 standard, nor within the authority of NFPA.  (Other 
than providing some informative suggestions concerning risk assessment, as I have earlier noted.)  
Consequently, I cannot agree with the TIA. 

 
Ballot Item No. 2: The subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE. 
 

I disagree with the alleged emergency nature of the TIA. 
 

The TIA does not suggest that the existing 780 standard has any shortcoming of content within 
its scope, the installation of ‘conventional’ LPS.  It proposes no substantive revision to the 780 standard 
that corrects, improves or clarifies the installation practice of ‘conventional’ LPS.  I construe this as tacit 
agreement that the 780 standard is sound within its scope governing the installation of ‘conventional’ 
LPS.  Thus, there is no emergency alleged within the scope that the 780 committee and NFPA in general, 
can address.  Consider also, that the present edition of the 780 standard under consideration was 
properly formulated under NFPA rules and regulations, culminating over 100 years of continuing effort.  

 
Choosing an LPS technology, conventional or otherwise, or choosing to employ any LPS at all, is 

not mandated by the 780 standard nor by NFPA.  Such a choice is outside the authority of the NFPA.  
The TIAs proposed language does not change this fact and does not remedy any claimed hazard to the 
public.  

 
 

 
 
 
 



TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT 

PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1209 

To Add new Section 1.8 and associated Annex to the Proposed 2017 Edition of NFPA 780, 

 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems 

 
Ballot Item No. 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to add new 

Section 1.8 and associated Annex. 

 

____________ AGREE _______X_____ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

The charge transfer / dissipation array technology has been reviewed and rejected by NFPA 

previously  

NFPA Standards Council 

http://lightning.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/NFPA_DAS-CTS.pdf 

based on independent scientific research 

Mousa – Validity of the Lightning Elimination Claim 

http://www.akihito-shigeno.com/files/Validity_of_tghe_Lightning_Elimination_Claim.pdf 

Rison – Experimental Validation of Conventional and Non-conventional Lightning Protection Systems 

http://www.lightningsafetyalliance.org/documents/ieee_panel.pdf 

Uman & Rakov – A Critical Review of nonconventional Approaches to Lightning Protection 

http://journals.ametsoc.org/doi/pdf/10.1175/BAMS-83-12-1809 
Nothing has changed.  The 62305 document does not recognize dissipation.  Allowing the use of any 

product, anywhere at any time defeats the purpose of a standard based on the fundamental 

principles of lightning attachment (see Annex B – NFPA 780). 

 
Ballot Item No. 2: I agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.  

 

____________ AGREE ______X______ DISAGREE*  ____________ ABSTAIN* 

 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: 

 

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. 

Disagree totally with the need for change of this type – it has no technical merit.  
 

  
Signature 

 

Harold VanSickle III 

Name (Please Print) 

 

12/4/15 

Date 

 

Please return the ballot on or before December 17, 2015. 

 

 

PLEASE RETURN TO: 

Jenny Depew, Project Administrator 

NFPA 

1 Batterymarch Park 

http://lightning.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/NFPA_DAS-CTS.pdf
http://www.akihito-shigeno.com/files/Validity_of_tghe_Lightning_Elimination_Claim.pdf
http://www.lightningsafetyalliance.org/documents/ieee_panel.pdf
http://journals.ametsoc.org/doi/pdf/10.1175/BAMS-83-12-1809


             
*NOTE:  Participants in NFPA’s codes and standards making process should know that limited review of this decision 
may be sought from the NFPA Board of Directors.   For the rules describing the available review and the method for 
petitioning the Board for review, please consult section 1-7 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects 
and the NFPA Regulations Governing Petitions to the Board of Directors from Decisions of the Standards Council.  
Since this Council decision is not “related to the issuance of a document” as referenced in 1-7.2 of the Regulations 
Governing Committee Projects, notice of the intent to file such a petition must be submitted to the Clerk of the Board 
of Directors within a reasonable time period. 

        SC #05-1-16 
        D#05-11 

 
 
 
Casey C. Grant, P.E. 
Secretary, Standards Council 
 
 
17 February 2005 
 
 
To:  Interested Parties 
 
Subject:  

 Standards Council Decision (Final): D#05-11 
 Standards Council Agenda Item:   SC#05-1-16 
 Date of Decision*:   14 January 2005 

New Project Request for DAS/CTS Lightning Systems 
 
Dear Interested Parties: 
 
At its meeting of 12-14 January 2005, the Standards Council considered an appeal on the above 
referenced matter. 
 
Attached is the final decision of the Standards Council on this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Casey C. Grant, P.E.  
Secretary, NFPA Standards Council 
 
c: D. Berry, M. Brodoff, M. Earley, L. Nisbet, J. O’Connor, R. Roux 
 Members, TC on Lightning Protection (LIG-AAA) 
 Members, NFPA Standards Council (AAD-AAA) 
 Individuals Providing Appeal Commentary 



 
 

 Standards Council Decision (Final): D#05-11 
 Standards Council Agenda Item:   SC#05-1-16 
 Date of Decision:   14 January 2005 

New Project Request for DAS/CTS Lightning Systems 
 
 
At its meeting of 12-14 January 2005, the Standards Council considered the request of Mr. R. 
Carpenter, Lightning Eliminators & Consultants, requesting that the Council establish a project to 
address Dissipation Array Systems (DAS), also referred to as Charge Transfer Systems (CTS).  
The Council has reviewed and denied similar requests on previous occasions.  See Council 
minute items 88-39 (April 1989), 90-29b (October 1991), and 00-61 (July 2000 and January 
2002).  In reviewing the current request, the Council has been guided by its previous 
consideration of and approach to standards development for conventional and early streamer 
emission lightning protection systems.  See, e.g., Standards Council Decisions #00-13 (Agenda 
Item 99-113, 28 April 2000), #00-22 (Agenda Item 00-60, 20 July 2000), #00-30 (Agenda Item 
00-60, 6 October 2000), and #01-26 (Agenda Item 00-60, 4 October 2001).  Under this approach, 
the Council has required a showing that there is an ample basis in the scientific and technical 
literature for meaningful standards development activities for those systems.  The Council has 
generally required that showing to be made through submission of an independent review and 
analysis from a reliable source demonstrating the validity of the basic technology and science 
underlying the lightning protection system under review.  The submissions that have 
accompanied the current request to develop standards for DAS/CTS lightning protection systems, 
do not, in the view of the Council, provide such a review and analysis; nor do they make a 
showing that there is ample basis in the scientific and technical literature to support meaningful 
standards development for DAS/CTS lightning protection systems.  Based on its review of the 
record before it, therefore, the Council has voted to deny the request. As it has said in the past, the 
Council is not foreclosing future standards development activity should the state of knowledge 
evolve to justify it.  Should that eventuality arise, interested parties should address requests to 
initiate such a project to the Council.  
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