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M E M O R A N D U M  

 

 

TO: Technical Committee on Educational and Day-Care Occupancies  

 

FROM: Kelly Carey, Project Administrator 

 

DATE: October 18, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: NFPA 101 Second Draft Ballot FINAL Ballot Results (A2017) 

    

 

According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary affirmative 

votes to pass ballot. 

     

 22_ Members Eligible to Vote  

 _1_ Member Not Returned (Wolf)  

  

  12_ Members Voted Affirmative on All Revisions  
 _3_ Members Voted Affirmative with Comment on one or more Revisions (Ellis,  

Mertens and Stashak) 

_ 6_ Members Voted Negative on one or more Revisions (Ellis, Hansen, 

Kasmauskas, Mertens, Roeper and Szachnowicz)  

   0_  Members Abstained on one or more Revisions  
 

The attached report shows the number of affirmative, negative, and abstaining votes as 

well as the explanation of the vote for each revision.   

 

To pass ballot, each revision requires: (1) a simple majority of those eligible to vote and 

(2) an affirmative vote of 2/3 of ballots returned.  See Sections 3.3.4.3.(c) and 4.4.10.1 of 

the Regulations Governing the Development of NFPA Standards. 

 

 



Eligible to Vote: 22

Not Returned : 1

Ann Marie A. Wolf

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 21

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 22

Not Returned : 1

Ann Marie A. Wolf

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 21

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 22

Not Returned : 1

Ann Marie A. Wolf

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 18

SR-2011, Section No. 14.2.2.2.4, See SR-2011

Total Voted : 21

For Simple majority and also two-third majority election; the simple affirmative votes needed are 12 and 

the two-third affirmative votes needed are 14

For Simple majority and also two-third majority election; the simple affirmative votes needed are 12 and 

the two-third affirmative votes needed are 14

SR-2004, Section No. 17.2.11.3, See SR-2004

NFPA 101 TC ON EDUCATIONAL AND DAY-CARE OCCUPANCIES SECOND DRAFT BALLOT RESULTS 

SR-2003, Section No. 17.2.4.3, See SR-2003

Total Voted : 21
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Affirmative with Comment 2

Catherine L. Stashak The conflict between security and life safety has come to a head in recent years 

and it can no longer be ignored. There have been too many incidents that has 

created substantial concern with families of students and staff that occupy 

educational buildings. The fire authorities need to be able to address the fears 

of families, staff, and students while at the same time continue to provide a 

viable means of egress for evacuation or relocation purposes. Two efforts have 

been started in which I have participated in both: The Workshop on School 

Safety, Codes and Security, (December 2014) where the Final Report 

documented the need to lock classroom doors against unwanted entry and 

accepted the need that a second locking means may be needed for new and 

existing buildings. Another important effort (which is still ongoing) is seen by 

ASIS International and the NFPA to create either a document to address in 

totality the combined security/life safety needs of buildings. This effort sees the 

need for security and life safety authorities need to work together, inserting 

language in the already existent model codes that will create buildings that work 

both ways: Prevent unwanted intruders but also permit safe and timely egress if 

needed—with human and life safety as the first priority.The multiple provisions 

proposed as part of 14.2.2.2.4 will weed out the dangerous locking hardware 

being promoted in the marketplace. This is a common code question submitted 

to my agency and 99.9% the widgets that are being promoted are even more 

dangerous, not allowing students the ability to open doors in the event of fire so 

they can evacuate or preventing first responders from gaining entry. Without 

guidance from the AHJ from a model code organization, such as NFPA,they will 

continue to be installed. Security organizations are promoting these “security 

devices” without any consideration or discussion with the local fire authorities 

and even assisting with financing for their installation, again without notifying 

the local fire authorities. This has been happening for years (the biggest push 

started after Sandy Hook). Again, the security concerns of families and staff has 

reached a point where if we return to existing language, these more dangerous 

“security widgets” will continue to be installed.

