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“The mission of CSI is to

May is another busy month as the Fiscal Year draws to a close. Please note
below all the activities and opportunities available this month:

advance building information

June 10, 2016 — LRCSI Board Meeting—
Taggart Architects Conference Room

project teams to improve

June 17, 2016—LRCSI 50 Year Anniversary
and Awards Celebration

management and education of

facility performance. ...”
Institute

“Success is not final,
Failure is not fatal,

.

It is the courage to
Continue that counts."
-Winston Churchill
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President’s Message
Well here it is, my final message as the President of the Little
Rock Chapter. When I took over as President, the Chapter
was undergoing a metamorphosis of sorts. We had lost a few
long time members and we were seeing the pulling back of
some of the more seasoned members as well. This left us
with a vacuum of sorts in the leadership roles. With the help
of many of the existing members in the Little Rock Chapter,
some of the “new blood” that had joined the Chapter in recent months were brought into the
leadership roles and began their climb towards the ultimate leadership role within the
Chapter, the Presidency. I am proud that I could help and mentor these young members into
roles that will prepare them to take the Chapter to the next level.
In case you haven’t noticed, the Chapter also underwent an expansion of our place in the
technological world. We established a presence on Linked-In and Facebook and we updated
the website to reflect the most current data. This entry into the social media world has its
advantages and disadvantages as well. Tyler Newton, our Social Media Coordinator, is
doing an outstanding job keeping everyone who has friended or linked to our two sights
updated on the latest happenings. This presence will be expanded in the future as we get
more tech-savvy people into the Chapter.
Recruitment is a key element to the Chapter thriving and while we have not gained in
membership, we have held our own. I am hoping the exodus will stop and we can bring the
Chapter Membership back to the 130 we had previously. This will required each and every
one of you to help recruit new members.
Finally, I wanted to let you know that I will be representing the values and the goals of the
Gulf States Region at the Institute Board. My goal to to be as totally transparent as I can
within the confines of my new role. I will keep everyone informed as to what is happening at
Institute and especially with issues that may effect the Little Rock Chapter or the Gulf States
Region directly or indirectly. I promise you that I will not forget what I have learned over the
years both here in the Little Rock Chapter and in the Gulf States Region as well.
I will close out with a challenge—I challenge each and every one of you to recruit and mentor
a new member in the upcoming fiscal year. If we can bring our numbers back up and get a
whole new group of people willing to be involved, the Little Rock Chapter will thrive and be a
force within the Gulf States Region and the Institute.

In closing I would like to leave you with some quotes from some very famous and maybe
some no so famous people. It has been an honor and pleasure to serve as your President for
the past two years.

Progress is impossible without change, and those
who cannot change their minds cannot change
anything.
George Bernard Shaw
It may be hard for an egg to turn into a bird: it
would be a jolly sight harder for it to learn to fly
while remaining an egg. We are like eggs at
present. And you cannot go on indefinitely being
just an ordinary, decent egg. We must be hatched
or go bad.
C. S. Lewis
It ain't what you don't know that gets you into trouble. It's what you know for sure that just ain't so.
Mark Twain
Don't cry because it's over. Smile because it
happened.
Dr. Seuss

Educational Questions
Please refer to the CSI’s Project Delivery PracƟce Guide, ConstrucƟon
SpecificaƟons PracƟce Guide and ConstrucƟon Contract AdministraƟon
PracƟce Guide for industry standard knowledge, understanding and
guidance for the producƟon, use and administraƟon of construcƟon
documents…and the resources for this weekly program.

According to the AIA-A201, § Article 12 Uncovering and Correction of Work,
§ 12.2.2 After Substantial Completion:
1.

2.

Contractor shall promptly correct work found to be not in accordance with the contract
documents upon receipt of written notice from the owner within one year after the date of:
a.

Substantial completion of the work.

b.

Commencement of warranties. This becomes an issue when portions of the work are
completed and released for use by the owner prior to the substantial completion of all of the
work of the contract for construction…some warranties may commence prior to that date.

c.

a or b.

