July 8, 2005
CODE TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE SCOPE & OBJECTIVES OF THE BALANCED FIRE PROTECTION AREA OF STUDY

On June 6, 2005, the following call for comments was posted on the Balanced Fire Protection page of the CTC on the ICC Website:

Area of Study - Balanced Fire Protection



Call for comments. The scope and objectives, is currently under development by the CTC (see April 14-15, 2005 minutes). This will be discussed at the July 25-26, 2005 meeting. The CTC welcomes your comments. Please e-mail written comments, in a detachable Word file to: [image: image1.png]


Mike Pfeiffer. 

Deadline for receipt of written comments is July 1, 2005.


Comments were received from the following individuals and are presented in alphabetical order:
Sam Francis, AF&PA
………………………………….Page 2

Joe Hetzel, DASMA …………………………………...Page 13
Thomas Jensen, FDNY ………………………………...Page 15
Jack Murphy, JJM & Associates, LLC…………………Page 16
Luke Woods, Grace …………………………………….Page 17
Sam Francis

AF&PA

Comments on the Scope and Objectives 

for Balanced Fire Protection

ICC Code Technology Committee

There are four major issues which need to be raised regarding the proposed Scope and Objectives for the Balanced Fire Protection Area of Study.  They are:

1.  The underlying assumption that the I-codes are unbalanced

2.  The underlying assumption that the I-codes have not met public expectations

3.  The assumption that the work products described in the document would somehow address the questions above.

4.  The assumption that the voting membership of ICC does not adequately understand and cannot recognize the concept of balanced fire protection.


The subject of balanced fire protection for buildings is not new,  nor is it obscure.  It is generally regarded that the legacy codes addressed this issue adequately, each in its own way.  In the late 1990's, the loose federation of Legacy Model Code associations began to try to blend their three separate codes into a single national model code.  Separate Technical Committees were created to look at given areas of the code.  These committees included General, Occupancy, Means of Egress, Fire Safety, and Structure.  These committees were restricted in their charge to use only one of the three legacy codes or BCMC reports as the basis for their respective code sections.  This was accomplished.


The Occupancy drafting committee reviewed the legacy codes and BCMC reports.  They then  used that material to develop the height limits and area limits of the IBC.  The work of the committee was subject to some criticism.  In an article in Building Standards, it is argued by the authors that balanced fire protection is lost in the draft of the IBC.  The authors go on to recommend that the IBC height and area limitations be scuttled and replaced with limits based on the 1988 BCMC report or, alternatively “the BCMC report provision limiting the aggregate floor area of a building to three times that of a one-story building should be included in the IBC.”1  The 2000 IBC has just such a limit.  It may  be concluded that the “overall level of property protection and life safety for the building and its occupants” which they sought is achieved because the IBC adopted  their recommendation.  Other authors agreed that the level of protection afforded by the IBC was similar to that achieved by the legacy codes.   “In general, use of the new IBC for occupancy plan review is not drastically different from the UBC, although there are new ways of doing things than we did before.”2

From the above cited references, it may be seen that the objective of achieving a level of balanced fire protection has been accomplished.  Since that edition of the code was published, there have been four code development cycles for supplements and/or full editions of the IBC.  The membership has had eight opportunities to undo any perceived imbalance of fire protection (four rounds of proposals and four rounds of challenges excluding the current cycle).


It may be concluded that the underlying assumption of improper or unbalanced fire protection in the IBC is an incorrect assumption.  The membership has supported it through four complete cycles.  But what about assumption #2: the IBC has not met public expectations?  Implicit in this assumption is the idea that the outcome has not met the test of Public Policy.  This too, is incorrect.  A simple review of the ICC website page showing code adoptions indicate that 45 states, Washington, DC and the U.S. Department of Defense have adopted the IBC (36 states and Washington DC have adopted the IFC).  No other competing model code has such a record.  In fact, the only other national model code has zero state adoptions. Each of those code adoptions involve a public notice of intent, a public hearing affording interested parties the opportunity to express their views and, generally, other comment periods to air grievances.  The States of Florida and Minnesota are excellent examples of this debate and the execution of public policy.  Minnesota has, as its procedure, a complete formal hearing before an administrative judge.  The State must make its case that its proposed action (code adoption in this case) meets the requirements of law and of public policy.  I have attached the State Code Administration’s response to the administrative judge’s queries from the adoption process as Appendix A.  The Department of Administration, Building Code Division said, in part:

 “as a minimum code, the document, and requirements contained therein, are all based on the public’s perception of “acceptable risk.” That minimum level of acceptable risk is also directly attributable to construction cost. The Division contends that the 2000 IBC, as a national model building code, has been developed under this same premise and as such, meets with the statutory prerequisites set out in 16B.59.”The above data show that any assumption that the IBC fails to meet public expectation or achieve public policy is an incorrect assumption.