Jason Ellis Our jurisdiction (along with several in our state) has been 

dealing with the conflicting issue of security versus life safety 

for some time now. Although fire and police in our area have 

worked hard to maintain a professional relationship with an 

overall goal of protecting our stakeholders, the process of 

initiating security measures and maintaining fire/life safety code 

requirements has been daunting. The provisions proposed as 

part of 14.2.2.2.4 will allow us to ensure that locking hardware 

will meet the provisions of the fire code while establishing the 

security considerations of our university as well as agencies 

throughout our state. Security organizations are championing 

locking devices with little or no regard for the existing fire code 

requirements. There is no solicitation of local fire authorities for 

these mechanisms (including installation) to address or meet 

existing fire and life safety code requirements. Adoption of 

these provisions is a positive step to addressing these issues.

Negative 1
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Matthew J. Mertens While the proposed changes may be helpful in that it puts 

conditions for these actions in one place, the IFMA board is in 

opposition to this change for the following reasons: 1. That any 

modifications to doors will likely result in a violation of the 

listing for rated doors 2. Existing locking provisions allow 

adequate locking, admittedly the owner will be required to 

update or replace the hardware, but this will allow for the 

proper hardware to be incorporated into the door and to be 

compliant with the code 3. We remain concerned about the 

ability of responders to gain entry to secure the incident 4. And, 

the additions to the “new” construction are not justified since 

existing locking hardware exists that can be part of the door 

and be compliant with the current code.

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 22

Not Returned : 1

Ann Marie A. Wolf

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 20

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 1

Aleksy L. Szachnowicz Neither the building owners nor the consulting industry 

have guidelines or norms to assess and weight the 

analysis. Also, the AHJ community is lacking same. It will 

add cost to the system with limited potential application 

or benefits to the majority of single building school 

projects.

Abstain 0

For Simple majority and also two-third majority election; the simple affirmative votes needed are 12 and 

the two-third affirmative votes needed are 14

SR-2001, Section No. 14.3.4.5, See SR-2001

Total Voted : 21

Total Voted : 21

For Simple majority and also two-third majority election; the simple affirmative votes needed are 12 and 

the two-third affirmative votes needed are 14
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Eligible to Vote: 22

Not Returned : 1

Ann Marie A. Wolf

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 20

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 1

Dominick G. Kasmauskas The negative ballot is cast for several reasons. The result of the 

proposed text is far reaching and will have multiple outcomes when it 

is enforced by local authorities having jurisdiction. Integrated system is 

not defined in NFPA 101 and the definition in NFPA 4 is very unclear as 

to the extent of the testing, especially as explained by the annex text 

(A.3.3.12.1.3) in NFPA 4. Furthermore, the life safety system and fire 

protection system is also not defined in NFPA 101 or NFPA 5000. These 

definitions are important to go forward with this language to provide 

uniform enforcement. It is very important to note that if this proposal 

goes forward, it will conflict with the other model building and fire 

codes (IBC/IFC, proposal F145-16) that are developing their 2018 

editions. The IFC/IBC is limiting NFPA 4 to high rise buildings (as is the 

First Draft Report, NFPA 101, Section 11.8.9) and where smoke control 

systems are integrated. It is common in several states that the IBC and 

NFPA 101 is used across multiple jurisdictions. Having conflicting 

requirements between the documents is not new, but the extent of 

testing integrated systems should be consistent for building owners, 

contractors, and authorities having jurisdiction.

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 22

Not Returned : 1

Ann Marie A. Wolf

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 16

SR-2005, Section No. 15.2.2.2.4, See SR-2005

Total Voted : 21

For Simple majority and also two-third majority election; the simple affirmative votes needed are 12 and 

the two-third affirmative votes needed are 14

SR-2009, New Section after 14.7.5, See SR-2009
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Affirmative with Comment 1

Catherine L. Stashak The multiple provisions proposed as part of 15.2.2.2.4 will weed out the 

dangerous hardware and locking means being promoted in the marketplace by 

those unfamiliar with traditional egress needs. This is a common code question 

submitted to my agency and 99.9% the widgets that are being promoted are 

even more dangerous, not allowing students the ability to open doors in the 

event of fire so they can evacuate or preventing first responders from gaining 

entry. There are currently close to 100,000 existing public school buildings 

across the country. Without this guidance, non-compliant, and dangerous, 

installations will continue to occur. Without guidance from the AHJ from a 

model code organization, such as NFPA they will continue to be installed. 

