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Date:

May 1, 2008

To:

Vertical Openings Study Group Members



Code Technology Committee Members



Mike Pfeiffer, ICC 

From:

Vickie J. Lovell

Subject:
Comments on the proposed draft of FS 162 and future work of Vertical Openings 

Study Group

In early 2007, a Study Group was formed by the CTC to review problems and in consistencies in Chapter 7 of the IBC regarding requirements for the protection against vertical fire and smoke migration.  A number of individuals volunteered to serve on this Study Group, which as it turns out, represented a polarity of opinions as to what the code actually says today, and what are the intent of the code requirements.  

After spending over a year debating the philosophy of the code, a draft was proposed that offered a new philosophy and a new format of Chapter 7.  The new concept was the maximum 4-floor, 50 foot high, interconnecting fire zone. 

Much time and energy has been spent on this new concept and format, and the time spent has not been wasted.  By re-writing Chapter 7 in a completely different way, the Study Group generated lively discussions and held the IBC’s limitations and exceptions for vertical migration of fire and smoke up to the light, and examined in detail what was intended or permitted by the code. 

With the pending deadline for public comments, the Study Group is now faced with the question as to whether to invest more time to the fire zone concept in FS 162, or to take a more surgical and remedial approach to fixing the problems with the current Chapter 7, and keeping or improving the current format.

After working on this task group since its inception, I have given this question much consideration and offer the following comments respectfully to the CTC and my fellow members of the Study Group. 

I believe the CTC should re-direct the Study Group to abandon the work on FS 162 and proceed with working on the existing IBC format, clean it up editorially, identify the problems, such as omissions, do-loops, contradictions, and offer solutions for the 2012 IBC.  Fundamentally, I am still uncomfortable with the fire zone concept and how the subtle distinctions between the use of the new fire zone, currently understood fire areas, control areas, smoke compartment, and the word “compartment” in the existing code is going to be interpreted and integrated into one another.  I do not agree that this format is a significant improvement to the format of the current Chapter 7.  I also worked on the first draft of Chapter 7 at the inception of the IBC, and now believe more than ever that the existing format would work well if the chapter‘s technical requirements and the formatting were properly groomed.  However, it is clear that the patience of the ICC membership, and likely ICC staff, have worn thin with the problems in Chapter 7, and an improved Chapter 7 would be well received.

Regardless of how the CTC decides to direct the Study Group, FS 162 (revised) is not ready, and will not likely be ready, for the 2009 IBC.  The membership should have the opportunity to review the entire chapter in a completed version before voting to include it in the 2009 IBC. Although the Study Group did make some significant forward movement at our last meeting, those compromises are not well enough developed for June deadline for public comments.  Even if the big picture items in FS 162 were unanimously and enthusiastically supported by the majority of the Study Group members (which they are not), there are still a number of other problems with the draft  that need more work before offering  FS 162 to the ICC membership. 

702 Definitions

1. I do not support the combining of all types of openings into one big catch-all definition.  Joints are different than atria, penetrations are different that doors, which includes testing, protection requirements, and function.  They are more dis similar than alike in many respects and require separation in the code. 

2. I do not support changing the existing understanding of element or assemblies. Current IBC adequately addresses the use of those terms.  Need to return to commonly understood terms throughout this document. 

3. Horizontal assembly and horizontal barrier are terms that will be mis-used in the field and are too similar as definitions.  Non fire resistance rated horizontal assembly, or fire resistance rated horizontal assembly is easier to understand and use. 

4. Agree that the requirements for nonlisted materials used in the code now (defined herein as flamestops and in the code as fireblocks) are messy and inconsistent.  I prepared a worksheet to identify code sections where such generic or unlisted material is required in code, and in what context.  Needs more work.

5. Term “opening protective assembly” is too general and is inconsistent with how products are currently listed by UL (and other labs) and the manufacturers who test their products for listing.  UL uses the terms “fire resistance rated assemblies” to include beams, floors, roofs, columns, and walls and partitions.  The term “system” is used to categorize joint systems, through-penetration firestop systems, and electrical circuit protective systems and duct assemblies.  The term “opening protective” refers to dampers, fire doors, glazing and related equipment.  

For the most part, the current IBC accurately conveys those same meanings, and to change that arbitrarily is creating un-needed busy work for all stakeholders in those fields – change for the sake of change is not an advantage. On page 10, penetrations  (715.2.2.4) and joints (715.5.2.2.5) and opening protective assemblies (715.6) are terms that are used interchangeably to describe a penetration and a joint – but that creates questions, not answers.  Call it what it is. 