In its draft scope and objectives, the Code Technology Committee suggests that its work product of a decision model  would enable an unknown audience to measure “balance’ of fire protection features.  Insofar as the committee has failed to specify who that audience might be, it cannot be assured that the model will accomplish that goal.  However, in light of the erroneous assumptions underlying the study, it may be deduced that the voting membership is the audience the CTC had in mind.  In that same light, though, it is clear that the membership has been quite able to make decisions sufficiently well informed so as to pass the public policy test.  Given that the membership has produced this widely accepted product, who then, could be the target of the decision-making model?  Since the committee does not know who the user would be, the committee cannot possibly create a “decision-assist” model which will be meaningful.  Moreover, if the public agencies hosting the public debate find that the IBC satisfies their expectations and adequately executes public policy, why is such a model necessary?  The voting members apparently  have not blundered.


The above discussion of assumptions and public policy actually address the fourth issue as well.  If the code is sufficiently well crafted to meet the public policy demands of safety at a reasonable cost, the implication that the voting members of ICC cannot tell balanced fire protection nor adequate public safety is wrong.


The so-called issues of balanced fire protection have been raised in other contexts.  Not the least of them has been fire fighter safety.  In fact, the National Fire Protection Association has formed task groups to look at both fire fighter safety issues and height and area issues.  Neither group arrived at conclusions which would conflict with the provisions of the IBC.  In fact, the basis of the limits to heights and to areas in the NFPA building code are developed to be identical to the IBC limits with NFPA 101 height limits superimposed on them.  In other words, this inquiry is not new.  It is not unique.   And it is not productive.  The questions raised by the committee are not questions of technology.  They are questions of divergent professional opinions.  The scope of the area of study suggest some relationship but the underlying assumptions of both the scope and the objectives are faulty.  The committee would best serve the Board of Directors and the voting membership of the International Code Council by reporting to the board that:

1.  Evidence shows that this area of study is not a technology issue

2.  Evidence shows that the presumed “imbalance” does not exist

3.  Evidence shows that the current provisions of the IBC are technically sound and meet the demands of Public Policy.

4.  Conclusions drawn from the evidence cited above are to report same and move on to the other three areas of study for the committee.

Footnotes:

1.  Kluver, Mark and Messersmith, Joseph J., Reconciling Allowable Area Differences of the Three Model Codes, Building Standards, May/June 1999

2.  Manuel, Leon.  Occupancy Plan Review Based On The IBC.  Building Standards, January/February, 1999.











Appendix A follows:

December 23, 2002

The HonorableAllan W. Klein

ADVANCE \d 4Administrative Law Judge

ADVANCE \d 4Office of Administrative Hearings

ADVANCE \d 4100 Washington Square, Suite 1700

ADVANCE \d 4Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401-2138

ADVANCE \d 4Re: In the Matter of the Proposed Rules Pertaining to Minnesota Rules, chapter 1305, the Adoption of the International Building Code
ADVANCE \d 4OAH Docket # 6-0210-15108-1
ADVANCE \d 4Dear Judge Klein:

ADVANCE \d 4This letter contains the preliminary responses of the Department of Administration’s Building Codes and Standards Division pre-hearing comments, hearing testimony, and post-hearing comments made in this matter.

ADVANCE \d 4I. The Department has met its burden to show that the proposed rules are needed and reasonable.

ADVANCE \d 4Minnesota Statutes, section 14.14 subdivision 2, requires the Department to “make an affirmative presentation of facts establishing the need and reasonableness of the proposed rules…” In making its affirmative presentation, the Department must show that its action has a rational basis. See G. Beck, M. Gossman, and L. Nehl-Trueman, Minnesota Administrative Procedure 325 (1998).