Contractor is not obligated to correct specific work found not to be in accordance with the
contract documents if the architect owner has previously given the contractor a written acceptance of
the condition of that work. The architect does not have the authority to relieve the contractor of
responsibility to meet contract requirements…this includes waiving contractor administrative
responsibilities.
True or False

3.

Contractor, at his cost and time, will correct work rejected by the owner architect or failing to
conform to the requirements of the contract documents, whether discovered before or after
substantial completion of the contract for construction.
True or False Architect, not owner, rejects as part of contract administration services. If owner rejects,
and work conforms with contract requirements, owner pays additional costs by means of change order
to make work acceptable. God bless the architect if contract required work does not conform with
owner’s program!

4.

Costs for rejected work to be borne by the contractor include:
a.

Additional testing and inspection expenses.

b.

The cost of uncovering and replacing compliant work concealing rejected work.

c.

Compensation for architect and his consultants’ services and expenses necessary to address
non-conforming work.

d.

All of the above. Yep! Both architect’s and project engineers’ costs (both owner’s and
architect’s consultant engineers) are paid by contractor…by means of change order.

e.

a and b.

According to the AIA-A201, § Article 12 Uncovering and Correction of
Work, § Article 12.1 Uncovering the Work:
5.

If work is covered by subsequent construction contrary to architect’s prior request or contract
requirements to examine prior to concealment, contractor at his time and expense, will uncover
and replace removed construction upon written request for examination by architect.
True or False

6.

If work is covered that was not specifically requested or required to be examined prior to being
covered and architect requests contractor to uncover for examination:

a.

Contractor will uncover and recover at owner’s expense. (If the covered work is compliant.)

b.

Contractor will uncover and recover at contractor's expense. (If the covered work is not compliant.)

c.

Contractor will uncover and recover at architect's expense. (Whether compliant or not, this is
not architect’s expense per A201.)

d.

Contractor will uncover and recover at architect’s expense if the work is found to be compliant
with the contract documents.

e.

None of the above.

Please refer to the CSI’s Project Delivery Practice Guide, Construction Specifications Practice
Guide and Construction Contract Administration Practice Guide for industry standard knowledge, understanding
and guidance for the production, use and administration of construction documents…and resources for
this weekly program.

Article Submitted by Sheldon Wolfe,
FCSI, CCS—Construction Specifier,
Curmudgeon, Heretic Architect

How did we get here? The good
old days
A couple of years ago I wrote two articles about
how the number of CSI members and CSI
chapters: "How did we get here? Membership,"
which showed how total membership changed
over the years, and "How did we get here?
Chapters," which looked at the change in the
number of chapters during the same time.
One of the things that has plagued CSI for some
time is a lack of a tangible something of value.
For a very long time, CSI offered useful things of
real value. The first part of our membership
curve suggests CSI must have had something
that brought in new members and led to the
creation of new chapters. Let's see if we can discover what that something was.
While reading several historical documents, I found nothing that said "We did this and gained 200
members!" but I found a few things that contributed to CSI's growth. Yes, there were a few
membership drives, but it's important to understand that a membership drive with nothing to offer
probably will be unsuccessful. If you have nothing to offer, what difference does it make if you can get
it at half price?
To understand what made CSI grow, we must look at what it was about construction documents that
encouraged the formation of CSI. We could search for documents from that time and analyze them, or
we could use the original goals of the organization as an indicator of what was wrong with
construction documents. Consider this list of the five priorities, and what they suggest - if these things
were not problems, there would have been no reason to include fixing them as goals!


Better specification writing. Unless specifications were poorly written, there would have been
no need for improvement. I have read specifications written in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries and I will tell you they could have been better. Lacking the guidelines of
MasterFormat and SectionFormat, they appear to have been written in a stream-ofconsciousness style, wandering from one subject to another. They were inconsistent in style,
format, sequence, and organization, even when issued from the same office.

*

Simpler specifications. The specifications I read were short, which made them usable despite
other deficiencies. I can only speculate that by "simpler," CSI founders were thinking of
consistent formatting and style.

