
Public Input No. 45-NFPA 101-2018 [ Global Input ]

1. Revise 14.7.6 to read as follows:
14.7.6 Integrated Fire Protection and Life Safety Systems. Integrated fire protection and life

safety systems shall be tested in accordance with 9.11.4.1.

2. Add a new 15.7.6 to read as follows:

15.7.6 Integrated Fire Protection and Life Safety Systems.
15.7.6.1 Integrated fire protection and life safety systems shall be tested in accordance with
9.11.4.1.
15.7.6.2 Integrated fire protection and life safety systems in high-rise buildings shall be tested
in accordance with 9.11.4.2.

3. Revise 16.7.6 to read as follows:

16.7.6 Integrated Fire Protection and Life Safety Systems. Integrated fire protection and life

safety systems shall be tested in accordance with 9.11.4.1.

4. Add a new 17.7.6 to read as follows:

17.7.6 Integrated Fire Protection and Life Safety Systems.
17.7.6.1 Integrated fire protection and life safety systems shall be tested in accordance with
9.11.4.1.
17.7.6.2 Integrated fire protection and life safety systems in high-rise buildings shall be tested
in accordance with 9.11.4.2.

Additional Proposed Changes

File Name Description Approved

Issued_TIA_101-18-6_Final_-_TIA_101_18_6.pdf NFPA 101 TIA No. 101-18-6 (Log No. 1326) 

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

NOTE:  This public input originates from Tentative Interim Amendment No. 101-18-6 (Log. 1326) issued by the 
Standards Council on December 6, 2017 and per the NFPA Regs., needs to be reconsidered by the Technical 
Committee for the next edition of the Document.  

Substantiation.  Often, in order for fire and life safety objectives to be met, interdependence on two or more fire 
protection and life safety systems is required. When that occurs, there is a fundamental expectation for integrated 
features to remain functional.  Common sense has always dictated a need to verify the response of integrated 
features when individual systems are tested, but standards historically lacked guidance for such testing.

To fill that gap, NFPA 4 Standard for Integrated Fire Protection and Life Safety Systems Testing was developed and 
published in 2015 as an outgrowth of recommended practices that were previously established by NFPA 3.  As a 
new standard that was derived from a recommended practice, the requirements of NFPA 4 have not yet been 
widely adopted and remain somewhat untested.

Nevertheless, in the just-completed cycle for the 2018 editions of NFPA 101 and NFPA 5000, NFPA 4 was 
proposed for adoption by reference in nearly all occupancy chapters with inconsistent results that can be attributed 
to at least two factors:
1. The content of NFPA 4 was not consistently and adequately explained to all of the NFPA 101 and NFPA 5000
technical committees that were asked to review these proposals and comments.

National Fire Protection Association Report https://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/ContentFetcher?commentPar...

1 of 75 11/2/2018, 2:13 PM

Page 1 of 82



2.   The “one size fits all” approach to integrated testing currently used by NFPA 4 is well suited for complex 
systems, but it is unnecessarily burdensome for testing of simple integrations, such as a sprinkler waterflow switch 
connecting to a fire alarm system for alarm initiation and monitoring.  For example, NFPA 4 always requires an 
integrated test team and development of an integrated test plan that is carried out by an integrated test team, 
unless waived by the AHJ.  It is understandable that some technical committees viewed mandatory references to 
NFPA 4 as excessive and rejected proposals that would have mandated compliance.

As the 2018 editions of NFPA 101 and NFPA 5000 currently stand, some occupancy chapters broadly reference 
NFPA 4 for all integrated systems. Others contain no reference to NFPA 4 at all, and still others reference NFPA 4 
but modify how it is to be applied.  These inconsistencies will lead to confusion among code users and code 
enforcers and could result in unsafe conditions.  For example, omission of requirements for integrated testing in 
some 2018 edition chapters will essentially convey that it is unnecessary to test ANY integrated functions in new or 
existing occupancies regulated by chapters that do not contain such a requirement.  This undermines the 
traditional common-sense minimum of making sure that even simple integrations must be tested to verify cause-
effect functionality.

To deal with this issue, multiple NITMAMs to delete all references to integrated testing requirements and NFPA 4 
were submitted and certified for consideration at the annual conference in Boston.  However, rather than advancing 
these motions, the proponents agreed to support an alternate path of using TIAs to repair issues with the code text 
instead of deleting it.

The TIAs are the result of a collaborative effort that included fire alarm and fire sprinkler industry participation, 
among others.  The approach can be summarized as follows:
1.   Because of the complex interaction of systems needed to accomplish smoke control, new and existing 
buildings with smoke control systems will be required to comply with NFPA 4.  This is entirely handled in Chapter 9.
2.   Because of the complex interaction of systems needed to accomplish safety objectives in high-rise buildings, 
new and existing high-rise buildings will be required to comply with NFPA 4.  Note that new high-rise buildings are 
handled by Chapter 11. However, existing high-rise buildings had to be individually addressed in existing 
occupancy chapters since there is no central location in the codes where regulations are established for existing 
high-rise buildings.
 3.   All other buildings and occupancies WILL NOT be required to follow NFPA 4. However, such other buildings 
and occupancies WILL be required to comply with a simple, prescriptive requirement ensuring that cause-effect 
relationships of integrated systems are verified when testing is conducted.

It is important to note that the approach suggested by this TIA correlates with code provisions that were adopted in 
the 2018 edition of the International Fire Code.  Therefore, acceptance of this TIA will ensure that provisions in the 
2018 editions of NFPA and ICC codes will be consistent with respect to integrated test requirements.

Emergency Nature.  The standard contains an error or an omission that was overlooked during the regular revision 
process.  The proposed TIA intends to offer to the public a benefit that would lessen a recognized (known) hazard 
or ameliorate a continuing dangerous condition or situation.

Although it is only necessary to satisfy one of the six possible TIA emergency nature criteria, this TIA satisfies two.
1.   The standard contains an error or an omission that was overlooked during the regular revision process.  
Because some occupancy chapters in the 2018 (Chapters 15, 17, 29, 31, 32, 33, 38 and 39) omitted references to 
Chapter 9 for integrated testing and others did not, NFPA 101 and 5000 will essentially be conveying that it is 
unnecessary to test ANY integrated functions in new or existing occupancies regulated by the chapters that do not 
contain such a requirement.  This undermines the traditional common-sense minimum of ensuring that simple 
integrations must be tested to verify cause-effect functionality.  Although each technical committee is certainly 
authorized to oversee requirements for occupancies under its authority, it was probably unrecognized or 
overlooked that omitting a reference to Chapter 9 in some chapters, when such references appear in other 
chapters, conveys a message that testing of integrated features can be entirely ignored in some cases.  Rather, it 
is believed that committees that chose to reject inclusion of a Chapter 9 reference for integrated testing did so for 
the purpose of rejecting NFPA 4, not basic common-sense tests to verify functionality of connected systems.
2.   The proposed TIA intends to offer to the public a benefit that would lessen a recognized (known) hazard or 
ameliorate a continuing dangerous condition or situation. It is essential to safety for fire protection and life safety 
systems, including integrated features, to function as designed.  Should system interactions fail, dangerous 
conditions can certainly result. As indicated in Item 1 above, the inclusion of integrated test requirements for some 
occupancies but not others conveys that integrated testing is NEVER required in occupancies that don’t include a 
reference to Chapter 9. However, some technical committees reportedly rejected referencing Chapter 9 for 
integrated testing because of the connection to NFPA 4, not because they opposed the concept of verifying basic 
functionality of integrated features.  The proposed TIA resolves this issue by establishing a minimum requirement 
for ensuring basic functionality of integrated features and only referencing NFPA 4 for complex systems associated 
with high-rise buildings and buildings with smoke-control systems.

Submitter Information Verification
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Submitter Full Name: TC ON SAF-END

Organization: NFPA 101 TC on Educational and Day-Care Occupancies

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Mon Mar 05 15:15:39 EST 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: The Committee supports the text as included in the referenced TIA.
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Life Safety Code

(SC 17-12-14 / TIA Log #1326) 

Regulations Governing the Development of NFPA Standards
Life Safety Code

1.  Revise 14.7.6 to read as follows: 
 

2. Add a new 15.7.6 to read as follows: 
 

3.  Revise 16.7.6 to read as follows: 
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4. Add a new 17.7.6 to read as follows: 
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Public Input No. 165-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 14.1.2.2 ]

14.1.2.2

Educational occupancies shall include preschools, kindergartens, and other schools meeting both of the
following criteria:

(1) The purpose is primarily educational, even though the children who attend such schools are of
preschool age.

(2) The children are all 24 months 30 months of age or older.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

NFPA 101 (2018) A.3.3.252 states “For the 2018 edition of the Code, the minimum age at which the Code 
classifies children as capable of self-preservation was increased from 24 months to 30 months.” Paragraphs 
14.1.2.2(2), 15.1.2.2(2), 16.1.2.1, and 17.1.2.1 allow children considered incapable of self-preservation (i.e., 24 
months or older but less than 30 months) in Educational Occupancies.  Chapters 14 and 15 (Educational 
Occupancies) do not afford the same protection to students incapable of self-preservation as Chapters 16 and 17 
(Day Care Occupancies).  For example, adequate adult staff is not required to be on duty to address the care, 
maintenance, and supervision required for students incapable of self-preservation.  

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 166-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 167-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.1.2.1]

Public Input No. 168-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.1.2.1]

Public Input No. 166-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 167-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.1.2.1]

Public Input No. 168-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.1.2.1]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full
Name:

Drew Lange

Organization:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Engineering and Support Center
Huntsville

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Fri Jun 08 10:21:46 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6858-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: NFPA 101 (2018) A.3.3.252 states “For the 2018 edition of the Code, the minimum age at which the
Code classifies children as capable of self-preservation was increased from 24 months to 30 months.”
Paragraphs 14.1.2.2(2), 15.1.2.2(2), 16.1.2.1, and 17.1.2.1 allow children considered incapable of
self-preservation (i.e., 24 months or older but less than 30 months) in Educational Occupancies.
Chapters 14 and 15 (Educational Occupancies) do not afford the same protection to students
incapable of self-preservation as Chapters 16 and 17 (Day Care Occupancies). For example,
adequate adult staff is not required to be on duty to address the care, maintenance, and supervision
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required for students incapable of self-preservation.
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Public Input No. 415-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 14.1.2.4 ]

14.1.2.4

Other occupancies associated with educational institutions shall be in accordance with the appropriate
parts of this Code. (See Chapters 18, 20, 26, 28, 30, 40, and 42 and and 6.1.14 . )  

14.1.2.5

Provisions in this section shall apply to new buildings of varying occupany types arranged on a multiple
building educational campus-style complex . 

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Campuses are cities-within-cities.  At about $75 billion of annual construction spend the education industry is the 
largest non-residential building construction market in the United States.  This is a first cut attempt to get multiple 
building educational campuses to track more explicitly in this Code; especially important when life safety systems 
such as emergency power and sprinkler systems are shared between buildings; as they often are.  

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Michael Anthony

Organization: Standards Michigan

Affiliation: Standards Michigan Group, LLC | www.standardsmichigan.com

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Wed Jun 27 11:09:41 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: The submitter has not provided a documented need to add the proposed text. The proposed text is
not clear and conflicts with the current Code provisions applicable to multiple occupancy buildings.
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Public Input No. 218-NFPA 101-2018 [ New Section after 14.2.2.2.3.3 ]

14.2.2.2.3.4 Emergency locking systems complying with 7.2.1.6.4 shall be permitted.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

This proposal is submitted as an alternative solution Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry. It is 
based on acceptance of proposed new Section 7.2.1.6.4 Emergency Locking Systems. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 216-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 7.2.1.6.3]

Public Input No. 217-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 217-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Mon Jun 18 11:03:24 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6863-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject as well as additional feedback from the full
Technical Committee. A task group was established to thoroughly review the changes in the 13 public
inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The result was a proposed revision
incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The First Revision clarifies some
of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(5), same concept as (1) and (2).
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-(7), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(9) and (10), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

National Fire Protection Association Report https://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/ContentFetcher?commentPar...

8 of 75 11/2/2018, 2:13 PM

Page 10 of 82



Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 14.2.2.2.4 ]

14.2.2.2.4*  Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry.

Classroom doors shall be permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry provided that the locking
means is approved and

  Emergency Locking of Classroom Doors.

14.2.2.4.1* Where emergency locking of classroom doors to resist forced entry is desired, doors shall be
permitted to equipped with approved locking hardware, provided all of the following conditions are met:

(1) The * For other than remotely locked doors, the emergency locking means shall be capable of being
engaged without opening the door.

The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom side of the door can

(2) locking doors against entry, from inside the classroom, when doors are closed.

(3) * Where doors are equipped with electrified locking functions, remotely locked doors shall be openable
from the classroom.   

(4) Egress from the classroom shall be accomplished without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge
or effort.

(5) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not Not more than one releasing operation .
The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be

(6) shall be required to open doors from the classroom.

(7) * Emergency locking hardware shall be permitted to be installed at any location on the door assembly,
provided the releasing mechanism is located at a height not less than 34 in. (865 mm) and not
exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

Locks, if remotely engaged,

(8) * The door shall be
unlockable

(9) capable if being opened from the
classroom side of the door without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(10) entry side by key or other credential. 

(11)

(12) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary key
or other credential.

(13)

(14)

(15) The
locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

(16) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

(17) The emergency action plan, required by 14.7.1, shall address the use of the locking and unlocking
means from within and outside the room both sides of the doors .

(18) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the
room both sides of the doors , as part of the emergency egress drills required by 14.7.2.

      14.2.2.2.4.2* Where doors serving occupant loads of less than 100 persons are equipped with fire exit
hardware or panic hardware, emergency locking means of 14.2.2.2.4.1 shall be permitted.

      14.2.2.2.4.3 Installation of the locking means of 14.2.2.2.4.1 shall not modify door closers, fire exit
hardware, or panic hardware or prohibit their operation.

      14.2.2.2.4.4* Where approved, doors other than classroom entry doors shall be permitted to be equipped
with the emergency locking functions of 14.2.2.2.4.1.
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Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Section 14.2.2.2.4* Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry is new to the 2018 edition of the Code. As 
these provisions and requirements appear in the Second Draft Report, it is unclear as to what conditions they are 
intended to address or create. For example, the phrase “…to Prevent Unwanted Entry” is ambiguous—the purpose 
of locking any door is “to prevent unwanted entry.” Other than the provisions of 7.2.1.5.9 that requires stair tower 
doors leading to roofs to be locked (against entry/access to the roof), the Code is silent as to when doors are 
REQUIRED to be locked “to prevent unwanted entry.” As written, 14.2.2.2.4 could be construed as REQUIRING all 
classroom doors to be locked against entry; eliminating the owner’s option to not lock classroom doors at all.

Setting the above aside for the moment, it’s more likely that 14.2.2.2.4 is intended to address concerns regarding 
locking of doors in emergency conditions (e.g., active-shooter and other violent incidents in schools) rather than 
“…to Prevent Unwanted Entry.” The alternate version of Section 14.2.2.2.4 Emergency Locking of Classroom 
Doors is offered for the committee’s consideration. It contains provisions that attempt to provide resistance to 
forced entry, while creating swift and free egress conditions that might be needed under emergency conditions. The 
related annex section has been expanded to reflect the intent of this alternative language.

The provisions of 14.2.2.2.4 are flawed and result in requirements that do not achieve their intended goal for 
emergency locking of doors for the following reasons:
1. The charging statement could be interpreted as requiring school districts to “upgrade” all existing classroom 
doors to comply with these new provisions, which would be a precedence in the Code on two counts. First, it would 
mandate the upgrading of existing the doors without any technical justification—school districts subject to the 2018 
edition of the Code would not have a choice. Second, the Code would require certain doors to be locked, a subject 
on which the Code has been silent on until now (save for doors leading to roof access from stair towers).