Security organizations are promoting these “security devices” without any 

consideration or discussion with the local AHJ and even assisting with financing 

for their installation, again without notifying the local AHJ. The biggest push 

started after Sandy Hook). The Committee recognizes that hardware does exists, 

and could be used, that allows two locking mechanisms/devices with one 

releasing action (as existing code requires), such as residential “hotel” locks. The 

proposed language addresses the inevitable existing conditions that cannot 

utilize the "hotel locks." The authorities need to be more sensitive to the 

budgetary constraints that have become a fact of life in government and public 

institutions. Because schools often cannot afford the expense of retrofitting 

“hotel” locks and in some instances existing doors cannot accommodate a new 

locking system so the entire door needs to be replaced. . This conflict between 

security and life safety has come to a head in recent years and it can no longer 

be ignored. There have been too many incidents that has created substantial 

concern with families of students and staff that occupy educational buildings 

and the fire authorities need to be able to address these fears.Two efforts have 

been started in which I have participated in both: The Workshop on School 

Safety, Codes and Security, (December 2014) where the Final Report 

documented the need to lock classroom doors against unwanted entry and 

accepted the need that a second locking means may be needed for new and 

existing buildings. Another important effort (which is still ongoing) is seen by 

ASIS International (an organization similar to NFPA, but their focus is security) 

and the NFPA to create either a standard or a guideline to address in totality the 

combined security/life safety needs of buildings. This effort sees the need for: 

Security and life safety authorities need to work together, inserting language in 

the already existent model codes that will create buildings that work both ways: 

Prevent unwanted intruders but also permit safe and timely egress if 

needed—with human and life safety as the first priority.

Negative 4

Raymond N. Hansen Item (3) reduces life safety by allowing two releasing 

operations with no compensatory measures required. 

This was done solely to minimize costs for existing 

facilities. Impact of this change on life safety for the 

occupants was not adequately evaluated.
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Matthew J. Mertens While the proposed changes may be helpful in that it puts 

conditions for these actions in one place, the IFMA board 

is in opposition to this change for the following reasons: 

1. That any modifications to doors will likely result in a 

violation of the listing for rated doors 2. Existing locking 

provisions allow adequate locking, admittedly the owner 

will be required to update or replace the hardware, but 

this will allow for the proper hardware to be incorporated 

into the door and to be compliant with the code 3. We 

remain concerned about the ability of responders to gain 

entry to secure the incident 4. And, the additions to the 

“new” construction are not justified since existing locking 

hardware exists that can be part of the door and be 

compliant with the current code.

Kurt A. Roeper The language permitting two releasing operations should 

be changed to "not more than one releasing operation." 

The Committee has accepted single releasing for New 

Educational Occupancies and there is no legitimate 

reason that Existing Educational Occupancies should be 

different.

Jason Ellis The language in item (3) permitting two releasing 

operations should be changed to "not more than one 

releasing operation." The current language causes a 

reduction for life safety and is not reflective of language 

the committee accepted in 14.2.2.2.4 item (3).

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 22

Not Returned : 1

Ann Marie A. Wolf

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 20

Affirmative with Comment 1

SR-2002, Section No. 16.1.1.7, See SR-2002

Total Voted : 21

For Simple majority and also two-third majority election; the simple affirmative votes needed are 12 and 

the two-third affirmative votes needed are 14
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Matthew J. Mertens While supportive of this concept for unlicensed and 

unregulated temporary child care uses the language of 

"short term" is very subjective and I would hope to see 

some guiding language added to the annex for this 

section that clarifies the intent of this section so it is not 

abused.