*

Standardization of building codes. Unfortunately, CSI has had no influence on building codes,
which, if anything, continue to become more complex and often contradictory.

*

Standardized specifications for public works at all levels. CSI has had some effect on public
sector specifications, at least for the organization of information. Today, most national and
many state agencies require compliance with MasterFormat and SectionFormat. More im
portant, because of the common use of commercial guide specifications and manufacturers'
specifications, there is a great amount of standardization throughout construction in the US.



Study of new materials and processes developed during World War II, as substitutes or
improvements. Although CSI formally presents discussion of new materials through the
Construction Specifier, it was the informal networking of members that helped promote new
materials and ideas.

Other objectives included: providing a forum for exchange of information among architects, engineers,
contractors, building maintenance engineers, educators, and others involved in construction;
improving quality, clarity, and technical validity of specifications; developing a greater appreciation of
the value of specifications; getting architecture and engineering schools to develop courses for
preparing specifications;
The architects who started CSI recognized the chaotic state of construction documents and banded
together to bring order to them. How did they do that? What did they do that enticed others to join
them?
In 1948, CSI had members but no chapters. Even though the bylaws allowed the formation of
chapters, with a minimum of ten members, it took a few years before chapters appeared. In 1960, an
article titled "Chapters Not Begun" was published in the Construction Specifier. It listed ten states that
had ten or more members, then encouraged those members to start local chapters. The Metro New
York Chapter, with thirty-nine members, was the first, followed by DC and Chicago chapters in 1952,
and Los Angeles in 1953.
I believe the founding of chapters was a big step in the initial growth of the organization. It's one thing
to know that others share common interests, quite another to meet with them, share information,
discuss problems, and work toward the elimination of those problems. Remember, at that time
communication was limited to written letters and phone calls. The chapter meeting became an
important member benefit and made it easy to show non-members why they should join. Membership
drives during these early days were quite successful. In 1956, 300 new members joined in six
months, and a membership in 1957 brought in nearly 1,000 members, along with seven new
chapters. Clearly, CSI had something to offer, as can be seen on the membership curve.
As noted, what we would call "networking" today was an important part of membership, but what else
did CSI offer? The Construction Specifier, first published the year after CSI was incorporated, had to
play a big part, with technical articles leading the way. 1950 saw the introduction of "Specification
Clinic", and it was common for the magazine to discuss how to write better specifications. Carl J.
Ebert, the editor from 1949 through 1963, understood what members needed to know and
successfully filled the magazine with needed information. The usefulness of the Specifier was made
evident in 1956 when 800 copies were taken by architects at that year's annual AIA convention.
The early '60s saw the addition of activities and programs that made CSI more attractive and
continued to draw more members. Committee work began in earnest, giving more members
opportunities to contribute to technical documents. The specifications competition was promoted in
the Specifier, and region conferences brought members together from larger areas. More technical
documents were included in the Specifier as "pink sheets" and chapters began technical research.

How did we get here? The good old days (Continued from Previous Page)
Two major publications finally addressed many of the problems known to specifiers and manufacturers. A series of pink sheets titled "A Manual of Practice for Specification Writing Methods" led to the
formation of a committee that would develop and publish the CSI Manual of Practice. During the
same period, the 20-page "CSI Format for Building Specifications" was published in the Specifier,
and the original 16 Divisions of MasterFormat were introduced. The Spec-Data program, started as
a joint venture with the Producers' Council, presented a standard method of presenting information,
a great boon to specifiers and manufacturers alike.
Together, all of these things brought great value to CSI members. There were things to do, problems
to solve, and face meetings were the way to get things done. By 1969, with the introduction of SectionFormat, most of CSI's important contributions to the industry were completed, and the membership curve flattened for the next decade.
The next growth spurt occurred from 1980 through 1996. CSI continued to develop its documents,
MasterFormat became the accepted standard for organization of all types of construction information, the five-digit numbering system was a great improvement over the limited four-digit system,
Uniform Location of Subject Matter was published, and in 1978, the CCS certification program was
introduced, followed by the CDT, the CCPR, and the CCCA.
Next month, we'll look at what has happened since then.
© 2016, Sheldon Wolfe, RA, FCSI, CCS, CCCA, CSC
Agree? Disagree? Leave your comments at http://swspecificthoughts.blogspot.com/

What’s missing here??