2. Item (1) does not require the locking means to be “lockable” from the classroom; it merely requires the locking 
means to be “…engaged without opening the door.” The intent of this provision is to require doors to be “lockable” 
from inside classrooms to protect faculty and staff from dangerous circumstances in corridors to which they might 
be exposed when manually locking doors, but item (1) neglects to require locks to be engaged from the classroom. 
Further, all key operated locking hardware devices are capable of being engaged without opening doors, albeit 
from the entry side of the doors. An argument could be made that the application of a door barricade device on the 
inside of classroom doors (locking doors against egress) complies with item (1); especially, in combination with 
items (2) and (3).

3. Original items (2), (4), and (5) imply that doors are locked against egress, which is the condition these new 
provisions were designed to prevent. In fact, these conditions permit the installation of so-called door barricade 
devices instead of severely restricting the use of such devices.

4. Item (2) explicitly addresses “the unlocking” and “unlatching” of doors from the classroom as two distinctly 
separate actions; actions that are separate from the “releasing operation” required in item (3). It could be construed 
that items (2) and (3) result in at least three separate actions that would be necessary to egress from classrooms. 
Consequently, items (2) and (3), when combined, seem to allow the application of door barricade devices.

Other issues in the original language include:
A. Item (1) requires locking hardware to be engaged without opening the doors, but it fails to specify the 
engagement of the locking hardware is to be accomplished from the classroom side of the door; all locks can be 
engaged from the corridor side without opening the door, rendering item (1) useless as written.

B. The original item (2) relies on the word “can,” which creates a non-mandatory requirement that is subjective, and 
is noncompliant with the NFPA Manual of Style. Item (2) also requires unlocking of the hardware to be 
accomplished from the classroom side of the door—under these provisions, the corridor side of the door is locked 
against entry— unlocking the corridor side of the door is unnecessary for egress purposes. More importantly, item 
(2) should address egress since egress requires unlatching of doors, regardless of whether the corridor side of the 
doors are locked.

C. In item (2) (as originally written) the phrase “the unlocking and unlatching from the classroom…” [underlining 
added for emphasis] implies the doors are locked against egress, which is the condition these provisions seek to 
prevent. Several of the modern security- classroom locks are designed to lock doors against entry by use of a key 
on the room side of the door, which means they can be unlocked (for entry) by a key on the egress side—they 
cannot comply with the latter condition of item (2). Item (3) in the revised version eliminates this concern by 
focusing on egress rather than unlocking the doors.

D. In original item (4), the placement of the releasing device for egress purposes is more important than its 
function; releasing the locking hardware results in unlatching the door. Additionally, item (4) should address the 
placement of the releasing device on the classroom side of the door, which is unclear in the current language.
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E. In original item (5), the phrase, “Locks, if remotely engaged,…” could be interpreted as requiring all classroom 
doors to be capable of being remotely locked since the charging statement of 14.2.2.2.1 requires all conditions to 
be met. Additionally, in the proposed changes, the original item (5) is rendered unnecessary by the revised 
requirements of item (1) and item (3).

F. Similar to original item (2), the original phrase in item (5), “Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from 
the classroom…” implies remotely locked doors are locked against egress. For egress purposes, item (5)—moved 
to item (2) in the revised version— should require doors to be openable when doors are remotely locked; the 
corridor side of the doors can remain locked against entry.

G. Original item (8) is unnecessary since new fire-rated door assemblies are required to be installed in accordance 
with NFPA 80, as specified in 8.3.3.1. Installation of hardware components is NOT considered to be a modification 
of a fire door frame or door when it complies with the listings and installation instructions of the affected 
components. NFPA 80 does not address modifications to door hardware components.

H. Regarding original annex paragraph A.14.2.2.2.4 gymnasiums, auditoriums, and cafeterias are types of 
assembly occupancies that are found in schools, which are beyond the scope of 14.2.2.2.4’s provisions.

The proposed revised section “Emergency Locking of Classroom Doors” corrects all the above flaws and provides 
guidance to users of the Code through the expanded annex commentary. (See the related PI for Annex A.)

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 188-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 189-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 190-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 193-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 195-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 216-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 7.2.1.6.3]

Public Input No. 217-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 218-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 14.2.2.2.3.3]

Public Input No. 189-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 190-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 193-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 195-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 224-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 38.2.2.2.2]

Public Input No. 227-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 39.2.2.2.2]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Thu Jun 14 10:26:07 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6863-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.
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The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject as well as additional feedback from the full
Technical Committee. A task group was established to thoroughly review the changes in the 13 public
inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The result was a proposed revision
incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The First Revision clarifies some
of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(5), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(7), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(9) and (10), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.
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Public Input No. 217-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 14.2.2.2.4 ]

14.2.2.2.4 *   Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry.

Classroom doors shall be permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry provided that the locking
means is approved and all of the following conditions are met:

(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged without opening the door.

(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom side of the door can be accomplished without the
use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(3) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not more than one releasing operation.

(4) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height not less than
34 in. (865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

(5) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom side of the door without the use
of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(6) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary
key or other credential.

(7) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

(8) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

(9) The emergency action plan, required by 14.7.1 , shall address the use of the locking and unlocking
means from within and outside the room.

(10) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the
room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 14.7.2 .

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

This proposal is based on the acceptance of the new section 7.2.1.6.4 Emergency Locking Systems.

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 218-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 14.2.2.2.3.3]

Public Input No. 216-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 7.2.1.6.3]

Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 218-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 14.2.2.2.3.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Mon Jun 18 10:57:32 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

National Fire Protection Association Report https://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/ContentFetcher?commentPar...

13 of 75 11/2/2018, 2:13 PM

Page 15 of 82



Resolution: FR-6863-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject as well as additional feedback from the full
Technical Committee. A task group was established to thoroughly review the changes in the 13 public
inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The result was a proposed revision
incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The First Revision clarifies some
of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(5), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(7), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(9) and (10), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.
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Public Input No. 478-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 14.2.2.2.4 ]

14.2.2.2.4*  Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry  Locking of Doors in the Means of
Egress .

Classroom doors, office doors, and doors to occupiable spaces shall be permitted to be locked to prevent
unwanted entry provided that the locking means is approved and locked  provided all of the following
conditions are met:

(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged without opening the door from the egress side
of the door .

(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom egress side of the door can shall be accomplished
without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(3) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not more than one releasing operation in
accordance with 7 .2.1.5.10.2.

(4) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height not less than 34 in.
(865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

(5) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom egress side of the door without
the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(6) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary key
or other credential.

(7) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

(8) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

(9) The emergency action plan, required by 14.7.1, shall address the use of the locking and unlocking
means from within and outside the room.

(10) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the
room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 14.7.2.

Additional Proposed Changes

File Name Description Approved

2021_NFPA_101_School_and_Day_Care_Door_Locking_Text_Revisions_20180617.docx

Text for 
Chapters 
14, 15, 16, 
and 17.  

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Doors to occupiable spaces in schools have long been lockable and locked to prevent entry and these locks have 
long complied with the requirements of NFPA 101. NFPA 101 has not prohibited classroom doors, office doors, and 
doors to other occupiable spaces to be lockable. There is no need to state “to prevent unwanted entry” as that’s the 
essence of the function of a locked door. Also, it’s appropriate to include offices and other occupiable rooms in 
these requirements.  
The proposed revisions in items (1), (2), and (5) help clarify the requirements and mesh with the proposed 
revisions in the charging language.  The proposed revisions in item (3) is consistent with the long-standing 
requirement in NFPA 101 Life Safety Code requiring not more than one releasing operation to open a door for 
egress. This requirement is consistent with federal accessibility requirements, and assures immediate egress for all 
occupants, any time of the day, and under all conditions.  

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 483-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.14.2.2.2.4]

Submitter Information Verification
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Submitter Full Name: John Woestman

Organization: Kellen Company

Affiliation: Builders Hardware Manufacturers Association

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Wed Jun 27 15:42:36 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6863-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject as well as additional feedback from the full
Technical Committee. A task group was established to thoroughly review the changes in the 13 public
inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The result was a proposed revision
incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The First Revision clarifies some
of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(5), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(7), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(9) and (10), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.
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N 14.2.2.2.4* Locking of Doors in the Means of Egress Classroom Door Locking to 
Prevent Unwanted Entry.  Classroom doors, office doors, and doors to occupiable 
spaces shall be permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry locking means is 
approved and provided all of the following conditions are met: 
(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged from the egress side of the 
door without opening the door.  
(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom egress side of the door can shall 
be accomplished without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.  
(3) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not more than one releasing 
operation in accordance with 7.2.1.5.10.2.  
(4) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height 
not less than 34 in. (865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished 
floor.  
(5) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom egress side of 
the door without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.  
(6) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room 
with the necessary key or other credential.  
(7) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit 
hardware.  
(8) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in 
accordance with NFPA 80.  
(9) The emergency action plan, required by 14.7.1, shall address the use of the locking 
and unlocking means from within and outside the room.  
(10) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from 
within and outside the room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 14.7.2.  
 

Reason: Doors to occupiable spaces in schools have long been lockable and locked to 
prevent entry and these locks have long complied with the requirements of NFPA 101. 
NFPA 101 has not prohibited classroom doors, office doors, and doors to other 
occupiable spaces to be lockable. There is no need to state “to prevent unwanted 
entry” as that’s the essence of the function of a locked door. Also, it’s appropriate to 
include offices and other occupiable rooms in these requirements.   

The proposed revisions in items (1), (2), and (5) help clarify the requirements and 
mesh with the proposed revisions in the charging language.  The proposed revisions in 
item (3) is consistent with the long-standing requirement in NFPA 101 Life Safety Code 
requiring not more than one releasing operation to open a door for egress. This 
requirement is consistent with federal accessibility requirements, and assures 
immediate egress for all occupants, any time of the day, and under all conditions. 

N A.14.2.2.2.4 While 14.2.2.2.4 establishes locking criteria for classroom doors only 
and doors to other occupiable spaces, a school’s emergency action plan could identify 
situations where other areas need to be secured. The provisions of this subsection 
should be considered when evaluating those areas as well. Examples of such areas 
are classrooms, administrative offices, gymnasiums, teacher lounges, libraries, 
auditoriums, and cafeterias.   
NFPA 101 does not require or prohibit classroom doors, office doors, and doors to 
other occupiable spaces to be lockable. However, if it is desired that doors to 
classrooms, offices, and other occupiable spaces be lockable to prevent entry, 
14.2.2.2.4 provides appropriate requirements.  
 
 
Reason: revised to further explain requirements. 
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N 15.2.2.2.4* Locking of Doors in the Means of Egress Classroom Door Locking to 
Prevent Unwanted Entry. Classroom doors, office doors, and doors to occupiable 
spaces shall be permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry provided that the 
locking means is approved and provided all of the following conditions are met:  
(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged from the egress side of the 
door without opening the door.  
(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom egress side of the door can shall 
be accomplished without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.  
(3) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not more than one releasing 
operation in accordance with 7.2.1.5.10.2.   
(3) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height 
not less than 34 in. (865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished 
floor.  
(4) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom egress side of 
the door without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.  
(5) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room 
with the necessary key or other credential.  
(6) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit 
hardware.  
(7) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in 
accordance with NFPA 80.  
(8) The emergency action plan, required by 15.7.1, shall address the use of the locking 
and unlocking means from within and outside the room.  
(9) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from 
within and outside the room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 15.7.2.  
 

Reason: Doors to occupiable spaces in schools have long been lockable and locked to 
prevent entry and these locks have long complied with the requirements of NFPA 101. 
NFPA 101 has not prohibited classroom doors, office doors, and doors to other 
occupiable spaces to be lockable. There is no need to state “to prevent unwanted 
entry” as that’s the essence of the function of a locked door. Also, it’s appropriate to 
include offices and other occupiable rooms in these requirements.   

The proposed revisions in items (1), (2), and (5) help clarify the requirements and 
mesh with the proposed revisions in the charging language.  The proposed revisions in 
item (3) is consistent with the long-standing requirement in NFPA 101 Life Safety Code 
requiring not more than one releasing operation to open a door for egress. This 
requirement is consistent with federal accessibility requirements, and assures 
immediate egress for all occupants, any time of the day, and under all conditions.  

N A.15.2.2.2.4 While 15.2.2.2.4 establishes locking criteria for classroom doors only, 
and doors to other occupiable spaces, a school’s emergency action plan could identify 
situations where other areas need to be secured. The provisions of this subsection 
should be considered when evaluating those areas as well. Examples of such areas 
are classrooms, administrative offices, gymnasiums, teacher lounges, libraries, 
auditoriums, and cafeterias.  
NFPA 101 does not require or prohibit classroom doors, office doors, and doors to 
other occupiable spaces to be lockable. However, if it is desired that doors to 
classrooms, offices, and other occupiable spaces be lockable to prevent entry, 
15.2.2.2.4 provides appropriate requirements.  
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N 16.2.2.2.6 Locking of Doors in the Means of Egress Classroom Door Locking to 
Prevent Unwanted Entry. Classroom doors, office doors, and doors to occupiable 
spaces shall be permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry provided that the 
locking means is approved andprovided all of the following conditions are met:  
(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged from the egress side of the 
door without opening the door.  
(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom egress side of the door can shall 
be accomplished without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.  
(3) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not more than one releasing 
operation in accordance with 7.2.1.5.10.2.  
(4) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height 
not less than 34 in. (865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished 
floor.  
(5) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom egress side of 
the door without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.  
(6) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room 
with the necessary key or other credential.  
(7) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit 
hardware.  
(8) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in 
accordance with NFPA 80.  
(9) The emergency action plan, required by 16.7.1, shall address the use of the locking 
and unlocking means from within and outside the room.  
(10) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from 
within and outside the room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 16.7.2.  
 

Reason: Doors to occupiable spaces in schools have long been lockable and locked to 
prevent entry and these locks have long complied with the requirements of NFPA 101. 
NFPA 101 has not prohibited classroom doors, office doors, and doors to other 
occupiable spaces to be lockable. There is no need to state “to prevent unwanted 
entry” as that’s the essence of the function of a locked door. Also, it’s appropriate to 
include offices and other occupiable rooms in these requirements.   

The proposed revisions in items (1), (2), and (5) help clarify the requirements and 
mesh with the proposed revisions in the charging language.  The proposed revisions in 
item (3) is consistent with the long-standing requirement in NFPA 101 Life Safety Code 
requiring not more than one releasing operation to open a door for egress. This 
requirement is consistent with federal accessibility requirements, and assures 
immediate egress for all occupants, any time of the day, and under all conditions.  

A.16.2.2.2.6  This section establishes locking criteria for classroom doors  and doors 
to other occupiable spaces . Examples of such areas are classrooms, care rooms, and 
administrative offices.   
NFPA 101 does not require or prohibit classroom doors and doors to other occupiable 
spaces to be lockable. However, if it is desired that doors to classrooms and other 
occupiable spaces be lockable to prevent entry, 16.2.2.2.4 provides appropriate 
requirements.  
 