ADVANCE \d 4The affirmative presentation of the Department is contained in its Statement of Need and Reasonableness (SONAR). The Department is relying on its Statement to establish the need for and reasonableness of the proposed rules. The Department’s evidence clearly meets the rational basis standard and compels one to conclude that the proposed rules of the Department of Administration’s Building Codes and Standards Division are needed and reasonable.

ADVANCE \d 4II. The Department of Administration’s Building Codes and Standards Division has responded to the comments made and issues raised during the hearing and comment period. The Division contacted by fax all individuals but four who provided a fax number in their requests/comments a notice of hearing three days prior to the date of the hearing. The three individuals whom the Division attempted to fax did not have a functional fax machine at the time the faxes were sent, but those same individuals were also mailed a Notice of Hearing to ensure they had been contacted by the Division. The Division also sent a Notice of Hearing by U.S. Mail to all individuals that requested a hearing or commented on the rule three days prior to the date of the hearing.

ADVANCE \d 4The proposed Department of Administration’s Building Codes and Standards Division’s rules governing Minnesota Rules, chapter 1305, the Adoption of the International Building Code (IBC) generated a great deal of interest as evidenced by the attendance at the public hearing and the written submissions made since the hearing. Many comments were made and many issues were raised during this time. The Department’s response follows each comment or issue.

ADVANCE \d 4Comment One: Mr. Brent Hall suggested in a letter received by the Department during the official comment period that the Department add a new section to the rules to address compartmentation of elevator shafts as it relates to fire and smoke movement. In his letter, Mr. Hall suggested that the Department amend section 707 of the 2000 International Building Code as follows:

ADVANCE \d 4707.7 Openings. Openings in a shaft enclosure shall be protected in accordance with 714 as required for fire barriers. Such openings shall restrict the movement of smoke through openings in accordance with 710.5.2 and shall be self-closing or automatic closing by smoke detection in accordance with 710.5.3. Mr. Hall stated that the change, as he proposed, would bring consistency to compartmentation requirements in the IBC as they relate to shaft enclosures and remove confusion over smoke versus heat protection requirements.

ADVANCE \d 4Response: In a telephone conversation with Mr. Hall, Department staff explained to Mr. Hall that the Department does not believe that this proposal is unreasonable, except for procedural implications. This proposal would cause all subsequent provisions to be revised. This type of change could be construed as substantial and the Department does not wish further delay its proposed adoption. Mr. Hall stated that he understood the Department’s dilemma.

ADVANCE \d 4Comment Two: Approximately 41 letters were received with suggested changes to the 2000 International Building Code’s height and area table located in section 503. The letters also suggested that a new section be added at 1305.0420 to provide for Group A-4 and A-5 occupancies based on section 303.2.2.3 in the 1997 Uniform Building Code.

ADVANCE \d 4Response: The following statement contains the Department’s response to opposition received from each of the 41 letters referenced herein. The statement also contains a response to the individuals that had testified against the allowable area table (IBC Table 503) at the public hearing. 

ADVANCE \d 4Throughout the hearing, (and in response to the 41 letters) the opponents objection is/was specific to one primary issue, that being the “allowable area” table found in Chapter 5 of the 2000 IBC (Table 503). At the hearing, a number of individuals testified against the allowable areas of the IBC with separate and distinct arguments as to why IBC Table 503 should be deleted entirely and replaced with the current “allowable area” standards found in the 1998 MSBC (Table 5-B of the 1997 UBC). The authors of the 41 letters provided similar arguments to represent their objection. 

ADVANCE \d 4The basic, but primary area of concern raised by the opponents was how large buildings are allowed to be constructed under the proposed 2000 International Building Code. The opponents argued that the IBC allows buildings to be designed and constructed much too large and as such, [the buildings] are unsafe. Each of the proponents requested that the Division throw out IBC Table 503 and revert back to the current UBC - Table 5-B “allowable building area” table. Their specific points of contention were:

ADVANCE \d 4The following represents the BCSD response to each of the four points raised:

ADVANCE \d 41. The figures in IBC Table 503 are arbitrary and have no factual basis.

