FCIA Comment to FS 162

TO: Vertical Openings Study Group Members

FR: Bill McHugh, FCIA Executive Director

RE: Comments on FS162

FCIA volunteered to be part of the "Vertical Openings" Study Group because we were interested in the approach to Chapter 7 of the International Building Code, and a new way to see things using a clean sheet approach, new thinking to get rid of long lists of exceptions, and to rid the Code of complicated references to other sections that send users all over the book.  

We listened and complimented Greg Keith's passionate plea for a 'blank sheet approach', new technical requirements, and better clarification of what's already allowed by the Code, by participating in group tasks since the first meeting.  We participated in study groups, working on definitions with other team members, and then discussed other requirements.  

As stated on the Vertical Openings teleconference a few weeks ago, just as we were beginning to gain steam with our efforts to address issues in Chapter 7 as a team, the 2007-2008 code change process deadlines seemed to get in the way of team code development.  Rather than continue as a group and develop the concepts fully, FS162 was submitted.  

In my opinion, we were well on our way to meeting objectives, thinking out of the box, creating new ways to see things, and understanding where the Code should change to improve usability, fire and life safety in buildings, with definitions started, but never voted on as a group…among other requirements.   

As 'Vertical Openings', we've met twice as a group in 2008, once on a teleconference, once face to face.  It seemed in these meetings that we were not able to come to consensus.  Below is FCIA commentary on the process and outcomes: 

· Definitions - None of the definitions the group developed are part of FS162. We're not comfortable with many terms, as I expressed in Northbrook.  

· Flamestop seems too close to Firestop, which will cause confusion.  Plus, it gives a definition to words, without a real suitability for use statement for the products, using test methods referenced in the Code already.   

· Penetration - It's missing, and needs to be part of the Code.

· Horizontal Assemblies and Barriers - I do not understand the need for these descriptions, separate, but dangerously the same.  

· Other definitions have laundry lists, rather than concise descriptions that lead to technical requirements.  

· Technical Requirements 

· Migration - Opening the 'fire zone' past the current requirements may be unsafe without further justification.

· Fire Rating for Structural Purposes - At several meetings, Rich Walke and I stated that to maintain structural integrity in a floor or wall rated for structural reasons, then openings and penetrations need to be treated to maintain the rating of the assembly, and not start a two sided fire.  ASTM E 119 does not address the attack of fire from two sides or from possibly within an assembly as may occur if penetrations and openings re not properly protected..  Therefore, we have no way of quantifying safety from these assemblies in these situations.  

· NOTE: FCIA agrees that we need to discuss the treatment of a penetration located right next to a 'convenience opening', to determine an appropriate limit through engineering and analysis that makes sense for fire and life safety.  We are open to that discussion.  

· Usability - Independent of other committee members, I searched for firestopping requirements, and found that it took 5 steps, (references)  to other places in the code to find requirements for firestopping a fire resistance rated wall,  

We at FCIA were very excited to participate in this group to improve Chapter 7, it's usability, readability, and format.  At the CTC meeting where you requested we disband, I recommended that you help us understand what changes were made, where, and why.  We have discovered some of the changes.  However, it seems that we cannot identify in the short time frame what moved where in the technical requirements.  

Based on this information, I believe we need to regroup as a study group and address the layout of Chapter 7 to reduce the amount of 'got-to' directions in the code.  We are willing to work with the Vertical Openings or other groups to address this and other issues, and with enough speed to be not accused of the 'paralysis of analysis', problems that can come from committee work. 

Although we're not in favor of the migration and definition technical requirements put forward, we are in favor of a review of Chapter 7's organization first…then further discussion of the technical requirements as a group.  

Based on this information, FCIA cannot support FS162 as it is presented at this time.

Please feel free to call should you have questions. 
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