Reason: Similar to the revisions of 14.2.2.2.4 while recognizing day cares may not 
have the same types of rooms as K-12 schools.  Suggest deleting existing Annex info 
in this section as that text seems out of place in the context of daily safety and 
security, and safety and security from hostile events.  
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N 17.2.2.2.6* Locking of Doors in the Means of Egress Classroom Door Locking to 
Prevent Unwanted Entry. Classroom doors, office doors, and doors to occupiable 
spaces shall be permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry provided that the 
locking means is approved and provided all of the following conditions are met:  
(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged from the egress side of the 
door without opening the door.  
(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom egress side of the door can shall 
be accomplished without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.  
(3) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not more than one releasing 
operation in accordance with 7.2.1.5.10.2.   
(3) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height 
not less than 34 in. (865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished 
floor.  
(4) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom egress side of 
the door without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.  
(5) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room 
with the necessary key or other credential.  
(6) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit 
hardware.  
(7) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in 
accordance with NFPA 80.  
(8) The emergency action plan, required by 17.7.1, shall address the use of the locking 
and unlocking means from within and outside the room.  
(9) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from 
within and outside the room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 17.7.2.  
 
Reason: Doors to occupiable spaces in schools have long been lockable and locked to 
prevent entry and these locks have long complied with the requirements of NFPA 101. 
NFPA 101 has not prohibited classroom doors, office doors, and doors to other 
occupiable spaces to be lockable. There is no need to state “to prevent unwanted 
entry” as that’s the essence of the function of a locked door. Also, it’s appropriate to 
include offices and other occupiable rooms in these requirements.   

The proposed revisions in items (1), (2), and (5) help clarify the requirements and 
mesh with the proposed revisions in the charging language.  The proposed revisions in 
new item (3) is consistent with the long-standing requirement in NFPA 101 Life Safety 
Code requiring not more than one releasing operation to open a door for egress. This 

A.17.2.2.2.6  This section establishes locking criteria for classroom doors  and doors 
to other occupiable spaces . Examples of such areas are classrooms, care rooms, and 
administrative offices.   
NFPA 101 does not require or prohibit classroom doors to occupiable spaces to be 
lockable. However, if it is desired that doors to occupiable spaces be lockable to 
prevent entry, 17.2.2.2.4 provides appropriate requirements.  
 

Reason: Similar to the revisions of 15.2.2.2.4 while recognizing day cares may not 
have the same types of rooms as K-12 schools.  Suggest deleting existing Annex info 
in this section as that text seems out of place in the context of daily safety and 
security, and safety and security from hostile events. 
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requirement is consistent with federal accessibility requirements, and assures 
immediate egress for all occupants, any time of the day, and under all conditions. 
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Public Input No. 44-NFPA 101-2018 [ Sections 14.3.4.2, 14.3.4.3 ]

Sections 14.3.4.2, 14.3.4.3

14.3.4.2 Initiation.

14.3.4.2.1 General.

Initiation of the required fire alarm system, other than as permitted by 14.3.4.2.3, shall be by manual means
in accordance with 9.6.2.1(1).

14.3.4.2.2 Automatic Initiation.

In buildings provided with automatic sprinkler protection, the operation of the sprinkler system shall
automatically activate the fire alarm system in addition to the initiation means required in 14.3.4.2.1.

14.3.4.2.3 Alternative Protection System.

Manual fire alarm boxes shall be permitted to be eliminated in accordance with 14.3.4.2.3.1  or
14.3.4.2.3.2 .

14.3.4.2.3.1

*   

Manual fire alarm boxes shall be permitted to be eliminated where all of the following conditions apply:

(1) Interior corridors are protected by smoke detectors in accordance with Section 9.6.

(2) Auditoriums, cafeterias, and gymnasiums are protected by heat-detection devices or other approved
detection devices.

(3) Shops and laboratories involving dusts or vapors are protected by heat-detection devices or other
approved detection devices.

(4) Provision is made at a central point to manually activate the evacuation signal or to evacuate only
affected areas.

14.3.4.2.3.2*

Manual fire alarm boxes shall be permitted to be eliminated where both of the following conditions apply:

(1) The building is protected throughout by an approved, supervised automatic sprinkler system in
accordance with Section 9.7.

(2) Provision is made at a central point to manually activate the evacuation signal or to evacuate only
affected areas.

14.3.4.3 Notification.

14.3.4.3.1 Occupant Notification.

14.3.4.3.1.1

Occupant notification shall be accomplished automatically in accordance with 9.6.3.

14.3.4.3.1.2

The occupant notification required by 14.3.4.3.1.1 shall utilize an emergency voice/alarm communication
system in accordance with 9.6.3 where the building has an occupant load of more than 100.

14.3.4.3.1.3

Positive alarm sequence shall be permitted required in accordance with 9.6.3.4.

14.3.4.3.1.4

In accordance with 9.6.3.10.2 the emergency voice/alarm communication system shall be permitted to be
used for other emergency signaling or for class changes.

14.3.4.3.1.5

To prevent students from being returned to a building that is burning, the recall signal shall be separate and
distinct from any other signals, and such signal shall be permitted to be given by use of distinctively colored
flags or banners.

National Fire Protection Association Report https://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/ContentFetcher?commentPar...
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14.3.4.3.1.6

If the recall signal required by 14.3.4.3.1.5 is electric, the push buttons or other controls shall be kept under
lock, the key for which shall be in the possession of the principal or another designated person in order to
prevent a recall at a time when there is an actual fire.

14.3.4.3.1.7

Regardless of the method of recall signal, the means of giving the recall signal shall be kept under lock.

14.3.4.3.2 Emergency Forces Notification.

Emergency forces notification shall be accomplished in accordance with 9.6.4.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Recent mass shooting incidents have shown that fire alarm systems in educational occupancies are prone to being 
utilized as a tool by an active shooter(s) to create an environment that they can control to create maximum 
confusion and damage. This PI attempts to address those risk factors by mandating removal of pull stations and 
mandating Positive Alarm Sequence. Both of these changes would go a long way to ensuring that fire alarm 
systems are not utilized as a tool in attempted mass shootings of educational occupancies.  

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 51-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.3.4.2]

Public Input No. 52-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.3.4.3.1.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Anthony Apfelbeck

Organization: Altamonte Springs Building/Fire Safety Division

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Mon Mar 05 15:12:03 EST 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: Currently, the Code provides adequate provisions where pull stations are permitted to be removed if a
set of requirements is followed. Mandating positive alarm sequence can require resources and
capacities which can be a challenge for some school systems. The current provisions provide for a
package of criteria which allows components to be removed safely.
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Public Input No. 288-NFPA 101-2018 [ New Section after 14.3.4.3.1.3 ]

14.3.4.3.1.4  Presignal sysems shall be permitted in accordance with 9.6.3.3 where the facility has a
dedicated response team capable of responding to any area in the facility within 2 minutes.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

School shootings have become much more commonplace in recent years.  Active shooters typically activate fire 
alarm systems by pulling a manual fire alarm box, which causes evacuation of the premises. The shooter is then 
presented with large numbers of vulnerable targets.  This proposed change seeks to permit pre-signal in schools, 
provided safeguards are provided. The response team(s) could investigate the signal before the building is 
evacuated.  9.6.3.3 requires the signal to be transmitted to the fire department immediately. This scheme is often 
used in hospitals and other critical care facilities as a way of preventing nuisance alarms and unnecessary 
evacuations.

This PI is one of a series intended to address this issue.

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 289-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 15.3.4.3.1.3]

Public Input No. 289-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 15.3.4.3.1.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Merton Bunker

Organization: Merton Bunker & Associates

Affiliation: None

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Thu Jun 21 10:52:11 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: There is no technical basis for the proposed 2 minute threshold. The proposed text puts too much
reliability on the AHJ and staff. There needs to be further consideration for relying on staff to
investigate the signal. Where the signal was initiated by an active shooter or other hostile event it
could still place some at harm. In addition, there should be consideration for personnel changes and
maintaining a trained response team.
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Public Input No. 166-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 15.1.2.2 ]

15.1.2.2

Educational occupancies shall include preschools, kindergartens, and other schools meeting both of the
following criteria:

(1) The purpose is primarily educational, even though the children who attend such schools are of
preschool age.

(2) The children are all 24 months 30 months of age or older.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

NFPA 101 (2018) A.3.3.252 states “For the 2018 edition of the Code, the minimum age at which the Code 
classifies children as capable of self-preservation was increased from 24 months to 30 months.” Paragraphs 
14.1.2.2(2), 15.1.2.2(2), 16.1.2.1, and 17.1.2.1 allow children considered incapable of self-preservation (i.e., 24 
months or older but less than 30 months) in Educational Occupancies.  Chapters 14 and 15 (Educational 
Occupancies) do not afford the same protection to students incapable of self-preservation as Chapters 16 and 17 
(Day Care Occupancies).  For example, adequate adult staff is not required to be on duty to address the care, 
maintenance, and supervision required for students incapable of self-preservation.  

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 165-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 167-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.1.2.1]

Public Input No. 168-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.1.2.1]

Public Input No. 165-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 167-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.1.2.1]

Public Input No. 168-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.1.2.1]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full
Name:

Drew Lange

Organization:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Engineering and Support Center
Huntsville

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Fri Jun 08 10:29:28 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6875-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: NFPA 101 (2018) A.3.3.252 states “For the 2018 edition of the Code, the minimum age at which the
Code classifies children as capable of self-preservation was increased from 24 months to 30 months.”
Paragraphs 14.1.2.2(2), 15.1.2.2(2), 16.1.2.1, and 17.1.2.1 allow children considered incapable of
self-preservation (i.e., 24 months or older but less than 30 months) in Educational Occupancies.
Chapters 14 and 15 (Educational Occupancies) do not afford the same protection to students
incapable of self-preservation as Chapters 16 and 17 (Day Care Occupancies). For example,
adequate adult staff is not required to be on duty to address the care, maintenance, and supervision
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required for students incapable of self-preservation.
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Public Input No. 438-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 15.1.2.4 ]

15.1.2.4

Other occupancies associated with educational institutions shall be in accordance with the appropriate
parts of this Code. (See Chapters 19, 21, 26, 29, 31, 40, and 42 and 6.1.14.)

15.1.2.5

Provisions in this section shall apply to existing buildings of varying occupany types arranged on a multiple
building educational campus-style complex . 

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Campuses are cities-within-cities.  At about $75 billion of annual construction spend the education industry is the 
largest non-residential building construction market in the United States.  This is a first cut attempt to get multiple 
building educational campuses to track more explicitly in this Code; especially important when life safety systems 
such as emergency power and sprinkler systems are shared between buildings; as they often are.  

See related substation for Chapter 14

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Michael Anthony

Organization: Standards Michigan

Affiliation: Standards Michigan Group, LLC | www.standardsmichigan.com

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Wed Jun 27 13:53:27 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: The submitter has not provided a documented need to add the proposed text. The proposed text is
not clear and conflicts with the current Code provisions applicable to multiple occupancy buildings.
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Public Input No. 220-NFPA 101-2018 [ New Section after 15.2.2.2.3.3 ]

15.2.2.2.3.4.Emergency locking systems complying with 7.2.1.6.4 shall be permitted.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

This proposal is submitted as an alternative solution Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry. It is 
based on acceptance of proposed new Section 7.2.1.6.4 Emergency Locking Systems. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 216-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 7.2.1.6.3]

Public Input No. 219-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 219-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Mon Jun 18 11:10:37 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6866-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The
result was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals.
The First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(4), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(6), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
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impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(8) and (9), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

Regarding the application to existing buildings, there are buildings with existing doors and door
assemblies that have been installed for decades. The Technical Committee is in support of providing
a safe package of code requirements that is realistic and achievable for facilities that have existing
doors that need a solution to lock them for security purposes.
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Public Input No. 190-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 15.2.2.2.4 ]

15.2.2.2.4*  Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry.

Classroom doors

  Emergency Locking of Classroom Doors.

15.2.2.2.4.1* Where emergency locking of classroom doors to resist forced entry is desired, doors shall be
permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry provided that the locking means is approved and
equipped with approved locking hardware, provided all of the following conditions are met:

(1) The * For other than remotely locked doors, the emergency locking means shall be capable of being
engaged without opening the door.

The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom side of the door can

(2) locking doors against entry, from inside the classroom, when doors are closed. 

(3) * Where doors are equipped with electrified locking functions, remotely locked doors shall be openable
from the classroom.  

(4) Egress from the classroom shall be accomplished without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge
or effort. 

The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be

(5) * Not more than one releasing operation shall be required to open doors from the classroom, unless
two separate nonsimultaneous releasing operations are approved by the AHJ. 

(6) * Emergency locking hardware shall be permitted to be installed at any location on the door assembly,
provided the releasing mechanism for egress is  located at a height not less than 34 in. (865 mm) and
not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

(7) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom side of the door without the use of
a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(8)

(9) * The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary
the entry side by key or other credential.

(10)

(11)

(12) The
locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

(13) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

(14) The emergency action plan, required by 15.7.1, shall address the use of the locking and unlocking
means from within and outside the room both sides of the doors .

(15) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the
room both sides of the doors , as part of the emergency egress drills required by 15.7.2.

15.2.2.2.4.2* Where doors serving occupant loads of less than 100 persons are equipped with fire exit
hardware or panic hardware, emergency locking means of 15.2.2.2.4.1 shall be permitted.

15.2.2.2.4.3 Installation of the emergency locking means of 15.2.2.2.4.1 shall not modify door closers, fire
exit hardwre, or panic hardware or prohibit their operation.

15.2.2.2.4.4* Where approved, doors other than classroom entry doors shall be permitted to be equipped
with the emergency locking functions of 15.2.2.2.4.1.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Summary
Section 15.2.2.2.4* Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry is new to the 2018 edition of the Code. As 
these provisions and requirements appear in the Second Draft Report, it is unclear as to what conditions they are 
intended to address or create. For example, the phrase “…to Prevent Unwanted Entry” is ambiguous—the purpose 
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of locking any door is “to prevent unwanted entry.” Other than the provisions of 7.2.1.5.9 that requires stair tower 
doors leading to roofs to be locked (against entry/access to the roof), the Code is silent as to when doors are 
REQUIRED to be locked “to prevent unwanted entry.” As written, 15.2.2.2.4 could be construed as REQUIRING all 
existing classroom doors to be locked against entry; eliminating the owner’s option to not lock classroom doors at 
all.

Setting the above aside for the moment, it’s more likely that 15.2.2.2.4 is intended to address concerns regarding 
locking of doors in emergency conditions (e.g., active-shooter and other violent incidents in schools) rather than 
“…to Prevent Unwanted Entry.” The alternate version of Section 15.2.2.2.4 Emergency Locking of Classroom 
Doors is offered for the committee’s consideration. It contains provisions that attempt to provide resistance to 
forced entry, while creating swift and free egress conditions that might be needed under emergency conditions. The 
related annex section has been expanded to reflect the intent of this alternative language.

The provisions of 15.2.2.2.4 are flawed and result in requirements that do not achieve their intended goal for 
emergency locking of doors for the following reasons:
1. The charging statement could be interpreted as requiring school districts to “upgrade” all existing classroom 
doors to comply with these new provisions, which would be a precedence in the Code on two counts. First, it would 
mandate the upgrading of existing the doors without any technical justification—school districts subject to the 2018 
edition of the Code would not have a choice. Second, the Code would require certain doors to be locked, a subject 
on which the Code has been silent on until now (save for doors leading to roof access from stair towers).
2. Item (1) does not require the locking means to be “lockable” from the classroom; it merely requires the locking 
means to be “…engaged without opening the door.” The intent of this provision is to require doors to be “lockable” 
from inside classrooms to protect faculty and staff from dangerous circumstances in corridors to which they might 
be exposed when manually locking doors, but item (1) neglects to require locks to be engaged from the classroom. 
Further, all key operated locking hardware devices are capable of being engaged without opening doors, albeit 
from the entry side of the doors. An argument could be made that the application of a door barricade device on the 
inside of classroom doors (locking doors against egress) complies with item (1); especially, in combination with 
items (2) and (3).
3. Original items (2), (4), and (5) imply that doors are locked against egress, which is the condition these new 
provisions were designed to prevent. In fact, these conditions permit the installation of so-called door barricade 
devices instead of severely restricting the use of such devices.
4. Item (2) explicitly addresses “the unlocking” and “unlatching” of doors from the classroom as two distinctly 
separate actions; actions that are separate from the “releasing operation” required in item (3). It could be construed 
that items (2) and (3) result in at least three separate actions that would be necessary to egress from classrooms. 
Consequently, items (2) and (3), when combined, seem to allow the application of door barricade devices.
5. AHJs should have the discretion of determining when a second non-simultaneous releasing operation is 
acceptable for existing classroom doors. A precedence for this provision is found in 7.2.1.6.1.1 (3) where the AHJs 
have the discretion of permitting a 30-second delay instead of a 15-second delay. Further, some older existing 
classroom entry doors already have two releasing operations; they have an auxiliary classroom (aka, schoolhouse) 
function deadbolt. 