ADVANCE \d 4Testimony was presented by Mr. Sam W. Francis, American Forest and Paper, and Mr. William Wall, ICBO, that clearly established the national consensus process that was used to arrive at the figures. The numbers were not arbitrarily arrived at, but were based on the least restrictive requirements of the three model codes used in the U.S. As Steve Hernick, Assistant Director BCSD, articulated in his opening statement under MN STAT § 16B.59, the state building code policy and purpose includes that “…The construction of buildings should be permitted at the least possible cost consistent with recognized standards of health and safety.” The 2000 IBC is a national model building code that was compiled/authored on a consensus basis. In fact, it is a compilation of three national model building codes that had been in existence for over 50 years. The allowable area figures found in each of the three model codes used to develop the IBC were all developed under a similar consensus adoption process. With regard to the testimony provided by both Mr. Francis & Mr. Wall, the Division believes that we have specifically met the statutory responsibility with the proposed adoption of the 2000 IBC, including Table 503.

ADVANCE \d 42. The IBC relies too heavily on an automatic fire-suppression system.

ADVANCE \d 4Included is the research paper U.S. Experience with Sprinklers by Kimberly D. Rohr of NFPA which demonstrates that property loss and loss of life is historically reduced by ½ to 2/3rds in buildings equipped with an automatic fire-suppression system. Her conclusion (which was supported by testimony given by Mr. Nyle Zikmund, Fire Chief - Spring Lake Park/Blaine and Mounds View, and Mr. Bob James, Fire Marshal – Bloomington), is that the code should not only mandate a fire suppression system in more buildings - and at a lower threshold, but should also provide more incentives to encourage sprinkler installations in all buildings that would not normally be mandated otherwise. The IBC reflects this philosophy. (See the enclosed document published by NFPA.) 

ADVANCE \d 43. Fire-suppression systems are not totally reliable.
ADVANCE \d 4Testimony was presented by Mr. Don Cass, National Fire Sprinklers Association that showed why the percentages listed as “sprinkler failure” in the NFPA report reference by Mr. Richard Litch, RRL Consulting Solutions, are not totally accurate and therefore artificially inflate the percentage. This is also supported in Ms. Rohr’s research paper as mentioned in item 2 above. Regardless of the accuracy of the percentages, the actual numbers needs to be put in proper perspective. The 17% sprinkler failure is actually less than 1% of total number of buildings and only 7% of the buildings with fires. Keeping in mind that the vast majority of building stock doesn’t have fires every year. This is probably better illustrated by the following figure:

ADVANCE \d 4All Buildings

ADVANCE \d 4(100%)

ADVANCE \d 4% of buildings that have a fire each year (5%)

ADVANCE \d 4Buildings without Buildings with

ADVANCE \d 4fire suppression fire suppression

ADVANCE \d 4(60%) (40%) 

ADVANCE \d 4Fire suppression Fire suppression

ADVANCE \d 4Operated (83%) Failure (17%) 

ADVANCE \d 4Property Loss/ Property Loss/ Property Loss/

ADVANCE \d 4Loss of Life Loss of Life Loss of Life

ADVANCE \d 4In the end the reduction of property loss & loss of life attributed to sprinkler installation (1/2 to 2/3rds) more than compensates for the few incidents where the fire suppression system “failed.”

ADVANCE \d 44. The adoption of IBC Table 503 would be a step backwards in life-safety for Minnesota.

ADVANCE \d 4If the IBC were compared to the UBC solely based on the allowable area, height and number of stories table, then the IBC would definitely be taking a step backwards, however the codes need to be compared in their entirety before that conclusion can be reached. Arguments that the IBC no longer provides “balanced” approach between passive and active were appropriately disputed by Mr. Wall and Mr. Larsen by identifying several provisions of the IBC that were much more restrictive than the UBC. Those items include, but are not limited to such things as: Fire suppression systems are required more often and at a lower threshold; automatic fire alarms are required in more instances; exit travel distance (how far an occupant must travel before reaching safety) has become much more restrictive; interior finishes within a building are more restrictive in terms of the fire classifications; and, the opening of (between) floor levels is more restrictive. 

ADVANCE \d 4It should also be noted that the groups opposed to the inclusion of IBC Table 503 are also the groups most likely to experience a loss of revenue (materials and/or labor) due to a reduction in fire-resistive construction.

ADVANCE \d 4Again, in regards to provisions of the statutory charge found in MS 16B.59 and supporting testimony as provided by Mr. Francis, “….The construction of buildings should be permitted at the least possible cost consistent with recognized standards of health and safety.” As Mr. Francis stated, as a minimum code, the document, and requirements contained therein, are all based on the public’s perception of “acceptable risk.” That minimum level of acceptable risk is also directly attributable to construction cost. The Division contends that the 2000 IBC, as a national model building code, has been developed under this same premise and as such, meets with the statutory prerequisites set out in 16B.59. 