707 Fire Walls

1. Why was opening allowance in 707.8 and in Exception 2 changed from 120 sq.ft in IBC to 156 sq. ft. ? 15 m2 is 161 sq. ft., not  156 sq. ft. 

2. Exception 1. What section does this point to? 707.1.1 in IBC? Or in this draft? Either way, may be wrong numbers ??  Confusing.

708 Fire Barriers

1.  The statement has been made that the formatting of FS 162 is easier to use than the current 

IBC.  To test this idea, I started with trying to find the firestopping requirements for fire barriers.  Section 708.7 in Fire Barriers sends me to Section 715.5.2.2 (1 hop). Section  715.5.2.2 sends me to read through this section to find Section 715.5.2.2.4 (2 hops), which sends me to Section 715.6.6 (3 hops).  Once in Section 715.6.6, the section lays out the requirements for through penetrations, but I then have to hop to 715.6.5.1 through 715.6.5.11 (this may be a typo – shouldn’t this be 715.6.6.1 through 715.6.11??)  to find the exceptions permitted for generic annular space materials (4 hops), and then continue on to 715.6.9 to find the requirements for wall membrane penetrations (5 hops).  I would not say that the IBC is any less complicated than this, but I cannot agree that, at least on this topic, that the current draft is less complicated than the current chapter 7 of the IBC.  Without belaboring the point, I found other topics to require about the same level of hopping around. 

2. Section 715.6.5.4 needs more numbering.  The paragraphs run on.

3.  On page 19, Exception 1 regarding the sprinkler trade off for smoke dampers is not clear that it only applies to corridors and it not a building wide trade off.

4. On page 19, the sentence “A listed smoke damper designed to resist the passage of smoke….” is not clear whether it applies to corridors that are smoke barriers, or is a building wide requirement.  This should have been more logically located in with the other smoke damper requirements.  Again, lots of hops to get all the info on smoke dampers…

(Did not spend any time on doors, windows, glazing, shutters, etc.)

715 Protection of Openings 

1. This section 715 is massive with many subsections.

2. Section 715.2. Needs more subsection numbers throughout.  715.2 does not really clearly explain or define the purpose, function, or boundaries of the fire zone. Exceptions 1 and 2 would be meaningless as written to someone who has not had the benefit of the numerous task group discussions. 

3. The last paragraph on page 6 “Fire zones shall be permitted to extend vertically…” is incomprehensible to me, especially when combined with the reference to 715.3.2. When is protection required and when isn’t it?  Can’t tell from these sections.  I believe that this was an effort to incorporate some of the comments and compromises from the second day of meetings in Northbrook, but I don’t think what we discussed is clearly stated here. 

4. Section 715.2.1 and 715.3.1. What and where is a “portion” of a fire zone?

5. Section 715.3.2. This section is nonsensical to me.  What are the “other openings” in horizontal assemblies that are not required to be enclosed?

6. 715.5.2.1. This is a presumption that goes beyond the IBC.  It doesn’t say that protection in non rated walls is not required - ever.  The IBC is silent. There is a difference.

7. 715.5.2.1 says protection is not required; but it may be, unless it isn’t. 

8. 715.6. 6. Last numbers. Where and what is Section 910.6? Can’t find it.

9. 715.6.6.1 First sentence is not grammatically correct.  Something is missing. Also, I have a problem starting with 715.6.6.1.  All the alternative methods permitted appear to be stand alone section that looks like they are the only applicable requirements for these conditions and specific assemblies. 

10. 715.6.7.1 Joints are tested to fire resistant ratings, not fire protection ratings. 

11. 715.6.7.4 and 715.6.7.5 sends user to 706.9 (1 hop) which send user to 713 (presumably to a new section on joints (2 hops)). Existing text from IBC send user to 704.9, (3 hops) or possibly back to 713.4 (4 hops??)  After that long trip, not much information has been obtained related to height and fire resistance requirements for curtain wall spandrels, which was promised in 715.6.7.4 in the first place…. In fairness, the problem is also in the current IBC. But this draft did not fix it either. Also a typo in 715.6.7.5. Should be 715.6.7.4, not 716.6.7.4, I think.

12. 715.8.1 titled Utility Openings is really about shaft enclosures.  Again, I think the user is better served by calling it what it is. 

13. Within 715.8.1 Utility Openings are sub sections called Openings. ( 715.8.1.4, 715.8.2.4)) What thing are we talking about and why do we need different terms if we are talking about the same thing? 

14. Section 715.8.3.  I presumed that we are talking about aria here, but this draft has specifically included escalators, and the IBC does not include escalator requirements in with the atrium provisions.  I think combining the requirements for these features this is asking for a problem in design and enforcement and in the field by not adding clarity. It is doing the opposite. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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