Other issues in the original language include:
A. Item (1) requires locking hardware to be engaged without opening the doors, but it fails to specify the 
engagement of the locking hardware is to be accomplished from the classroom side of the door; all locks can be 
engaged from the corridor side without opening the door, rendering item (1) useless as written.
B. The original item (2) relies on the word “can,” which creates a non-mandatory requirement that is subjective and 
is noncompliant with the NFPA Manual of Style. Item (2) also requires unlocking of the hardware to be 
accomplished from the classroom side of the door—under these provisions, the corridor side of the door is locked 
against entry—unlocking the corridor side of the door is unnecessary for egress purposes. More importantly, item 
(2) should address egress since egress requires unlatching of doors, regardless of whether the corridor side of the 
doors are locked.
C. In item (2) (as originally written) the phrase “the unlocking and unlatching from the classroom…” [underlining 
added for emphasis] implies the doors are locked against egress, which is the condition these provisions seek to 
prevent. Several of the modern security- classroom locks are designed to lock doors against entry by use of a key 
on the room side of the door, which means they can be unlocked (for entry) by a key on the egress side. In other 
words, they cannot comply with the latter condition of item (2) since a key is needed to “unlock” the door. Item (3) in 
the revised version eliminates this concern by focusing on egress rather than unlocking the doors.
D. Original item (3) was modified on the floor of the NFPA assembly on June 7, 2017 to require a single releasing 
operation for existing classroom doors. The language put forth by the technical committee permitted two releasing 
operations for existing classroom doors. The proposed changes in this application should alleviate concerns 
regarding to two releasing operations.
E. Bearing in mind that the doors affected by 15.2.2.2.4 are existing classroom doors that span many generations 
of the Code, item (4) in the revised version needs to provide for the installation of auxiliary locking hardware 
components to secure the doors. It is unreasonable to require school districts to decide between replacing existing 
door leaves or locking hardware that are otherwise serviceable and not taking steps to prepare their doors for 
emergency locking conditions when there are auxiliary locking hardware components that can be used. Many older 
existing classroom doors are not fire-rated making installation of auxiliary locking components more feasible and 
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affordable. 
The proposed changes to item (3) does not mandate two non-simultaneous releasing operations; it merely allows 
for the possibility when single releasing operation is not feasible.
Regarding two releasing operations, there is precedence in the Code under the health care occupancies that can 
be applied to issue of locking of classroom doors. For instance, health care occupancies allow for the locking of 
doors “…where the clinical needs of the patients require specialized security measures…” (see paragraph 
18.2.2.2.5.2), provided all of the listed criteria are met. Patient room doors are not required to be fire-rated, due to a 
number of factors. Key to both of these conditions is that the health care facilities have trained staff on duty to 
handle emergency conditions.
The Code allows more than one releasing operation on apartment, dormitory, hotel, and motel unit entry doors 
because the people using these doors are familiar with how the doors operate under normal and emergency 
conditions. In other words, people are trained on how to lock, unlock, and open the doors.

Original items 15.2.2.2.4.1(9) and (10) require schools to have an emergency plan and trained faculty and staff to 
guide students through emergency situations. Substitute teachers (and others) would be required to be trained 
before they can teach. Very much like the provisions in health care occupancies, items (9) and (10) create the 
same type of trained staff. For these reasons, a second releasing operation for existing classroom doors is a 
reasonable and low-risk solution.

The proposed language in revised section 15.2.2.2.4.1(4) provides AHJs the discretion to allow two releasing 
operations for existing doors when circumstances warrant it, which is similar to the provisions for 15-second 
(default) and 30-second (where approved) time delays the Code allows for delayed egress locking systems. 
F. In original item (4), the placement of the releasing device for egress purposes is more important than its function; 
releasing the locking hardware results in unlatching the door. Item (4) should address the placement of the 
releasing device on the classroom side of the door, which is unclear in the current language.
G. In original item (5), the phrase, “Locks, if remotely engaged,…” could be interpreted as requiring all classroom 
doors to be capable of being remotely locked since the charging statement of 15.2.2.2.4 requires all conditions to 
be met. Additionally, in the proposed changes, the original item (5) is rendered unnecessary by the revised 
requirements of item (1) and item (3).
H. Similar to original item (2), the original phrase in item (5), “Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from 
the classroom…” implies remotely locked doors are locked against egress. For egress purposes, item (5)—moved 
to item (2) in the revised version— should require doors to be openable when doors are remotely locked; the 
corridor side of the doors can remain locked against entry.
I. Original item (8) is unnecessary since new fire-rated door assemblies are required to be installed in accordance 
with NFPA 80 as specified in 8.3.3.1. Installation of hardware components is NOT considered to be a modification 
of a fire door frame or door when it complies with the listings and installation instructions of the affected 
components. NFPA 80 does not address modifications to door hardware components.
J. Regarding original annex paragraph A.15.2.2.2.4 gymnasiums, auditoriums, and cafeterias are types of 
assembly occupancies that are found in schools, which are beyond the scope of 15.2.2.2.4’s provisions.

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 193-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 195-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 191-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 192-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 191-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 192-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 193-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 195-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 224-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 38.2.2.2.2]

Public Input No. 227-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 39.2.2.2.2]

Submitter Information Verification

National Fire Protection Association Report https://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/ContentFetcher?commentPar...

27 of 75 11/2/2018, 2:13 PM

Page 34 of 82



Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Thu Jun 14 12:46:58 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6866-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The
result was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals.
The First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(4), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(6), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(8) and (9), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

Regarding the application to existing buildings, there are buildings with existing doors and door
assemblies that have been installed for decades. The Technical Committee is in support of providing
a safe package of code requirements that is realistic and achievable for facilities that have existing
doors that need a solution to lock them for security purposes.
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Public Input No. 219-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 15.2.2.2.4 ]

15.2.2.2.4 *   Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry.

Classroom doors shall be permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry provided that the locking
means is approved and all of the following conditions are met:

(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged without opening the door.

(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom side of the door can be accomplished without the
use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(3) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height not less than
34 in. (865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

(4) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom side of the door without the use
of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(5) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary
key or other credential.

(6) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

(7) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

(8) The emergency action plan, required by 15.7.1 , shall address the use of the locking and unlocking
means from within and outside the room.

(9) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the
room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 15.7.2 .

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

This proposal is based on the acceptance of new Section 7.2.1.6.4 Emergency Locking Systems. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 213-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 7.2.1.6.3]

Public Input No. 220-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 15.2.2.2.3.3]

Public Input No. 220-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 15.2.2.2.3.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Mon Jun 18 11:08:00 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6866-NFPA 101-2018
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Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The
result was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals.
The First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(4), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(6), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(8) and (9), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

Regarding the application to existing buildings, there are buildings with existing doors and door
assemblies that have been installed for decades. The Technical Committee is in support of providing
a safe package of code requirements that is realistic and achievable for facilities that have existing
doors that need a solution to lock them for security purposes.
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Public Input No. 484-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 15.2.2.2.4 ]

15.2.2.2.4*  Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry   Locking of Doors in the Means of
Egress .

Classroom doors, office doors, and doors to occupiable spaces shall be permitted to be locked to prevent
unwanted entry provided that the locking means is approved and all of the following conditions are met:

(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged without  from the egress side of the
door without opening the door.

(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom egress side of the door can shall be accomplished
without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(3) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not more than one releasing operation in
accordance with 7.2.1.5.10.2.  

(4) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height not less than 34 in.
(865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

(5) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom egress side of the door without
the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(6) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary key
or other credential.

(7) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

(8) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

(9) The emergency action plan, required by 15.7.1, shall address the use of the locking and unlocking
means from within and outside the room.

(10) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the
room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 15.7.2.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Doors to occupiable spaces in schools have long been lockable and locked to prevent entry and these locks have 
long complied with the requirements of NFPA 101. NFPA 101 has not prohibited classroom doors, office doors, and 
doors to other occupiable spaces to be lockable. There is no need to state “to prevent unwanted entry” as that’s the 
essence of the function of a locked door. Also, it’s appropriate to include offices and other occupiable rooms in 
these requirements.  
The proposed revisions in items (1), (2), and (5) help clarify the requirements and mesh with the proposed 
revisions in the charging language.  The proposed revisions in item (3) is consistent with the long-standing 
requirement in NFPA 101 Life Safety Code requiring not more than one releasing operation to open a door for 
egress. This requirement is consistent with federal accessibility requirements, and assures immediate egress for all 
occupants, any time of the day, and under all conditions. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 485-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.15.2.2.2.4]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: John Woestman

Organization: Kellen Company

Affiliation: Builders Hardware Manufacturers Association

Street Address:

City:

State:
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Zip:

Submittal Date: Wed Jun 27 15:53:39 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6866-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The
result was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals.
The First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(4), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(6), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(8) and (9), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

Regarding the application to existing buildings, there are buildings with existing doors and door
assemblies that have been installed for decades. The Technical Committee is in support of providing
a safe package of code requirements that is realistic and achievable for facilities that have existing
doors that need a solution to lock them for security purposes.
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Public Input No. 51-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 15.3.4.2 ]

15.3.4.2 Initiation.

15.3.4.2.1 General.

Initiation of the required fire alarm system shall be by manual means in accordance with 9.6.2.1(1), unless
otherwise permitted by one of the following:

(1) Manual fire alarm boxes shall not be required where permitted by 15.3.4.2.3.

(2) In buildings where all normally occupied spaces are provided with a two-way communication system
between such spaces and a constantly attended receiving station from where a general evacuation
alarm can be sounded, the manual fire alarm boxes shall not be required, except in locations
specifically designated by the authority having jurisdiction.

15.3.4.2.2 Automatic Initiation.

In buildings provided with automatic sprinkler protection, the operation of the sprinkler system shall
automatically activate the fire alarm system in addition to the initiation means required in 15.3.4.2.1.

15.3.4.2.3 Alternative Protection System.

Manual fire alarm boxes shall be permitted to be eliminated in accordance with 15.3.4.2.3.1  or
15.3.4.2.3.2 .

15.3.4.2.3.1

*   

Manual fire alarm boxes shall be permitted to be eliminated where all of the following conditions apply:

(1) Interior corridors are protected by smoke detectors using an alarm verification system as described in
NFPA 72.

(2) Auditoriums, cafeterias, and gymnasiums are protected by heat-detection devices or other approved
detection devices.

(3) Shops and laboratories involving dusts or vapors are protected by heat-detection devices or other
approved detection devices.

(4) Provision is made at a central point to manually activate the evacuation signal or to evacuate only
affected areas.

15.3.4.2.3.2*

Manual fire alarm boxes shall be permitted to be eliminated where both of the following conditions apply:

(1) The building is protected throughout by an approved, supervised automatic sprinkler system in
accordance with Section 9.7.

(2) Provision is made at a central point to manually activate the evacuation signal or to evacuate only
affected areas.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Recent mass shooting incidents have shown that fire alarm systems in educational occupancies are prone to being 
utilized as a tool by an active shooter(s) to create an environment that they can control to create maximum 
confusion and damage. This PI attempts to address one of those risk factors by mandating removal of pull stations. 
This change would go a long way to ensuring that fire alarm systems are not utilized as a tool in attempted mass 
shootings of educational occupancies.  

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 44-NFPA 101-2018 [Sections 14.3.4.2, 14.3.4.3] Similar topic.

Public Input No. 52-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.3.4.3.1.3] Similar topic.

National Fire Protection Association Report https://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/ContentFetcher?commentPar...

33 of 75 11/2/2018, 2:13 PM

Page 40 of 82



Public Input No. 52-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.3.4.3.1.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Anthony Apfelbeck

Organization: Altamonte Springs Building/Fire Safety Division

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Tue Mar 06 13:43:08 EST 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: Currently, the Code provides adequate provisions where pull stations are permitted to be removed if a
set of requirements is followed. Mandating positive alarm sequence can require resources and
capacities which can be a challenge for some school systems. The current provisions provide for a
package of criteria which allows components to be removed safely.
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Public Input No. 289-NFPA 101-2018 [ New Section after 15.3.4.3.1.3 ]

15.3.4.3.1.4  Presignal systems shall be permitted in accordance with 9.6.3.3 where the facility has
a dedicated response team capable of responding to any point in the facility within 2 minutes.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

School shootings have become much more commonplace in recent years.  Active shooters typically activate fire 
alarm systems by pulling a manual fire alarm box, which causes evacuation of the premises. The shooter is then 
presented with large numbers of vulnerable targets.  This proposed change seeks to permit pre-signal in schools, 
provided safeguards are provided. The response team(s) could investigate the signal before the building is 
evacuated.  9.6.3.3 requires the signal to be transmitted to the fire department immediately. This scheme is often 
used in hospitals and other critical care facilities as a way of preventing nuisance alarms and unnecessary 
evacuations.

This PI is one of a series intended to address this issue.

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 288-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 14.3.4.3.1.3]

Public Input No. 288-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 14.3.4.3.1.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Merton Bunker

Organization: Merton Bunker & Associates

Affiliation: None

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Thu Jun 21 11:07:02 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: There is no technical basis for the proposed 2 minute threshold. The proposed text puts too much
reliability on the AHJ and staff. There needs to be further consideration for relying on staff to
investigate the signal. Where the signal was initiated by an active shooter or other hostile event it
could still place some at harm. In addition, there should be consideration for personnel changes and
maintaining a trained response team.
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Public Input No. 52-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 15.3.4.3.1.3 ]

15.3.4.3.1.3

Positive alarm sequence shall be permitted required in accordance with 9.6.3.4.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Recent mass shooting incidents have shown that fire alarm systems in educational occupancies are prone to being 
utilized as a tool by an active shooter(s) to create an environment that they can control to create maximum 
confusion and damage. This PI attempts to address one those risk factors by mandating Positive Alarm Sequence. 
This change would go a long way to ensuring that fire alarm systems are not utilized as a tool in attempted mass 
shootings of educational occupancies.  

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 44-NFPA 101-2018 [Sections 14.3.4.2, 14.3.4.3] Similar topic.

Public Input No. 51-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.3.4.2] Similar topic.

Public Input No. 51-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.3.4.2]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Anthony Apfelbeck

Organization: Altamonte Springs Building/Fire Safety Division

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Tue Mar 06 13:57:30 EST 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: Mandating positive alarm sequence can require resources and capacities which can be a challenge
for some school systems. The current provisions permit the use of positive alarm sequence. There is
no justification as to why it should be required over permitted. Where appropriate, educational
occupancies have the option to permit it.
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Public Input No. 167-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 16.1.2.1 ]

16.1.2.1 General.

Occupancies that include preschools, kindergartens, and other schools whose purpose is primarily
educational for children 24 months 30 months of age or older, even though the children who attend such
schools are of preschool age, shall comply with the provisions of Chapter 14.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

NFPA 101 (2018) A.3.3.252 states “For the 2018 edition of the Code, the minimum age at which the Code 
classifies children as capable of self-preservation was increased from 24 months to 30 months.” Paragraphs 
14.1.2.2(2), 15.1.2.2(2), 16.1.2.1, and 17.1.2.1 allow children considered incapable of self-preservation (i.e., 24 
months or older but less than 30 months) in Educational Occupancies.  Chapters 14 and 15 (Educational 
Occupancies) do not afford the same protection to students incapable of self-preservation as Chapters 16 and 17 
(Day Care Occupancies).  For example, adequate adult staff is not required to be on duty to address the care, 
maintenance, and supervision required for students incapable of self-preservation.  