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 22

Not Returned : 1

Ann Marie A. Wolf

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 19

Affirmative with Comment 1

For Simple majority and also two-third majority election; the simple affirmative votes needed are 12 and 

the two-third affirmative votes needed are 14

SR-2007, New Section after 16.2.2.2.5, See SR-2007

Total Voted : 21
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Catherine L. Stashak The conflict between security and life safety has come to a head in recent years 

and it can no longer be ignored. There have been too many incidents that has 

created substantial concern with families of students and staff that occupy 

educational buildings. The fire authorities need to be able to address the fears 

of families, staff, and students while at the same time continue to provide a 

viable means of egress for evacuation or relocation purposes. Two efforts have 

been started in which I have participated in both: The Workshop on School 

Safety, Codes and Security, (December 2014) where the Final Report 

documented the need to lock classroom doors against unwanted entry and 

accepted the need that a second locking means may be needed for new and 

existing buildings. Another important effort (which is still ongoing) is seen by 

ASIS International and the NFPA to create either a document to address in 

totality the combined security/life safety needs of buildings. This effort sees the 

need for security and life safety authorities need to work together, inserting 

language in the already existent model codes that will create buildings that work 

both ways: Prevent unwanted intruders but also permit safe and timely egress if 

needed—with human and life safety as the first priority. The multiple provisions 

proposed as part of 16.2.2.2.5 will weed out the dangerous locking hardware 

being promoted in the marketplace. This is a common code question submitted 

to my agency and 99.9% the widgets that are being promoted are even more 

dangerous, not allowing students the ability to open doors in the event of fire so 

they can evacuate or preventing first responders from gaining entry. Without 

guidance from the AHJ from a model code organization, such as NFPA,they will 

continue to be installed. Security organizations are promoting these “security 

devices” without any consideration or discussion with the local fire authorities 

and even assisting with financing for their installation, again without notifying 

the local fire authorities. This has been happening for years (the biggest push 

started after Sandy Hook). Again, the security concerns of families and staff has 

reached a point where if we return to existing language, these more dangerous 

“security widgets” will continue to be installed.

Negative 1

Matthew J. Mertens While the proposed changes may be helpful in that it puts conditions 

for these actions in one place, the IFMA board is in opposition to this 

change for the following reasons: 1. That any modifications to doors 

will likely result in a violation of the listing for rated doors 2. Existing 

locking provisions allow adequate locking, admittedly the owner will be 

required to update or replace the hardware, but this will allow for the 

proper hardware to be incorporated into the door and to be compliant 

with the code 3. We remain concerned about the ability of responders 

to gain entry to secure the incident 4. And, the additions to the “new” 

construction are not justified since existing locking hardware exists that 

can be part of the door and be compliant with the current code.

Abstain 0

Total Voted : 21

For Simple majority and also two-third majority election; the simple affirmative votes needed are 12 and 

the two-third affirmative votes needed are 14
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Eligible to Vote: 22

Not Returned : 1

Ann Marie A. Wolf

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 20

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 1

Dominick G. Kasmauskas The negative ballot is cast for several reasons. The result of the 

proposed text is far reaching and will have multiple outcomes when it 

is enforced by local authorities having jurisdiction. Integrated system is 

not defined in NFPA 101 and the definition in NFPA 4 is very unclear as 

to the extent of the testing, especially as explained by the annex text 

(A.3.3.12.1.3) in NFPA 4. Furthermore, the life safety system and fire 

protection system is also not defined in NFPA 101 or NFPA 5000. These 

definitions are important to go forward with this language to provide 

uniform enforcement. It is very important to note that if this proposal 

goes forward, it will conflict with the other model building and fire 

codes (IBC/IFC, proposal F145-16) that are developing their 2018 

editions. The IFC/IBC is limiting NFPA 4 to high rise buildings (as is the 

First Draft Report, NFPA 101, Section 11.8.9) and where smoke control 

systems are integrated. It is common in several states that the IBC and 

NFPA 101 is used across multiple jurisdictions. Having conflicting 

requirements between the documents is not new, but the extent of 

testing integrated systems should be consistent for building owners, 

contractors, and authorities having jurisdiction.

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 22

Not Returned : 1

Ann Marie A. Wolf

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 20

Affirmative with Comment 1

SR-2006, Section No. 17.1.1.7, See SR-2006

SR-2010, New Section after 16.7.5, See SR-2010

Total Voted : 21

For Simple majority and also two-third majority election; the simple affirmative votes needed are 12 and 

the two-third affirmative votes needed are 14
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Matthew J. Mertens While supportive of this concept for unlicensed and 

unregulated temporary child care uses the language of 

"short term" is very subjective and I would hope to see 

some guiding language added to the annex for this 

section that clarifies the intent of this section so it is not 

abused.