ADVANCE \d 4Therefore, the Department stands by its contention to adopt the 2000 International Building Code with amendments as proposed in Minnesota Rule, chapter 1305, without change to IBC Table 503.

ADVANCE \d 4Comment Three: A nursing care facility provided a comment that stated revisions to sections 907.2.6.4 and 407.6 do not take into consideration new technologies in nursing facilities, such as nurse call facilities going to a wireless system.

ADVANCE \d 4Response: Because the proposed amendments to the fire alarm requirements in the code are being made to correlate with the state fire code, Deputy State Fire Marshal Robert Imholte was asked to contact the facility. Mr. Imholte spoke with the facility administrator by phone on November 22, 2002 and explained that the proposed rules do allow the Building Official to consider new technologies. The authority to do that can be found in the alternate methods and materials section of the proposed rules containing the administrative provisions to the building code [see Part 1300.0110, subp. 13]. Mr. Imholte explained further that he had, in fact, already met with a vendor about installing a wireless room smoke detection system in a nursing home on a trial basis.
ADVANCE \d 4Comment Four: Greg Cahanin, a representative for the Building Performance Research Institute proposed a change to fire barrier protection provisions in a handout he provided to the Judge and the Department’s panel. The handout suggested that the Department add three amendments to its rule language. 

ADVANCE \d 4A. Revise IBC section 707.7 as follows:

ADVANCE \d 4707.7 Openings. Openings in a shaft enclosure shall be protected in accordance with 714 as required for fire barriers and listed in Table 714.2. Such openings shall restrict the movement of smoke through openings using smoke-control or draft-control assemblies in accordance with 714.2.3.2 and shall be self-closing or automatic closing by smoke detection.

ADVANCE \d 4B. Revise IBC section 707.14.1 as follows:

ADVANCE \d 4707.14.1 Elevator lobby. Elevators opening into a fire-resistance-rated corridor as require by section 1004.3.2.1 shall be provided with an elevator lobby at each floor containing such a corridor. The lobby shall completely separate the elevators from the corridor by fire barriers and the required opening protection. Elevator lobbies shall have at least one means of egress complying with Chapter 10 and other provisions within this code.

ADVANCE \d 4Exceptions:

ADVANCE \d 41. In office buildings, separations are not required from a street floor elevator lobby provided the entire street floor is equipped with an automatic sprinkler system in accordance with section 03.3.1.1.

ADVANCE \d 42. Elevators not required to be located in a shaft in accordance with Section 707.2.

ADVANCE \d 43. Where additional fire or smoke rated doors or other assemblies meeting requirements of 714.2.3 are provided in accordance with Section 3002.6.

ADVANCE \d 44. In other than Groups I-2 and I-3, and buildings more than four stories above the lowest level of fire department vehicle access, lobby separation is not required where the building, including the lobby and corridors leading to the lobby, is protected by an automatic sprinkler system installed throughout in accordance with Section 903.3.1.1 or 903.3.1.2.

ADVANCE \d 4C. Revise Section 714.2.3 as follows:

ADVANCE \d 4714.2.3. Doors in corridors and smoke barriers. Fire doors in fire or smoke barrier walls having a fire resistance rating in accordance with Table 714.2 shall be tested in accordance with NFPA 252 or UL10C.
ADVANCE \d 4714.2.3.1 Fire doors required to have a minimum fire-protection rating of 20 minutes where located in corridor walls or smoke barrier walls having a fire-resistance rating in accordance with Table 714.2 shall be tested in accordance with NFPA 252 or UL 10C without the hose stream test. If a 20-minute fire door or fire door assembly contains glazing material, the glazing material in the door itself shall have a minimum fire-protection rating of 20 minutes and be exempt from the hose stream test. Glazing material in any other part of the door assembly, including transom lites and sidelites, shall be tested in accordance with NFPA 257, including the hose stream test, in accordance with Section 714.3.

ADVANCE \d 4714.2.3.2 Fire doors shall also meet the requirements for a smoke and draft-control door assembly tested in accordance with UL 1784 with an artificial bottom seal installed across the full width of the bottom of the door assembly. The air leakage rate of the door assembly shall not exceed 3.0 cfm per square foot of door opening at 0.10 inch of water for both the ambient temperature and elevated temperature tests. Louvers shall be prohibited.