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 165-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 166-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 168-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.1.2.1]

Public Input No. 165-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 166-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 168-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.1.2.1]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full
Name:

Drew Lange

Organization:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Engineering and Support Center
Huntsville

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Fri Jun 08 10:32:51 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6881-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: NFPA 101 (2018) A.3.3.252 states “For the 2018 edition of the Code, the minimum age at which the
Code classifies children as capable of self-preservation was increased from 24 months to 30 months.”
Paragraphs 14.1.2.2(2), 15.1.2.2(2), 16.1.2.1, and 17.1.2.1 allow children considered incapable of
self-preservation (i.e., 24 months or older but less than 30 months) in Educational Occupancies.
Chapters 14 and 15 (Educational Occupancies) do not afford the same protection to students
incapable of self-preservation as Chapters 16 and 17 (Day Care Occupancies). For example,
adequate adult staff is not required to be on duty to address the care, maintenance, and supervision
required for students incapable of self-preservation.
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Public Input No. 193-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 16.2.2.2.6 ]

16.2.2.2.6  Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry.

Classroom doors

*   Emergency Locking of Classroom Doors.

16.2.2.2.6.1* Where emergency locking of classroom doors to resist forced entry is desired, doors shall be
permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry provided that the locking means is approved and
equipped with approved locking hardware, provided  all of the following conditions are met:

(1) The * For other than remotely locked doors, the locking means shall be capable of being engaged
without opening the door.

The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom side of the door can

(2) locking doors against entry, form inside the classroom, when doors are closed.

(3) * Where doors are equipped with electrified locking functions, remotely locked doors shall be openable
from the classroom.

(4) Egress from the classroom shall be accomplished without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge
or effort.

(5) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not Not more than one releasing operation .
The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be

(6) shall be required to open doors from classroom.

(7) * Emergency locking hardware shall be permitted to be installed at any location on the door assembly,
provided the releasing mechanism for opening the door is located at a height not less than 34 in.
(865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

(8) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom side of the door without the use of
a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(9) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary
by key or other credential.

(10) The
locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

(11) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

(12) The emergency action plan, required by 16.7.1, shall address the use of the locking and unlocking
means from within and outside the room.

(13) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the
room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 16.7

16 .2 . 2.2.6.2* Where doors serving occupant loads of less than 100 persons are equipped with fire exit
hardware or panic hardware, emergency locking means of 16.2.2.2.6.1 shall be permitted.

16.2.2.2.6.3 Installation of the emergency locking means of 16.2.2.2.6.1 shall not modify door closers, fire
exit hardware, or panic hardware or prohibit their operation.

16.2.2.2.6.4* Where approved, doors other than classroom entry doors shall be permitted to be equipped
with the emergency locking functions of 16.2.2.2.6.1.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Summary
Section 16.2.2.2.6 Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry is new to the 2018 edition of the Code. As 
these provisions and requirements appear in the Second Draft Report, it is unclear as to what conditions they are 
intended to address or create. For example, the phrase “…to Prevent Unwanted Entry” is ambiguous—the purpose 
of locking any door is “to prevent unwanted entry.” Other than the provisions of 7.2.1.5.9 that requires stair tower 
doors leading to roofs to be locked (against entry/access to the roof), the Code is silent as to when doors are 
REQUIRED to be locked “to prevent unwanted entry.” As written, 16.2.2.2.6 could be construed as REQUIRING all 
classroom doors to be locked against entry; eliminating the owner’s option to not lock classroom doors at all.
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Setting the above aside for the moment, it’s more likely that 16.2.2.2.6 is intended to address concerns regarding 
locking of doors in emergency conditions (e.g., active-shooter and other violent incidents) rather than “…to Prevent 
Unwanted Entry.” The alternate version of Section 16.2.2.2.6 Emergency Locking of Classroom Doors is offered for 
the committee’s consideration. It contains provisions that attempt to provide resistance to forced entry, while 
creating swift and free egress conditions that might be needed under emergency conditions. The proposed annex 
section reflects the intent of these new provisions.

The provisions of 16.2.2.2.6, are flawed and result in requirements that do not achieve their intended goal for 
emergency locking of doors for the following reasons:
1. The charging statement could be interpreted as requiring daycare facilities to “upgrade” all existing classroom 
doors to comply with these new provisions, which would be a precedence in the Code on two counts. First, it would 
mandate the upgrading of existing the doors without any technical justification—daycare facilities subject to the 
2018 edition of the Code would not have a choice. Second, the Code would require certain doors to be locked, a 
subject on which the Code has been silent on until now (save for doors leading to roof access from stair towers).
2. Item (1) does not require the locking means to be “lockable” from the classroom; it merely requires the locking 
means to be “…engaged without opening the door.” The intent of this provision is to require doors to be “lockable” 
from inside classrooms to protect faculty and staff from dangerous circumstances in corridors to which they might 
be exposed when manually locking doors, but item (1) neglects to require locks to be engaged from the classroom. 
Further, all key operated locking hardware devices are capable of being engaged without opening doors, albeit 
from the entry side of the doors. An argument could be made that the application of a door barricade device on the 
inside of classroom doors (locking doors against egress) complies with item (1); especially, in combination with 
items (2) and (3).
3. Original items (2), (4), and (5) imply that doors are locked against egress, which is the condition these new 
provisions were designed to prevent. In fact, these conditions permit the installation of so-called door barricade 
devices instead of severely restricting the use of such devices.
4. Item (2) explicitly addresses “the unlocking” and “unlatching” of doors from the classroom as two distinctly 
separate actions; actions that are separate from the “releasing operation” required in item (3). It could be construed 
that items (2) and (3) result in at least three separate actions that would be necessary to egress from classrooms. 
Consequently, items (2) and (3), when combined, seem to allow the application of door barricade devices.

Other issues in the original language include:
A. Item (1) requires locking hardware to be engaged without opening the doors, but it fails to specify the 
engagement of the locking hardware is to be accomplished from the classroom side of the door; all locks can be 
engaged from the corridor side without opening the door, rendering item (1) useless as written.
B. The original item (2) relies on the word “can,” which creates a non-mandatory requirement that is subjective, and 
is noncompliant with the NFPA Manual of Style. Item (2) also requires unlocking of the hardware to be 
accomplished from the classroom side of the door—under these provisions, the corridor side of the door is locked 
against entry—unlocking the corridor side of the door is unnecessary for egress purposes. More importantly, item 
(2) should address egress since egress requires unlatching of doors, regardless of whether the corridor side of the 
doors are locked.
C. In item (2) (as originally written) the phrase “the unlocking and unlatching from the classroom…” [underlining 
added for emphasis] implies the doors are locked against egress, which is the condition these provisions seek to 
prevent. Several of the modern security- classroom locks are designed to lock doors against entry by use of a key 
on the room side of the door, which means they can be unlocked (for entry) by a key on the egress side—they 
cannot comply with the latter condition of item (2). Item (3) in the revised version eliminates this concern by 
focusing on egress rather than unlocking the doors.
D. In original item (4), the placement of the releasing device for egress purposes is more important than its 
function; releasing the locking hardware results in unlatching the door. 
Additionally, item (4) should address the placement of the releasing device on the classroom side of the door, 
which is unclear in the current language.
E. In original item (5), the phrase, “Locks, if remotely engaged,…” could be interpreted as requiring all classroom 
doors to be capable of being remotely locked since the charging statement of 16.2.2.2.6.1 requires all conditions to 
be met. In order for item (5) to be possible, the locking means must be electrified.
F. Similar to item (2), the original phrase in item (5), “Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the 
classroom…” implies remotely locked doors are locked against egress. For egress purposes, item (5)—moved to 
item (2) in the revised version— should require doors to be openable when doors are remotely locked; the corridor 
side of the doors can remain locked against entry.
G. Original item (8) is unnecessary since new fire-rated door assemblies are required to be installed in accordance 
with NFPA 80, as specified in 8.3.3.1. Installation of hardware components is NOT considered to be a modification 
of a fire door frame or door when it complies with the listings and installation instructions of the affected 
components. NFPA 80 does not address modifications to door hardware components.

Related Public Inputs for This Document
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Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 190-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 195-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 190-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 195-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 17.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 224-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 38.2.2.2.2]

Public Input No. 227-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 39.2.2.2.2]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Thu Jun 14 14:58:11 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6868-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for daycare occupancies. The result
was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The
First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(5), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(7), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(9) and (10), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.
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Public Input No. 252-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 16.2.2.2.6 ]

16.2.2.2.6  Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry.

Classroom doors shall be permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry provided that the locking
means is approved and all of the following conditions are met:

(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged without opening the door.

(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom side of the door can be accomplished without the
use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(3) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not more than one releasing operation.

(4) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height not less than
34 in. (865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

(5) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom side of the door without the use
of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(6) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary
key or other credential.

(7) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

(8) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

(9) The emergency action plan, required by 16.7.1 , shall address the use of the locking and unlocking
means from within and outside the room.

(10) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the
room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 16.7.2 .

  Emergency locking systems complying with 7.2.1.6.4 shall be permitted.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

This proposal is submitted as an alternative solution Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry. It is 
based on acceptance of proposed new Section 7.2.1.6.4 Emergency Locking Systems. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 216-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 7.2.1.6.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Tue Jun 19 16:49:21 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6868-NFPA 101-2018
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Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for daycare occupancies. The result
was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The
First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(5), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(7), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(9) and (10), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.
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Public Input No. 486-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 16.2.2.2.6 ]

16.2.2.2.6  Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry *   Locking of Doors in the Means of
Egress .

Classroom doors, office doors, and doors to occupiable spaces shall be permitted to be locked to prevent
unwanted entry provided that the locking means is approved and all of the following conditions are met:

(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged without from the egress side of the
door without opening the door.

(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom side egress side of the door can shall be
accomplished without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(3) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not more than one releasing operation in
accordance with 7 .2.1.5.10.2.

(4) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height not less than 34 in.
(865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

(5) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom egress side of the door without
the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(6) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary key
or other credential.

(7) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

(8) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

(9) The emergency action plan, required by 16.7.1, shall address the use of the locking and unlocking
means from within and outside the room.

(10) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the
room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 16.7.2.

A.16.2.2.2.6   This section establishes locking criteria for classroom doors  and doors to other occupiable
spaces . Examples of such areas are classrooms, care rooms, and administrative offices.  

NFPA 101 does not require or prohibit classroom doors and doors to other occupiable spaces to be lockable.
However, if it is desired that doors to classrooms and other occupiable spaces be lockable to prevent entry,
16.2.2.2.4 provides appropriate requirements.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Doors to occupiable spaces in schools have long been lockable and locked to prevent entry and these locks have 
long complied with the requirements of NFPA 101. NFPA 101 has not prohibited classroom doors, office doors, and 
doors to other occupiable spaces to be lockable. There is no need to state “to prevent unwanted entry” as that’s the 
essence of the function of a locked : door. Also, it’s appropriate to include offices and other occupiable rooms in 
these requirements.  
The proposed revisions in items (1), (2), and (5) help clarify the requirements and mesh with the proposed 
revisions in the charging language.  The proposed revisions in item (3) is consistent with the long-standing 
requirement in NFPA 101 Life Safety Code requiring not more than one releasing operation to open a door for 
egress. This requirement is consistent with federal accessibility requirements, and assures immediate egress for all 
occupants, any time of the day, and under all conditions. 

A.16.2.2.2.6 Similar to the revisions of 14.2.2.2.4 while recognizing day cares may not have the same types of 
rooms as K-12 schools.  Suggest deleting existing Annex info in this section as that text seems out of place in the 
context of daily safety and security, and safety and security from hostile events. 

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: John Woestman

Organization: Kellen Company

Affiliation: Builders Hardware Manufacturers Association
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Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Wed Jun 27 16:04:11 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6868-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for daycare occupancies. The result
was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The
First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(5), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(7), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(9) and (10), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.
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Public Input No. 510-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 16.6.2.1.2 ]

16.6.2.1.2

Where bathtubs, bathtub-shower combinations, or showers are present for client use, grab bars shall be
provided in accordance with the provisions of 7 24 .1.6.5. 2.8

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Correction of reference to core requirements moved to Chapter 24 last cycle.

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Jake Pauls

Organization: Jake Pauls Consulting Services

Affiliation: Self

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Wed Jun 27 17:01:01 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6882-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: Correction of reference to core requirements moved to Chapter 24 last cycle.
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Public Input No. 2-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 16.6.3.5 ]

16.6.3.5 Extinguishment Requirements.

All new day-care occupancies shall be protected throughout by an approved, supervised automatic
sprinkler system. Any required sprinkler systems shall be in accordance with Section 9.7 and shall be
installed in accordance with 9.7.1.1(1), (2), or (3), as appropriate with respect to the scope of the installation
standard.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

In my jurisdiction, there are a large amount of in home daycares (with maximum occupancy of 6 or 12 children). 
Several request for new in home day cares are made each year. I believe in home daycares are on the rise due to 
cost of child care services. While residential sprinklers are an ongoing topic in my jurisdiction, codes are usually 
adopted eliminating the residential sprinkler portion in my jurisdiction (a fight I am continuing to battle). While we 
conduct annual inspections at these locations, I feel the occupancies could be better protected. These occupancies 
usually have 1 or 2 staff members onsite (depending on the number of children). The ages of the children range, 
but are usually newborn-5. If there were a fire, I believe there would be an issue in regards to ensuring all of the 
staff and children get out safely without injury. I understand that fire drills are required to be ready in case of an 
emergency, but I have a concern if they are actually done or just logged. Nobody can argue the true points that if a 
working sprinkler is in place, there has been no deaths. I feel that sprinklers should be installed in these 
occupancies so that the staff and children are better protected. 

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Jason Osika

Organization: Dover Fire Marshal Office

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Thu Jan 18 13:53:39 EST 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: The proposed change would make the requirements for sprinkler protection more restrictive for day
care homes than day care occupancies. The proposed changes lacks technical justification for
requiring sprinklers in these facilities. The proponent offered no "trade offs" for a day-care home
providing sprinklers. Other Code requirements applicable to day-care homes would need to be
reevaluated if sprinklers were mandated.
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Public Input No. 168-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 17.1.2.1 ]

17.1.2.1 General.

Occupancies that include preschools, kindergartens, and other schools whose purpose is primarily
educational for children 24 months 30 months of age or older, even though the children who attend such
schools are of preschool age, shall comply with the provisions of Chapter 15.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

NFPA 101 (2018) A.3.3.252 states “For the 2018 edition of the Code, the minimum age at which the Code 
classifies children as capable of self-preservation was increased from 24 months to 30 months.” Paragraphs 
14.1.2.2(2), 15.1.2.2(2), 16.1.2.1, and 17.1.2.1 allow children considered incapable of self-preservation (i.e., 24 
months or older but less than 30 months) in Educational Occupancies.  Chapters 14 and 15 (Educational 
Occupancies) do not afford the same protection to students incapable of self-preservation as Chapters 16 and 17 
(Day Care Occupancies).  For example, adequate adult staff is not required to be on duty to address the care, 
maintenance, and supervision required for students incapable of self-preservation.  