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 22

Not Returned : 1

Ann Marie A. Wolf

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 16

Affirmative with Comment 1

For Simple majority and also two-third majority election; the simple affirmative votes needed are 12 and 

the two-third affirmative votes needed are 14

SR-2008, New Section after 17.2.2.2.5, See SR-2008

Total Voted : 21
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Catherine L. Stashak The multiple provisions proposed as part of 17.2.2.2.5 will weed out the 

dangerous hardware and locking means being promoted in the marketplace by 

those unfamiliar with traditional egress needs. This is a common code question 

submitted to my agency and 99.9% the widgets that are being promoted are 

even more dangerous, not allowing students the ability to open doors in the 

event of fire so they can evacuate or preventing first responders from gaining 

entry. a report from 2011 indicates 61% of all kids under 5 use some form of day 

care service. All concerned with security. Security organizations are promoting 

these “security devices” without any consideration or discussion with the local 

AHJ and even assisting with financing for their installation, again without 

notifying the local AHJ. The biggest push started after Sandy Hook). The 

Committee recognizes that hardware does exists, and could be used, that allows 

two locking mechanisms/devices with one releasing action (as existing code 

requires), such as residential “hotel” locks. The proposed language addresses 

the inevitable existing conditions that cannot utilize the "hotel locks." The 

authorities need to be more sensitive to the budgetary constraints that have 

become a fact of life in government and public institutions. Because schools 

often cannot afford the expense of retrofitting “hotel” locks and in some 

instances existing doors cannot accommodate a new locking system so the 

entire door needs to be replaced. . This conflict between security and life safety 

has come to a head in recent years and it can no longer be ignored. There have 

been too many incidents that has created substantial concern with families of 

students and staff that occupy educational buildings and the fire authorities 

need to be able to address these fears. Two efforts have been started in which I 

have participated in both: The Workshop on School Safety, Codes and Security, 

(December 2014) where the Final Report documented the need to lock 

classroom doors against unwanted entry and accepted the need that a second 

locking means may be needed for new and existing buildings. Another 

important effort (which is still ongoing) is seen by ASIS International (an 

organization similar to NFPA, but their focus is security) and the NFPA to create 

either a standard or a guideline to address in totality the combined security/life 

safety needs of buildings. This effort sees the need for: Security and life safety 

authorities need to work together, inserting language in the already existent 

model codes that will create buildings that work both ways: Prevent unwanted 

intruders but also permit safe and timely egress if needed—with human and life 

safety as the first priority.

Negative 4

Raymond N. Hansen 17.2.2.6(3) reduces life safety by allowing two releasing 

operations with no compensatory measures required. 

This was done solely to minimize costs for existing 

facilities. Impact of this change on life safety for the 

occupants was not adequately evaluated.
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Matthew J. Mertens While the proposed changes may be helpful in that it puts 

conditions for these actions in one place, the IFMA board 

is in opposition to this change for the following reasons: 

1. That any modifications to doors will likely result in a 

violation of the listing for rated doors 2. Existing locking 

provisions allow adequate locking, admittedly the owner 

will be required to update or replace the hardware, but 

this will allow for the proper hardware to be incorporated 

into the door and to be compliant with the code 3. We 

remain concerned about the ability of responders to gain 

entry to secure the incident 4. And, the additions to the 

“new” construction are not justified since existing locking 

hardware exists that can be part of the door and be 

compliant with the current code.

Kurt A. Roeper The language permitting two releasing operations should 

be changed to "not more than one releasing operation." 

The Committee has accepted single releasing for New 

Day-Care Occupancies and there is no legitimate reason 

that Existing Day-Care Occupancies should be different.

Jason Ellis The language in item (3) permitting two releasing 

operations should be changed to "not more than one 

releasing operation." The current language causes a 

reduction for life safety and is not reflective of language 

the committee accepted in 14.2.2.2.4 item (3).

Abstain 0

Total Voted : 21

For Simple majority and also two-third majority election; the simple affirmative votes needed are 12 and 

the two-third affirmative votes needed are 14
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