ADVANCE \d 4Response: The Department does not view this proposal as unreasonable and agrees with Mr. Cahanin. The Department will incorporate this proposal into the rule if Judge Klein does not deem this proposal as a substantial change to the rule. If the Judge rules that this change would be substantial, then the Department will not incorporate the proposal into the rule because it could significantly delay adoption of the rest of the State Building Code. The information included in Supplements subsequent to the initial document is not considered part of model document, however, supplemental information may appear in the next model document. If this information is incorporated into the 2003 model document, there will be no need for the Department to amend any section relative to this issue.

ADVANCE \d 4Comment Five: Steve Pedracine from the Minnesota Lath and Plaster Bureau asked to show a video of testimony from Dr. W. Gene Corley and a video on Monokote. These tapes were shown at the end of the hearing.

ADVANCE \d 4Response: In response to the videotaped testimony from Dr. W. Gene Corley, the Department believes that the issues Dr. Corley raised are not quite relevant to this rule chapter for two reasons. The first issue the Department disputes is Dr. Corley’s implication that sprinkler systems are less reliable than passive fire protection, as in the case of the World Trade Center collapse, because they can fail. While it may be true in the case of the World Trade Center collapse the sprinkler system was taken out by the airplane and subsequent explosion, it is also the case that the passive fire protection was blown off by the plane and subsequent explosion. In that example, it is difficult to generalize to any single failure being the primary reason for the collapse of the structures.

ADVANCE \d 4The second issue the Department disputes relative to Dr. Corley’s testimony deals with the rare likelihood of circumstances occurring, like the world trade center attack against America, in this state. Minnesota is not known for towering skyscrapers and structures representative of America. The Department must weigh the risks of these scenarios against the added expense associated with possible overprotective measures of construction that may not be warranted in this region.

ADVANCE \d 4In response to the video shown on Monokote and the burning building, the Department would like to respond to two issues. The first issue is that, at the end of the video, sprinkler systems were addressed. The building owner was in the process of installing a sprinkler system in the financial building that burned, but they were not functional at the time of the fire. With the Monokote system in place, the fire did spread to 4 or 5 other floors before it was extinguished. While that performance may prove to be good, it is impossible to know how many of those 4 or 5 floors may not have been affected by the fire if the sprinkler system would have been functioning. Perhaps the fire may have been contained to the fire area and nothing more. And, clearly, the video testifies to the fact that a choice had been made by the building owner to install the sprinkler system, which attests to the fact that the owner believed it was necessary and may have been required by code in that area.

ADVANCE \d 4Comment Six: Richard Licht representing the Minnesota Lath and Plaster Bureau presented a Micosoft Powerpoint presentation explaining the Bureau’s proposed changes to the height and area tables. The majority of the presentation provided statistical information on how fire sprinkler systems did not work and that in buildings protected with only fire sprinklers (not passive fire-protection), the rate of fire loss was exorbitant.

ADVANCE \d 4Response: The Department would like to again reference the attached document entitled U.S. Experience with Sprinklers, as published by the NFPA (written by Ms. Kimberly D. Rohr). The Department believes that many of the factors and/or statistics used in the presentation by Mr. Licht were extracted from this document. The Department would also like to reference this document to substantiate the position that the allowable area figures found in the 2000 IBC were based on sprinkler effectiveness as well as other building component (passive) elements. The Department believes that IBC Code development committee members were well aware of the life-safety statistics and concerns Mr. Licht references. In the executive summary, the NFPA document states that “….The average property loss per fire are both cut by one-half to two-thirds, compared to fires where sprinklers are not present….” When the results of the entire document/study are considered, the conclusion Mr. Licht represents is not supported by this NFPA document. (Please see the itemized/highlighted sections of this reference document.) 

ADVANCE \d 4Comment Seven: Dwayne Becker from Fire Trak Corporation stated that with regard to heights and areas, we won’t have feedback or knowledge of the safety levels of these tables for 15 or 20 years, and after lives have been lost.