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 165-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 166-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 167-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.1.2.1]

Public Input No. 165-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 166-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.1.2.2]

Public Input No. 167-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.1.2.1]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full
Name:

Drew Lange

Organization:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Engineering and Support Center
Huntsville

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Fri Jun 08 10:35:34 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6884-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: NFPA 101 (2018) A.3.3.252 states “For the 2018 edition of the Code, the minimum age at which the
Code classifies children as capable of self-preservation was increased from 24 months to 30 months.”
Paragraphs 14.1.2.2(2), 15.1.2.2(2), 16.1.2.1, and 17.1.2.1 allow children considered incapable of
self-preservation (i.e., 24 months or older but less than 30 months) in Educational Occupancies.
Chapters 14 and 15 (Educational Occupancies) do not afford the same protection to students
incapable of self-preservation as Chapters 16 and 17 (Day Care Occupancies). For example,
adequate adult staff is not required to be on duty to address the care, maintenance, and supervision
required for students incapable of self-preservation.
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Public Input No. 195-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 17.2.2.2.6 ]

17.2.2.2.6  Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry.

Classroom doors

*   Emergency Locking of Classroom Doors .

17.2.2.2.6.1* Where emergency locking of classroom doors to resist forced entry is desired, doors shall be
permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry provided that the locking means is approved and
equipped with approved locking hardware, provided all of the following conditions are met:

(1) The * For other than remotely locked doors, the locking means shall be capable of being engaged
without opening the door.

The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom side of the door can

(2) locking doors against entry, from inside the classroom, when doors are closed.

(3) * Where doors are equipped with electified locking functions, remotely locked doors shall be openable
from the classroom.

(4) Egress from the classroom shall be accomplished without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge
or effort.

(5) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be * Not more than one releasing
operation shall be required to open doors from the classroom, unless two separate nonsimultaneous
releasing operations are approved by the AHJ.

(6) * Emergency locking hardware shall be permitted to be installed at any location on the door assembly,
provided the releasing mechanism for opening the door is located at a height not less than 34 in.
(865 mm) and not exceeding more than 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

(7) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom side of the door without the use of
a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(8) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and being  opened from outside the room with the
necessary the entry side by key or other credential.

(9) The
locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

(10) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

(11) The emergency action plan, required by 17.7.1, shall address the use of the locking and unlocking
means from within and outside the room both sides of the door .

(12) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the
room both sides of the door , as part of the emergency egress drills required by 17.7.2.

17.2.2.2.6.2* Where doors serving occupant loads of less than 100 persons are equipped with fire exit
hardware or panic hardware, emergency locking means of of 17.2.2.2.6.1 shall be permitted.

17.2.2.2.6.3 Installation of the emergency locking means of 17.2.2.2.6.1 shall not modify door closers, fire
exit hardware, or panic hardware or prohibit their operation.

17.2.2.2.6.4* Where approved, doors other than classroom entry doors shall be permitted to be equipped
with the emergency locking functions of 17.2.2.2.6.1.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Summary
Section 16.2.2.2.6 Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry is new to the 2018 edition of the Code; it is 
unclear as to what conditions they are intended to address or create. For example, the phrase “…to Prevent 
Unwanted Entry” is ambiguous—the purpose of locking any door is “to prevent unwanted entry.” Other than the 
provisions of 7.2.1.5.9 that requires stair tower doors leading to roofs to be locked (against entry/access to the 
roof), the Code is silent as to when doors are REQUIRED to be locked “to prevent unwanted entry.” As written, 
17.2.2.2.6 could be construed as REQUIRING all classroom doors to be locked against entry; eliminating the 
owner’s option to not lock classroom doors at all.
Setting the above aside for the moment, it’s more likely that 17.2.2.2.6 is intended to address concerns regarding 
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locking of doors in emergency conditions (e.g., active-shooter and other violent incidents) rather than “…to Prevent 
Unwanted Entry.” The alternate version of Section 17.2.2.2.6 Emergency Locking of Classroom Doors is offered for 
the committee’s consideration. It contains provisions that attempt to provide resistance to forced entry, while 
creating swift and free egress conditions that might be needed under emergency conditions. The proposed annex 
section reflects the intent of these new provisions.
The provisions of 17.2.2.2.6 are flawed and result in requirements that do not achieve their intended goal for 
emergency locking of doors for the following reasons:
1. The charging statement could be interpreted as requiring daycare facilities to “upgrade” all existing classroom 
doors to comply with these new provisions, which would be a precedence in the Code on two counts. First, it would 
mandate the upgrading of existing the doors without any technical justification—daycare facilities subject to the 
2018 edition of the Code would not have a choice. Second, the Code would require certain doors to be locked, a 
subject on which the Code has been silent on until now (save for doors leading to roof access from stair towers).
2. Item (1) does not require the locking means to be “lockable” from the classroom; it merely requires the locking 
means to be “…engaged without opening the door.” The intent of this provision is to require doors to be “lockable” 
from inside classrooms to protect faculty and staff from dangerous circumstances in corridors to which they might 
be exposed when manually locking doors, but item (1) neglects to require locks to be engaged from the classroom. 
Further, all key operated locking hardware devices are capable of being engaged without opening doors, albeit 
from the entry side of the doors. An argument could be made that the application of a door barricade device on the 
inside of classroom doors (locking doors against egress) complies with item (1); especially, in combination with 
items (2) and (3).
3. Original items (2), (4), and (5) imply that doors are locked against egress, which is the condition these new 
provisions were designed to prevent. In fact, these conditions permit the installation of so-called door barricade 
devices instead of severely restricting the use of such devices.
4. Item (2) explicitly addresses “the unlocking” and “unlatching” of doors from the classroom as two distinctly 
separate actions; actions that are separate from the “releasing operation” required in item (3). It could be construed 
that items (2) and (3) result in at least three separate actions that would be necessary to egress from classrooms. 
Consequently, items (2) and (3), when combined, seem to allow the application of door barricade devices.
Other issues in the original language include:
A. Item (1) requires locking hardware to be engaged without opening the doors, but it fails to specify the 
engagement of the locking hardware is to be accomplished from the classroom side of the door; all locks can be 
engaged from the corridor side without opening the door, rendering item (1) useless as written.
B. The original item (2) relies on the word “can,” which creates a non-mandatory requirement that is subjective, and 
is noncompliant with the NFPA Manual of Style. Item (2) also requires unlocking of the hardware to be 
accomplished from the classroom side of the door—under these provisions, the corridor side of the door is locked 
against entry—unlocking the corridor side of the door is unnecessary for egress purposes. More importantly, item 
(2) should address egress since egress requires unlatching of doors, regardless of whether the corridor side of the 
doors are locked.
C. In item (2) (as originally written) the phrase “the unlocking and unlatching from the classroom…” [underlining 
added for emphasis] implies the doors are locked against egress, which is the condition these provisions seek to 
prevent. Several of the modern security-classroom locks are designed to lock doors against entry by use of a key 
on the room side of the door, which means they can be unlocked (for entry) by a key on the egress side—they 
cannot comply with the latter condition of item (2). Item (3) in the revised version eliminates this concern by 
focusing on egress rather than unlocking the doors.
D. In original item (4), the placement of the releasing device for egress purposes is more important than its 
function; releasing the locking hardware results in unlatching the door. Additionally, item (4) should address the 
placement of the releasing device on the classroom side of the door, which is unclear in the current language.
E. In original item (5), the phrase, “Locks, if remotely engaged,…” could be interpreted as requiring all classroom 
doors to be capable of being remotely locked since the charging statement of 16.2.2.2.6.1 requires all conditions to 
be met. In order for item (5) to be possible, the locking means must be electrified.
F. Similar to item (2), the original phrase in item (5), “Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the 
classroom…” implies remotely locked doors are locked against egress. For egress purposes, item (5)—moved to 
item (2) in the revised version— should require doors to be openable when doors are remotely locked; the corridor 
side of the doors can remain locked against entry.
G. Original item (8) is unnecessary since new fire-rated door assemblies are required to be installed in accordance 
with NFPA 80, as specified in 8.3.3.1. Installation of hardware components is NOT considered to be a modification 
of a fire door frame or door when it complies with the listings and installation instructions of the affected 
components. NFPA 80 does not address modifications to door hardware components.

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 190-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 193-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]
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Public Input No. 190-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 193-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 16.2.2.2.6]

Public Input No. 224-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 38.2.2.2.2]

Public Input No. 227-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 39.2.2.2.2]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Thu Jun 14 15:29:23 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6871-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for daycare occupancies. The result
was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The
First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(4), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(6), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(8) and (9), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

Regarding the application to existing buildings, there are buildings with existing doors and door
assemblies that have been installed for decades. The Technical Committee is in support of providing
a safe package of code requirements that is realistic and achievable for facilities that have existing
doors that need a solution to lock them for security purposes.

National Fire Protection Association Report https://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/ContentFetcher?commentPar...

50 of 75 11/2/2018, 2:13 PM

Page 57 of 82



Public Input No. 253-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 17.2.2.2.6 ]

17.2.2.2.6  Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry.

Classroom doors shall be permitted to be locked to prevent unwanted entry provided that the locking
means is approved and all of the following conditions are met:

The locking means shall be capable of being engaged without opening the door.

The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom side of the door can be accomplished without the use of
a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height not less than 34 in.
(865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom side of the door without the use of a
key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary key or
other credential.

The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

The emergency action plan, required by 17.7.1 , shall address the use of the locking and unlocking means
from within and outside the room.
Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the room,
as part of the emergency egress drills required by 17.7.2 .

  Emergency locking systems complying with 7.2.1.6.4 shall be permitted.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

This proposal is submitted as an alternative solution Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry. It is 
based on acceptance of proposed new Section 7.2.1.6.4 Emergency Locking Systems. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 216-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after 7.2.1.6.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Tue Jun 19 16:51:33 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6871-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.
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The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for daycare occupancies. The result
was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The
First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(4), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(6), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(8) and (9), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

Regarding the application to existing buildings, there are buildings with existing doors and door
assemblies that have been installed for decades. The Technical Committee is in support of providing
a safe package of code requirements that is realistic and achievable for facilities that have existing
doors that need a solution to lock them for security purposes.
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Public Input No. 488-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. 17.2.2.2.6 ]

17.2.2.2.6  Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry *   Locking of Doors in the Means of
Egress .

Classroom doors, office doors, and doors to occupiable spaces shall be permitted to be locked to prevent
unwanted entry provided that the locking means is approved and locked  provided all of the following
conditions are met:

(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged without opening the door from the egress side
of the door .

(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom egress side of the door can shall be accomplished
without the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(3) The releasing mechanism shall open the door leaf with not more than one releasing operation in
accordance with 7.2.1.5.10.2.  

(4) The releasing mechanism for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height not less than 34 in.
(865 mm) and not exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

(5) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom egress side of the door without
the use of a key, tool, or special knowledge or effort.

(6) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary key
or other credential.

(7) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.

(8) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.

(9) The emergency action plan, required by 17.7.1, shall address the use of the locking and unlocking
means from within and outside the room.

(10) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the
room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 17.7.2.

A.17.2.2.2.6  This section establishes locking criteria for classroom doors  and doors to other occupiable
spaces . Examples of such areas are classrooms, care rooms, and administrative offices.  

NFPA 101 does not require or prohibit classroom doors to occupiable spaces to be lockable. However, if it is
desired that doors to occupiable spaces be lockable to prevent entry, 17.2.2.2.4 provides appropriate
requirements.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

: Doors to occupiable spaces in schools have long been lockable and locked to prevent entry and these locks have 
long complied with the requirements of NFPA 101. NFPA 101 has not prohibited classroom doors, office doors, and 
doors to other occupiable spaces to be lockable. There is no need to state “to prevent unwanted entry” as that’s the 
essence of the function of a locked door. Also, it’s appropriate to include offices and other occupiable rooms in 
these requirements.  
The proposed revisions in items (1), (2), and (5) help clarify the requirements and mesh with the proposed 
revisions in the charging language.  The proposed revisions in new item (3) is consistent with the long-standing 
requirement in NFPA 101 Life Safety Code requiring not more than one releasing operation to open a door for 
egress. This requirement is consistent with federal accessibility requirements, and assures immediate egress for all 
occupants, any time of the day, and under all conditions.

A.17.2.2.2.6:  Similar to the revisions of 15.2.2.2.4 while recognizing day cares may not have the same types of 
rooms as K-12 schools.  Suggest deleting existing Annex info in this section as that text seems out of place in the 
context of daily safety and security, and safety and security from hostile events.

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: John Woestman

Organization: Kellen Company
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Affiliation: Builders Hardware Manufacturers Association

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Wed Jun 27 16:09:59 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6871-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for daycare occupancies. The result
was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The
First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(4), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(6), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(8) and (9), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

Regarding the application to existing buildings, there are buildings with existing doors and door
assemblies that have been installed for decades. The Technical Committee is in support of providing
a safe package of code requirements that is realistic and achievable for facilities that have existing
doors that need a solution to lock them for security purposes.
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Public Input No. 189-NFPA 101-2018 [ New Section after A.14.2.2.2.4 ]

A.14.2.2.2.4.1 Where facilities desire to equip classroom doors with emergency locking means, the locking
hardware providing that function needs to be approved by the appropriate AHJ. Some types of locking
hardware components are available with optional visual indicators that show the locks are in the secured
condition. Such visual indicators might be useful on the room side of doors to confirm the emergency
locking means has been engaged.

A.14.2.2.2.4.1(1) Emergency locking means could be comprised of mechanical locking hardware, electrified
locking hardware, or combinations thereof. Where electrified locking means are considered, they could be
arranged for remote locking and unlocking only, and not be lockable from within each classroom directly.
Some arrangements of electrified locking hardware solutions could include a means for locking classroom
doors from inside each room in addition to being locked as part of building system. Locking functions of
mechanical emergency locking means to resist forced entry need to permit occupants inside classrooms to
lock doors without opening doors, and exposing themselves to dangerous circumstances in corridors
possibly.

In any case, the Code intends that doors are locked against entry on the corridor side of the door
assemblies and doors should open freely for egress when needed.

A.14.2.2.2.4.1(2) Electrified locking means that hold doors closed against egress should be avoided,
unless a fail-safe manual override is included in the classroom to allow occupants to open doors. Manual
override devices should be accessible and clearly identified by a sign stating PUSH TO EXIT. Similarly, an
override device on the corridor side of the doors, such as a card reader or proximity reader, might be
needed at each classroom to provide faculty, staff, and first responders access to individual classrooms
without unlocking all locked-down classroom doors. Coordination with other building systems such as fire
alarm, smoke and heat detectors, and sprinkler systems might be necessary.

Because magnetic locks hold doors closed against entry and egress, they create a hazard under
emergency lockdown conditions potentially. Other applications in the Code that permit magnetic locks
require these electrified locking means to release upon actuation of the fire alarm system (when actuated by
smoke and/or heat detectors), by flow sensors in sprinkler systems, and upon loss of power. Conceivably,
conditions leading to the actuation of fire alarm systems and/or loss of power could be created during
lockdown situations that result in unlocking magnetically locked doors, circumventing emergency locking
means.

Under lockdown conditions, actuation of fire alarm systems by manual pull stations should not disable
electrified emergency locking systems. For these reasons, users of the Code are encouraged to consider
how electrified emergency locking means might function under all types of emergency conditions.

A.14.2.2.2.4.1(5) Emergency locking hardware such as magnetic locks might be installed at the top of door
leaves, provided the means for releasing them are located as specified. In this case, magnetic locks might
be integrated with other door-leaf-mounted hardware that, when operated by occupants as they egress,
result in releasing doors immediately.

A.14.2.2.2.4.1(6) The entry side of doors might be in a corridor or in another room; it’s the side opposite the
egress side of the door.

A.14.2.2.2.4.1(7) The emergency action plan should describe the processes for the following: (1) Locking
doors against forced entry from inside classrooms (when doors are closed) (2) Egressing from locked-down
classrooms (3) Unlocking doors after lockdown protocols have ceased

Where classroom doors are held closed by magnetic locks, the emergency action plan should include
directions for releasing the doors for egress from inside the rooms, including use of manual override
devices.

A.14.2.2.2.4.2 Facilities might choose to equip certain classroom entry doors with fire exit hardware or
panic hardware as their building standard even though these doors serve occupant loads of less than 100
persons. In these cases, the emergency locking provisions of this section can be applied to the doors,
provided the fire exit hardware and panic hardware devices are  not modified or otherwise prohibited from
functioning by the installation of the emergency locking means as prohibited in 14.2.2.2.4.3.

Some types of fire exit hardware and panic hardware include features that allow operable components such
as levers, knobs, and turn-pieces on the entry side of doors to be mechanically locked from the egress side
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of closed doors. Other types of fire exit hardware and panic hardware are available with electrified locking
funct ons that provide remote locking (against entry), while allowing free egress at all times.

Where doors are required to have fire exit hardware or panic hardware, special consideration should be
given to the potential consequences that might arise from equipping such doors with emergency locking
functions. Likewise, special consideration should be given to doors equipped with delayed egress locking
systems regarding how they might function under lockdown conditions. Delayed egress doors could
temporarily block occupants from reaching a point of safety, sounding alarm, and calling attention to the
doors. Facilities could require delayed egress doors to unlock in the direction of egress under lockdown
conditions, allowing immediate and free egress.

A.14.2.2.2.4.4 While 14.2.2.2.4.1 establishes emergency locking criteria for classroom entry doors, a
school’s emergency action plan could identify situations where other areas could be secured. The
provisions of this subsection should be considered when evaluating those areas as well. Examples of such
areas are administrative offices, nonhazardous storage rooms, janitorial closets, vocational shops (e.g.,
carpentry, metal, auto body, and so forth), teacher lounges, and libraries.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

The proposed new annex commentary is needed to provide guidance to users of the code when they are 
considering emergency locking of classroom doors. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 188-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 191-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 192-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 201-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.17.2.2.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Thu Jun 14 11:05:45 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6863-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject as well as additional feedback from the full
Technical Committee. A task group was established to thoroughly review the changes in the 13 public
inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The result was a proposed revision
incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The First Revision clarifies some
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of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(5), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(7), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(9) and (10), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.
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Public Input No. 188-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. A.14.2.2.2.4 ]

A.14.2.2.2.4

While 14.2.2.2.4  establishes locking criteria Emergency locking provisions for classroom doors only, a
school’s emergency action plan could identify situations where other areas need to be secured. The
provisions of this subsection should be considered when evaluating those areas as well. Examples of such
areas are administrative offices, gymnasiums, teacher lounges, libraries, auditoriums, and cafeterias entry
doors are designed to provide schools an option for the run, hide, fight scenarios that might be required
during incidents such as active shooter attacks, terrorist attacks, or other circumstances that compel
lockdown protocols to be initiated. In order to resist forced entry, classroom doors might be equipped with
locking hardware components that temporarily hold doors closed against egress during such incidents,
which is counter to the Code’s core principle of providing free and unobstructed egress at all times.
Accordingly, classroom entry doors outfitted with emergency locking functions should be capable of
resisting forced entry and be arranged for swift and free egress.

It is not the intent of the Code to require all new classroom doors to be equipped with emergency locking
hardware functions. School officials have the option of selecting which doors in their facilities are best
served with such hardware arrangements .

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Regarding original annex paragraph A.14.2.2.2.4, the references to gymnasiums, auditoriums, and cafeterias are 
types of assembly occupancies that are found in schools, which are beyond the scope of 14.2.2.2.4’s provisions.  

The proposed annex commentary provides guidance to users of the Code when they design new classroom entry 
doors. It also clarifies that it is NOT the intent of the code to require locking functions on all new classroom doors—
that is left to the discretion of the school districts and designers. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 187-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 189-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 191-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 192-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 194-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.16.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 201-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.17.2.2.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Thu Jun 14 10:57:36 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement
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Resolution: FR-6863-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject as well as additional feedback from the full
Technical Committee. A task group was established to thoroughly review the changes in the 13 public
inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The result was a proposed revision
incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The First Revision clarifies some
of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(5), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(7), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(9) and (10), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.
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Public Input No. 483-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. A.14.2.2.2.4 ]

A.14.2.2.2.4

While 14.2.2.2.4 establishes locking criteria for classroom doors only, a school’s emergency action plan
could identify situations where other areas need to be secured. The provisions of this subsection should be
considered when evaluating those areas as well. and doors to occupaible spaces. Examples of such areas
are classrooms, administrative offices, gymnasiums, teacher lounges, libraries, auditoriums, and cafeterias.

NFPA 101 does not require or prohibit classroom doors, office doors, and doors to other occupiable spaces
to be lockable. However, if it is desired that doors to classrooms, offices, and other occupiable spaces be
lockable to prevent entry, 14.2.2.2.4 provides appropriate requirements.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Revised to further explain requirements.

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 478-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 14.2.2.2.4]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: John Woestman

Organization: Kellen Company

Affiliation: Builders Hardware Manufacturers Association

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Wed Jun 27 15:50:10 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6863-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject as well as additional feedback from the full
Technical Committee. A task group was established to thoroughly review the changes in the 13 public
inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The result was a proposed revision
incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The First Revision clarifies some
of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.
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-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(5), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(7), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(9) and (10), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.
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Public Input No. 192-NFPA 101-2018 [ New Section after A.15.2.2.2.4 ]

A.15.2.2.2.4.1 Where facilities desire to equip classroom doors with emergency locking means, the locking
hardware providing that function needs to be approved by the appropriate AHJ.

Older existing classroom entry doors might be equipped with traditional classroom function mortise or
bored locks that are only lockable on the entry side of the doors (i.e., from the corridor), which do not
provide the locking means required by 15.2.2.2.4.1(1). Traditional classroom function locks can be replaced
with security-classroom function locks (with integrated deadbolt feature or without). Security-function
classroom locks are capable of locking doors against entry from inside the room without opening the door,
reducing the faculty’s exposure to danger that might be imminent in the corridor when doors need to be
mechanically locked. Other emergency locking solutions can include mechanical and electrified hardware
functions, or combinations thereof, while providing for swift and free egress from classrooms.

Some types of locking hardware components are available with optional visual indicators that show the
locks are in the secured condition. Such visual indicators might be useful on the room side of doors to
confirm the emergency locking means has been engaged.

A.15.2.2.2.4.1(1) The entry side of doors might be in a corridor or another room; it’s the side opposite the
egress side of the door.

Emergency locking means could be comprised of mechanical locking hardware, electrified locking
hardware, or combinations thereof. Where electrified locking means are considered, they could be
arranged for remote locking and unlocking only, and not be lockable from within each classroom directly.
Some arrangements of electrified locking hardware solutions could include a means for locking classroom
doors from inside each room in addition to being locked as part of building system. Locking functions of
mechanical emergency locking means to resist forced entry need to permit occupants inside classrooms
to lock doors without opening doors, exposing themselves to dangerous circumstances in corridors
possibly.

In any case, the Code intends that doors are locked against entry on the corridor side of the door
assemblies and doors should open freely for egress when needed.

A.15.2.2.2.4.1(2) Electrified locking means that hold doors closed against egress should be avoided,
unless a fail-safe manual override is included in the classroom to allow occupants to open doors. Manual
override devices should be accessible and clearly identified by a sign stating PUSH TO EXIT. Similarly,
an override device on the corridor side of the doors, such as a card reader or proximity reader, might be
needed at each classroom to provide faculty, staff, and first responders access to individual classrooms
without unlocking all locked-down classroom doors. Coordination with other building systems such as fire
alarm, smoke and heat detectors, and sprinkler systems might be necessary.

Because magnetic locks hold doors closed against entry and egress, they create a hazard under
emergency lockdown conditions potentially. Other applications in the Code that permit magnetic locks
require these electrified locking means to release upon actuation of the fire alarm system (when
actuated by smoke and/or heat detectors), by flow sensors in sprinkler systems, and upon loss of power.
Conceivably, conditions leading to the actuation of fire alarm systems and/or loss of power could be
created during lockdown situations that result in unlocking magnetically locked doors, circumventing
emergency locking means.

Under lockdown conditions, actuation of fire alarm systems by manual pull stations should not disable
electrified emergency locking systems. For these reasons, users of the Code are encouraged to
consider how electrified emergency locking means might function under all types of emergency
conditions.

A.15.2.2.2.4.1(4) The intent of the Code is to ensure doors are arranged for free egress under all
conditions, which is best accomplished with a single releasing operation. However, AHJs should have
the discretion of approving a second releasing operation where a single releasing operation for certain
existing doors might not be feasible, provided the releasing operations are not simultaneous.

A.15.2.2.2.4.1(5) Emergency locking hardware such as magnetic locks might be installed at the top of door
leaves, provided the means for releasing them are located as specified. In this case, magnetic locks might
be integrated with other door-leaf-mounted hardware that, when operated by occupants as they egress,
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result in releasing doors immediately.

A.15.2.2.2.4.1(6) The entry side of doors might be in a corridor or another room; it’s the side opposite the
egress side of the door.

A.15.2.2.2.4.1(7) The emergency action plan should describe the processes for the following:

(1) Locking doors against forced entry from inside classrooms (when doors are closed)

(2) Egressing from locked-down classrooms

(3) Opening doors from the entry side when locked by the emergency locking means

(4) Unlocking doors after lockdown protocols have ceased

Where classroom doors are held closed by magnetic locks, the emergency action plan should include
directions for releasing the doors for egress from inside the rooms, including use of manual override
devices. The emergency action plan should include the location (e.g., placed in key boxes) of keys, fobs,
card keys, and other credentials needed by first responders to open locked-down doors.

A.15.2.2.2.4.2 Facilities might choose to equip certain classroom entry doors with fire exit hardware or
panic hardware as their building standard even though these doors serve occupant loads of less than 100
persons. In these cases, the emergency locking provisions of this section can be applied to the doors,
provided the fire exit hardware and panic hardware devices are  not modified or otherwise prohibited from
functioning by the installation of the emergency locking means as prohibited in 15.2.2.2.4.3.

A.15.2.2.2.4.4 While 14.2.2.2.4.1 establishes emergency locking criteria for classroom entry doors, a
school’s emergency action plan could identify situations where other areas could be secured. The
provisions of this subsection should be considered when evaluating those areas as well. Examples of such
areas are administrative offices, nonhazardous storage rooms, janitorial closets, vocational shops (e.g.,
carpentry, metal, auto body, and so forth), teacher lounges, and libraries. The provisions of 7.2.1.5.10.1
and 7.2.1.5.10.6 might also be applicable to these doors.

Some types of fire exit hardware and panic hardware include features that allow operable components

such as levers, knobs, and turn-pieces on the entry side of doors to be mechanically locked from

the egress side of closed doors. Other types of fire exit hardware and panic hardware are available

with electrified locking functions that provide remote locking (against entry), while allowing free

egress at all times.
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Where doors are required to have fire exit hardware or panic hardware, special consideration should

be given to the potential consequences that might arise from equipping such doors with emergency

locking functions. Likewise, special consideration should be given to doors equipped with delayed

egress locking systems regarding how they might function under lockdown conditions. Delayed
egress

doors could temporarily block occupants from reaching a point of safety, sounding alarm, and

calling attention to the doors. Facilities could require delayed egress doors to unlock in the

direction of egress under lockdown conditions, allowing

immediate and free egress.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

The proposed new annex commentary is needed to provide guidance to users of the code when they are 
considering emergency locking of classroom doors. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 188-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 189-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 190-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 191-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 190-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 194-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.16.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 201-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.17.2.2.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Thu Jun 14 13:31:00 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END
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Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6866-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The
result was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals.
The First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(4), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(6), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(8) and (9), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

Regarding the application to existing buildings, there are buildings with existing doors and door
assemblies that have been installed for decades. The Technical Committee is in support of providing
a safe package of code requirements that is realistic and achievable for facilities that have existing
doors that need a solution to lock them for security purposes.
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Public Input No. 191-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. A.15.2.2.2.4 ]

A.15.2.2.2.4

While 15.2.2.2.4  establishes locking criteria Emergency locking provisions for classroom doors only, a
school’s emergency action plan could identify situations where other areas need to be secured. The
provisions of this subsection should be considered when evaluating those areas as well. Examples of such
areas are administrative offices, gymnasiums, teacher lounges, libraries, auditoriums, and cafeterias entry
doors are designed to provide schools an option for the run, hide, fight scenarios that might be required
during incidents such as active shooter attacks, terrorist attacks, or other circumstances that compel
lockdown protocols to be initiated. In order to resist forced entry, classroom doors might be equipped with
locking hardware components that temporarily hold doors closed against egress during such incidents,
which is counter to the Code’s core principle of providing free and unobstructed egress at all times.
Accordingly, classroom entry doors outfitted with emergency locking functions should be capable of
resisting forced entry and be arranged for swift and free egress.

It is not the intent of the Code to require all new classroom doors to be equipped with emergency locking
hardware functions. School officials have the option of selecting which doors in their facilities are best
served with such hardware arrangements .

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Regarding original annex paragraph A.15.2.2.2.4 gymnasiums, auditoriums, and cafeterias are types of assembly 
occupancies that are found in schools, which are beyond the scope of 15.2.2.2.4’s provisions.
The proposed annex commentary provides guidance to users of the Code when they design new classroom entry 
doors. It also clarifies that it is NOT the intent of the code to require locking functions on all new classroom doors—
that is left to the discretion of the school districts and designers. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 188-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 189-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 190-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 190-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 192-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 201-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.17.2.2.3]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe

Organization: Pardoe Consulting LLC

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Thu Jun 14 13:27:26 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6866-NFPA 101-2018
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Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The
result was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals.
The First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(4), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(6), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(8) and (9), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

Regarding the application to existing buildings, there are buildings with existing doors and door
assemblies that have been installed for decades. The Technical Committee is in support of providing
a safe package of code requirements that is realistic and achievable for facilities that have existing
doors that need a solution to lock them for security purposes.
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Public Input No. 485-NFPA 101-2018 [ Section No. A.15.2.2.2.4 ]

A.15.2.2.2.4

While 15.2.2.2.4 establishes locking criteria for classroom doors only , a school’s emergency action plan
could identify situations where other areas need to be secured. The provisions of this subsection should be
considered when evaluating those areas as well. and doors to other occupiable spaces. Examples of such
areas are classrooms, administrative offices, gymnasiums, teacher lounges, libraries, auditoriums, and
cafeterias.

NFPA 101 does not require or prohibit classroom doors, office doors, and doors to other occupiable spaces
to be lockable. However, if it is desired that doors to classrooms, offices, and other occupiable spaces be
lockable to prevent entry, 15.2.2.2.4 provides appropriate requirements.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

Revised to further explain requirements.