ADVANCE \d 4Response: Mr. Becker’s comments are not necessarily true in that the allowable area figures established in IBC Table 503 are already in use. They are not “new” or “foreign” allowable area figures. The figures represented IBC Table 503, are and have previously been applied in many areas of the U.S. where one of the three national model building codes had been adopted. All figures found in IBC Table 503 came from either the Uniform Building Code (UBC), the Building Officials and Code Administrators (BOCA), or the Southern Building Code Conference International (SBCCI) codes. Each of those codes’ allowable area figures was used in the compilation of the 2000 IBC Table 503. The level of acceptable fire safety of each code had been considered where each document had been adopted/enforced. The levels of safety of each code was and is represented in history and has deemed to be an acceptable minimum standards in the merger and compilation of the 2000 IBC.

ADVANCE \d 4Comment Eight: Dwayne Becker from Fire Trak Corporation asked the Department if the existing building code was different in how applications of fire-resistive provisions were applied to existing buildings being remodeled or added to. Jerry Norman from the Building Codes and Standards Division responded to Mr. Becker at the hearing. Mr. Becker seemed to be satisfied with Mr. Norman’s response.

ADVANCE \d 4Response: None necessary.

ADVANCE \d 4The Department has addressed the numerous concerns raised during the hearing and comment period. The Department has shown the rules to be needed and reasonable. Adoption of these rules should be recommended.

ADVANCE \d 4Respectfully submitted,

ADVANCE \d 4Tom Joachim, Director

ADVANCE \d 4Building Codes and Standards Division

ADVANCE \d 4Department of Administration

Joe Hetzel

DASMA Comment 
Balanced Fire Protection in the International Building Code (IBC)

July 1, 2005

The Door & Access Systems Manufacturers Association (DASMA) is a trade association comprising manufacturers of rolling steel fire doors among other door and access systems related products.  We estimate that DASMA represents over 80% of the rolling steel fire door market in the U.S. today.

We understand that the ICC Code Technology Council is conducting an investigation as to what constitutes an acceptable balance between active and passive fire protection measures with respect to meeting the fire and life safety objectives of the IBC.  Therefore, since we believe rolling steel fire doors play an important role in providing passive fire protection measures to buildings, we wish to offer comments relating to balanced fire protection.

By definition, the purpose of a rolling steel fire door is to close automatically from the open position in the case of a fire situation, and when closed prevent the spread of fire from one area to another.  Such a door is designed to close through a release device system that is activated when a designed temperature threshold is reached and sensed by such system.  In some cases, a rolling steel fire door will close upon receipt of a signal from a building’s fire and/or smoke alarm system.  

A rolling steel fire door in the fully closed position is specifically designed to prevent such fire-spreading effluents as hot gases, flames and combustible projectiles from passing through an opening in a wall, thus helping to limit the propagation of fire inside or outside a building as a whole.  It is important to note that rolling steel fire doors typically cover large openings in walls, usually at least 8’ x 8’ but often as large as 14’ x 14’ and larger.

If code provisions are changed and walls that once required rolling steel fire doors are no longer required to be fire rated, two scenarios arise.  One is that large openings will remain open during a fire situation because open doors will not automatically close.  The other is that large openings will be closed by products that will not contain the fire-spreading effluents described earlier.

When walls that formerly required rolling steel fire doors are no longer fire rated, and the failure of the active fire protection system occurs, very serious consequences can result to a building.  Since rolling steel fire doors act as principal means of area containment, large openings in walls become highly vulnerable to the passage of hot gases, flames and combustible projectiles.  The end result could be a fire that could have been contained within a specific area, conducive to local fire department control, suddenly turns into a catastrophic occurrence posing a potentially significant endangerment to life safety, building damage and resulting losses.

In March 2003, DASMA commissioned Koffel Associates, Inc. to prepare a report entitled “Analysis of Rolling Steel Fire Door Requirements in the IBC and NFPA 5000.”  The purpose of the report was to help DASMA assess whether to prepare code change proposals regarding sprinkler tradeoffs.  The report also contained a discussion of whether formal industry research and testing would be needed to support such proposals and suggestions as to other organizations with which DASMA could consider partnering to carry out the intended work.

The Koffel Associates, Inc. report showed that code content relating to height and area tables, fire occupancy separations, types of construction, fire walls, exterior walls and corridor walls affects the use of rolling steel fire doors.  After analyzing the content of the report, DASMA reiterated its support for the activities of the Alliance for Fire and Smoke Containment and Control in its efforts to promote balanced fire protection provisions within the IBC.  For your convenience, we are attaching a copy of the Koffel Associates, Inc. report for your reference and future use, since it provides clear direction on code content particularly where rolling steel fire doors are affected.