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 484-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. 15.2.2.2.4]

Submitter Information Verification

Submitter Full Name: John Woestman

Organization: Kellen Company

Affiliation: Builders Hardware Manufacturers Association

Street Address:

City:

State:

Zip:

Submittal Date: Wed Jun 27 16:00:41 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6866-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for educational occupancies. The
result was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals.
The First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.
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-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(4), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(6), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(8) and (9), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

Regarding the application to existing buildings, there are buildings with existing doors and door
assemblies that have been installed for decades. The Technical Committee is in support of providing
a safe package of code requirements that is realistic and achievable for facilities that have existing
doors that need a solution to lock them for security purposes.
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Public Input No. 194-NFPA 101-2018 [ New Section after A.16.2.2.2.4 ]

A.16.2.2.2.6 Emergency locking provisions for classroom entry doors are designed to provide day-care
facilities an option for the run, hide, fight scenarios that might be required during incidents such as active
shooter attacks, workplace violence, or other circumstances that compel lockdown protocols to be initiated.
In order to resist forced entry, classroom doors might be equipped with locking hardware components that
temporarily hold doors closed against egress during such incidents, which is counter to the Code’s core
principle of providing free and unobstructed egress at all times. Accordingly, classroom entry doors outfitted
with emergency locking functions should be capable of resisting forced entry and be arranged for swift and
free egress.

It is not the intent of the Code to require all new classroom doors to be equipped with emergency locking
hardware functions. Day-care facilities have the option of selecting which doors in their facilities are best
served with such hardware arrangements.

A.16.2.2.2.6.1 Where facilities desire to equip classroom doors with emergency locking means, the locking
hardware providing that function needs to be approved by the appropriate AHJ. Some types of locking
hardware components are available with optional visual indicators that show the locks are in the secured
condition. Such visual indicators might be useful on the room side of doors to confirm the emergency
locking means has been engaged. A.16.2.2.2.6.1(1) Emergency locking means could be comprised of
mechanical locking hardware, electrified locking hardware, or combinations thereof. Where electrified
locking means are considered, they could be arranged for remote locking and unlocking only, and not be
lockable from within each classroom directly. Some arrangements of electrified locking hardware solutions
could include a means for locking classroom doors from inside each room in addition to being locked as part
of building system. Locking functions of mechanical

emergency locking means to resist forced entry need to permit occupants inside classrooms to lock doors
without opening doors, exposing themselves to dangerous circumstances in corridors possibly.

In any case, the Code intends that doors are locked against entry on the corridor side of the door
assemblies and doors should open freely for egress when needed.

A.16.2.2.2.6.1(2) Electrified locking means that hold doors closed against egress should be avoided,
unless a fail-safe manual override is included in the classroom to allow occupants to open doors. Manual
override devices should be accessible and clearly identified by a sign stating PUSH TO EXIT. Similarly, an
override device on the corridor side of the doors, such as a card reader or proximity reader, might be
needed at each classroom to provide faculty, staff, and first responders access to individual classrooms
without unlocking all locked-down classroom doors. Coordination with other building systems such as fire
alarm, smoke and heat detectors, and sprinkler systems might be necessary.

Because magnetic locks hold doors closed against entry and egress, they create a hazard under
emergency lockdown conditions potentially. Other applications in the Code that permit magnetic locks
require these electrified locking means to release upon actuation of the fire alarm system (when actuated
by smoke and/or heat detectors), by flow sensors in sprinkler systems, and upon loss of power.
Conceivably, conditions leading to the actuation of fire alarm systems and/or loss of power could be
created during lockdown situations that result in unlocking magnetically locked doors, circumventing
emergency locking means.

Under lockdown conditions, actuation of fire alarm systems by manual pull stations should not disable
electrified emergency locking systems. For these reasons, users of the Code are encouraged to consider
how electrified emergency locking means might function under all types of emergency conditions.

A.16.2.2.2.6.1(5) Emergency locking hardware such as magnetic locks might be installed at the top of door
leaves, provided the means for releasing them are located as specified. In this case, magnetic locks might
be integrated with other door-leaf-mounted hardware that, when operated by occupants as they egress,
result in releasing doors immediately.

A.16.2.2.2.6.1(6) The entry side of doors might be in a corridor or in another room; it’s the side opposite the
egress side of the door.

A.16.2.2.2.6.1(7) The emergency action plan should describe the processes for the following:

(1) Locking doors against forced entry from inside classrooms (when doors are closed)
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(2) Egressing from locked-down classrooms

(3) Opening doors from the entry side when locked by the emergency locking means

(4) Unlocking doors after lockdown protocols have ceased

Where classroom doors are held closed by magnetic locks, the emergency action plan should include
directions for releasing the doors for egress from inside the rooms, including use of manual override
devices. The emergency action plan should include the location (e.g., placed in key boxes) of keys, fobs,
card keys, and other credentials needed by first responders to open locked-down doors.

A.16.2.2.2.6.2 Facilities might choose to equip certain classroom entry doors with fire exit hardware or
panic hardware as their building standard even though these doors serve occupant loads of less than 100
persons. In these cases, the emergency locking provisions of this section can be applied to the doors,
provided the fire exit hardware and panic hardware devices are not modified or otherwise prohibited from
functioning by the installation of the emergency

locking means as prohibited in 16.2.2.2.4.3.

Some types of fire exit hardware and panic hardware include features that allow operable components
such as levers, knobs, and turn-pieces on the entry side of doors to be mechanically locked from the
egress side of closed doors. Other types of fire exit hardware and panic hardware are available with
electrified locking functions that provide remote locking (against entry), while allowing free egress at all
times.

Where doors are required to have fire exit hardware or panic hardware, special consideration should be
given to the potential consequences that might arise from equipping such doors with emergency locking
functions. Likewise, special consideration should be given to doors equipped with delayed egress locking
systems regarding how they might function under lockdown conditions. Delayed egress doors could
temporarily block occupants from reaching a point of safety, sounding alarm, and calling attention to the
doors. Facilities could require delayed egress doors to unlock in the direction of egress under lockdown
conditions, allowing immediate and free egress.

A.16.2.2.2.6.4 While 16.2.2.2.4.1 establishes emergency locking criteria for classroom entry doors, a day-
care facility’s emergency action plan could identify situations where other areas could be secured. The
provisions of this subsection should be considered when evaluating those areas as well. Examples of such
areas are administrative offices, nonhazardous storage rooms, janitorial closets, and teacher lounges.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

The proposed annex commentary provides guidance to users of the Code when they design new classroom entry 
doors. It also clarifies that it is NOT the intent of the code to require locking functions on all new classroom doors—
that is left to the discretion of the school districts and designers. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 188-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 192-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 201-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.17.2.2.3]
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Submitter Full Name: Keith Pardoe
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Submittal Date: Thu Jun 14 15:17:01 EDT 2018

Committee: SAF-END

National Fire Protection Association Report https://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/ContentFetcher?commentPar...

71 of 75 11/2/2018, 2:13 PM

Page 78 of 82



Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6868-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for daycare occupancies. The result
was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The
First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(5), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(7), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(9) and (10), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.
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Public Input No. 201-NFPA 101-2018 [ New Section after A.17.2.2.3 ]

A.17.2.2.2.6 Emergency locking provisions for classroom entry doors are designed to provide schools an
option for the run, hide, fight scenarios that might be required during incidents such as active shooter
attacks, workplace violence, or other circumstances

that compel lockdown protocols to be initiated. In order to resist forced entry, classroom doors might be
equipped with locking hardware components that temporarily hold doors closed against egress during such
incidents, which is counter to the Code’s core principle of providing free and unobstructed egress at all
times. Accordingly, classroom entry doors outfitted with emergency locking functions should be capable of
resisting forced entry and be arranged for swift and free egress.

It is not the intent of the Code to require all new classroom doors to be equipped with emergency locking
hardware functions. Day-care facilities have the option of selecting which doors in their facilities are best
served with such hardware arrangements.

A.17.2.2.2.6.1 Where facilities desire to equip classroom doors with emergency locking means, the locking
hardware providing that function needs to be approved by the appropriate AHJ. Older existing classroom
doors might be equipped with traditional classroom function mortise or bored locks that are only lockable on
the entry side of the doors (i.e., from the corridor), which do not provide the locking means required by
17.2.2.2.6.1(1). Traditional classroom locks can be replaced with security-classroom function locks (with
and without integrated deadbolt functions) that are capable of locking doors against entry from inside the
room without opening the door, reducing the faculty’s exposure to emergency conditions that might be
imminent in the corridor when doors need to be mechanically locked. Another emergency locking solution
might include adding magnetic locking devices to the room side of existing classroom doors that satisfy the
requirement of 17.2.2.2.6.1(1). In this scenario, traditional classroom function locks could remain in use, but
might require adding latch bolt monitoring strikes to immediately turn off power to magnetic locks when
latch bolts are released for egress purposes. Other emergency locking solutions can include mechanical
and electrified hardware functions, or combinations thereof, while providing for swift and free egress from
classrooms.

Some types of locking hardware components are available with optional visual indicators that show the
locks are in the secured condition. Such visual indicators might be useful on the room side of doors to
confirm the emergency locking means has been engaged.

A.17.2.2.2.6.1(1) Emergency locking means could be comprised of mechanical locking hardware, electrified
locking hardware, or combinations thereof. Where electrified locking means are considered, they could be
arranged for remote locking and unlocking only, and not be lockable from within each classroom directly.
Some arrangements of electrified locking hardware solutions could include a means for locking classroom
doors from inside each room in addition to being locked as part of building system. Locking functions of
mechanical emergency locking means to resist forced entry need to permit occupants inside classrooms to
lock doors without opening doors, exposing themselves to dangerous circumstances in corridors possibly.

In any case, the Code intends that doors are locked against entry on the corridor side of the door
assemblies and doors should open freely for egress when needed.

A.17.2.2.2.6.1(2) Electrified locking means that hold doors closed against egress should be avoided,
unless a fail-safe manual override is included in the classroom to allow occupants to open doors. Manual
override devices should be accessible and clearly identified by a sign stating PUSH TO EXIT. Similarly, an
override device on the corridor side of the doors, such as a card reader or proximity reader, might be
needed at each classroom to provide faculty, staff, and first responders access to individual classrooms
without unlocking all locked-down classroom doors. Coordination with other building systems such as fire
alarm, smoke and heat detectors, and sprinkler systems might be necessary.

Because magnetic locks hold doors closed against entry and egress, they create a hazard under
emergency lockdown conditions potentially. Other applications in the Code that permit magnetic locks
require these electrified locking means to release upon actuation of the fire alarm system (when actuated
by smoke and/or heat detectors), by flow sensors in sprinkler systems, and upon loss of power.
Conceivably, conditions leading to the actuation of fire alarm systems and/or loss of power could be
created during lockdown situations that result in unlocking magnetically locked doors, circumventing
emergency locking means.

Under lockdown conditions, actuation of fire alarm systems by manual pull stations should not disable
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electrified emergency locking systems. For these reasons, users of the Code are encouraged to consider
how electrified emergency locking means might function under all types of emergency conditions.

A.17.2.2.2.6.1(4) The intent of the Code is to ensure doors are arranged for free egress under all conditions,
which is best accomplished with a single releasing operation. However, AHJs should have the discretion of
approving a second releasing operation where a single releasing operation for certain existing doors might
not be feasible, provided the releasing operations are not simultaneous.

A.17.2.2.2.6.1(5) Emergency locking hardware such as magnetic locks might be installed at the top of door
leaves, provided the means for releasing them are located as specified. In this case, magnetic locks might
be integrated with other door-leaf-mounted hardware that, when operated by occupants as they egress,
result in releasing doors immediately.

A.17.2.2.2.6.1(6) The entry side of doors might be in a corridor or in another room; it’s the side opposite the
egress side of the door.

A.17.2.2.2.6.1(7) The emergency action plan should describe the processes for the following:

(1) Locking doors against forced entry from inside classrooms (when doors are closed)

(2) Egressing from locked-down classrooms

(3) Opening doors from the entry side when locked by the emergency locking means

(4) Unlocking doors after lockdown protocols have ceased

Where classroom doors are held closed by magnetic locks, the emergency action plan should include
directions for releasing the doors for egress from inside the rooms including use of manual override devices.
The emergency action plan should include the location (e.g., placed in key boxes) of keys, fobs, card keys,
and other credentials needed by first responders to open locked-down doors.

A.17.2.2.2.6.2 Facilities might choose to equip certain classroom entry doors with fire exit hardware or panic
hardware as their building standard even though these doors serve occupant loads of less than 100
persons. In these cases, the emergency locking provisions of this section can be applied to the doors,
provided the fire exit hardware and panic hardware devices are not modified or otherwise prohibited from
functioning by the installation of the emergency locking means as prohibited in 17.2.2.2.6.3.

Some types of fire exit hardware and panic hardware include features that allow operable components such
as levers, knobs, and turn-pieces on the entry side of doors to be mechanically locked from the egress side
of closed doors. Other types of fire exit hardware and panic hardware are available with electrified locking
functions that provide remote locking (against entry), while allowing free egress at all times.

Where doors are required to have fire exit hardware or panic hardware, special consideration should be
given to the potential consequences that might arise from equipping such doors with emergency locking
functions. Likewise, special consideration should be given to doors equipped with delayed egress locking
systems regarding how they might function under lockdown conditions. Delayed egress doors could
temporarily block occupants from reaching a point of safety, sounding alarm, and calling attention to the
doors. Facilities could require delayed egress doors to unlock in the direction of egress under lockdown
conditions, allowing immediate and free egress.

A.17.2.2.2.6.4 While 17.2.2.2.6.1 establishes emergency locking criteria for classroom entry doors, a day-
care facility’s emergency action plan could identify situations where other areas could be secured. The
provisions of this subsection should be considered when evaluating those areas as well. Examples of such
areas are administrative offices, nonhazardous storage rooms, and janitorial closets. The provisions of
7.2.1.5.10.1 and 7.2.1.5.10.6 might also be applicable to such doors.

Statement of Problem and Substantiation for Public Input

The proposed new annex commentary is needed to provide guidance to users of the code when they are 
considering emergency locking of classroom doors. 

Related Public Inputs for This Document

Related Input Relationship

Public Input No. 189-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.14.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 191-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 188-NFPA 101-2018 [Section No. A.14.2.2.2.4]
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Public Input No. 192-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.15.2.2.2.4]

Public Input No. 194-NFPA 101-2018 [New Section after A.16.2.2.2.4]
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Committee Statement

Resolution: FR-6871-NFPA 101-2018

Statement: The language puts forth requirements to safely lock doors for security purposes and can be used by
AHJs, school systems, facility owners and managers. Barricade and other third party devices are
getting into schools and daycare facilities and are being used to lock doors and lead to unintended
consequences and violate a fundamental concept of NFPA 101 requiring free egress.

The changes proposed in this First Revision represent a combination of concepts proposed in the
multiple public inputs that were received on this subject. A task group was established to thoroughly
review the changes in the 13 public inputs related to door locking for daycare occupancies. The result
was a proposed revision incorporating the appropriate components of the various submittals. The
First Revision clarifies some of the identified concerns of the Committee as follows:

-Title/charging sentence: Updated to reflect the intended application of the section. Preventing
‘unwanted entry’ is the purpose of any door lock. The revised text clarifies where this package of door
locking criteria should be used.

-(1), change clarifies that doors have to have the capability of being locked from the egress side,
specifically, without opening the door.

-(2), change clarifies that unlocking and unlatching has to be accomplished from the egress side of
the door. Occupants cannot be trapped inside of an area with a locked door and unable to egress.

-(4), same concept as (1) and (2).

-(6), the fundamental concept of this list item is that devices cannot interfere with the critical door
components including the closer or panic hardware. Barricade-type devices not only modify them but
impair their operation. In addition, there are devices that do not necessarily modify components, but
do impair their operation. The text should have the effect of not permitting any non-compliant and
dangerous devices.

-(8) and (9), change clarifies that staff shall be made aware of the locking/latching arrangement from
both sides of the door and that this is also reflected in the required emergency action plan.

Regarding the application to existing buildings, there are buildings with existing doors and door
assemblies that have been installed for decades. The Technical Committee is in support of providing
a safe package of code requirements that is realistic and achievable for facilities that have existing
doors that need a solution to lock them for security purposes.
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