DASMA fully supports the scope, objectives and work products to be undertaken by the Code Technology Committee in the area of balanced fire protection.  We stand ready to offer any expertise needed regarding rolling steel fire doors and their prominent role in the additional line of defense for building fire protection and, more importantly, life safety.

From: Thomas Jensen [jensent@fdny.nyc.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2005 4:43 PM

To: Mike Pfeiffer

Subject: A Balanced Approach to Fire Protection

Dear Mr. Pfeiffer,

I am a Deputy Chief with the FDNY, assigned to midtown Manhattan.  I am also involved in committees working to adopt the IBC and IFC in New York City.  I am concerned that we are losing many building life safety features in some kind of trade off for active fire protection features. 

The safest systems should include a balanced approach utilizing a combination of the best active and passive systems.  If we employ only active systems and a system fails to operate we can be in big trouble.

I also encourage the inclusion of more firefighters on the Balanced Fire Protection Committee.  This will hopefully bring more "balance" to the committee.

Respectfully submitted,

Thomas M. Jensen

Division Commander, Division 3   

Confidentiality Notice:

This message may contain information that is confidential or privileged.

If you are not the intended recipient,

Please advise the sender immediately and delete this message.

From: Jack Murphy [JJMAssociates@nj.rr.com]
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2005 12:46 PM
To: Mike Pfeiffer
Subject: An Effective Balance Approach for Fire Protection

Importance: High

Dear Mr. Pfeiffer,
 

On July 25, 2005 the International Code Council (ICC) will be holding a Code Technology Committee meeting on the acceptable balance of active and passive fire protection measures.

 

JJM & Associates, LLC supports an effective Balance Approach to Fire Protection to provide better building life safety features for all the building occupants, the firefighters and other emergency people.  An effective Balance Approach will ensure a BETTER containment of smoke travel to areas far beyond the fire origin and enable all occupants, especially those with special needs to egress in an environment reasonably free from toxic levels of smoke.   This Balance Approach will also enable firefighters to perform a more rapid and effective search and rescue.
 

We also advocate the inclusion of more firefighters be appointed to the Balance Fire Protection Committee that will be tasked with the responsibility to make recommendations to the International Building and Fire Codes.  At the present ONLY one [1] of the eleven [11] members represents the fire service and ONLY one [1] person represents Accessibility for people with a disabilities. 
 

Respectfully submitted,
Jack J. Murphy,
Managing Director
 

 

JJM & Associates, LLC
236 Overlook Avenue
Leonia, New Jersey 07605
(201) 944-2753 Office 
(201) 944-6169 Fax 
"Vigilance - The Act of Carefully Watching"
__________________________________________________________
Emergency Preparedness: Emergency Action Plans, Emergency Operations Center and Building Reconnaissance Surveys
Fire & Life Safety Practices for: Fire Codes, Fire Litigation, Fire Protection Systems and Building Evacuations
Professional Training for: Emergency Preparedness, Fire & Life Safety and the Fire Service
 

Grace Construction Products
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Luke C. Woods

W.R. Grace & Co Conn.

62 Whittemore Avenue

Cambridge, Mass.  02140-1692

Phone: (617) 498-4441 

Fax: (617) 498-4419  

luke.woods@grace.com

June 30, 2005

Mike Pfeiffer, P.E.

Committee Secretary

Vice President, Codes &

Standards Development

Chicago District Office

(708) 799-2300 X 4338

Fax (708) 799-0320
Re: Public Comment for CTC

I am submitting this comment on behalf of W.R. Grace.

We would like to applaud the committee for taking a comprehensive look at this vital issue in the fire protection and life safety environment.  While we feel that the scope of this committee is strong and on track with the need for a balance of fire protection measures with respect to meeting the fire and life safety objectives of the IBC we also would like to see how the short term needs for a balance in fire protection can be satisfied.  We feel that this committee should address these issues not only in the long-term range of impact but the short term as well to reflect upon the current code and changes taking effect today.  Our concern is that while the effort and productivity of the committee is at a high level, the need for the short-term recommendations will not be satisfied.

Sincerely,

[image: image3.jpg]



Luke C. Woods

Manager, Approvals and Standard
Page 5 of 18