Your Article!
Send your Articles to the Editor
Billy J. Mathis, CSI, CDT
bjmathis@taggarch.com

Report on the Little Rock Chapter Annual Golf Tournament:
For those of you who could not make it out to the Country Club of Arkansas in Maumelle on Friday,
May 13th, 2016; you missed a fantastic day with great golf all the way around. The weather
cooperated beautifully with lows in the upper 50s in the morning to low 80s by Lunch.
We made every effort to ensure the experience for every player and volunteer was fantastic.
Registration was handled admirably by Tiffany Henry and Karen Williams, with some small assists
from myself and Tyler Newton. While all of that was going on—Garrett Shaffer and Tyler Newton
posted the Hole Sponsor Signs and the Country Club handled the “Hole-In-One” signs.
After the flurry of activity and people arriving, we made a couple of announcement and the Club
announced a few rules and then everyone headed to their starting holes. As that was happening,
Amber Self, Karen Williams, and Tiffany Henry (volunteers for the Beverage Cart) took on the
challenge cart drivers. They did an outstanding job and received nothing but compliments from
everyone.
When it was all said and done, we gave away door prizes and awarded the trophies. As you may not
know, in lieu of standard trophies, we gave out Yeti Ramblers and Colsters as the trophies. This was
a splendid success and will most likely be repeated.

As noted in the conclusion of the previous post, there is no substitute for showing everything required
both on the drawings and in the specifications. However, doing so without understanding the means
and methods clause will result in needless repetition and greater potential for contradictions, but more
Second Helping
important, it may also result in the architect assuming additional risk.

Article Submitted by Sheldon Wolfe,
FCSI, CCS—Construction Specifier,
© 2016, Sheldon Wolfe, RA, FCSI, CCS, CCCA, CSC
Curmudgeon, Heretic Architect
Agree? Disagree? Leave your comments at http://swspecificthoughts.blogspot.com/

Tell me again, part 2
In "Tell me again part 1" we looked at
how proper use of reference standards
can reduce the amount of text required
by making those standards part of the
specifications. Going back to the "say it
once" principal, proper use of Division
00 and Division 01 can go a long way toward eliminating needless text.
In the good old days, it was common to include at the beginning of every specification section a statement similar to this: "Drawings and General Provisions of the Contract, including General and Supplementary Conditions and Division - 1 Specification Sections, apply
to this Section."
CSI's Manual of Practice, Product Resource Manual, and Construction Specifications
Practice Guide explain how to eliminate this statement:
Although the Division 01 role in governing the work has been accepted in practice for
many years, this authority is not explicitly stated in either the AIA or EJCDC general conditions. Until that change is made, the authority should be established by a provision in the
supplementary conditions as follows: Sections of Division 01-General Requirements govern the work of all sections of the specifications.
Even though the A201 and other general conditions make it quite clear that the contractor
is responsible for means and methods, I expand this statement to read, Sections of Division 01-General Requirements govern the work of all sections of the specifications. The
Contractor shall ensure that all Subcontractors, Sub-subcontractors, and suppliers are
aware of and comply with the provisions of Division 01.
Having established the role of Division 01, there is no need to restate it in every specification section. The A201 agrees with that position, stating "The Contract Documents are
complementary, and what is required by one shall be as binding as if required by all." Other general conditions typically have similar statements.

Interestingly, while some specifications have followed CSI's advice and deleted the "Drawings
and General Provisions…" paragraph, many specifications now have added several more
needless references to Division 01 such as these:
Conduct pre-installation meeting in accordance with Division 01 Section 01 31 19.
Submit in accordance with Division 01, Section 01 33 00
Comply with requirements of Section 01 65 00 and Section 01 66 00.
Comply with provisions of Section 01 78 00.
Substitutions: Under provisions of Section 01 25 00
Examine conditions and proceed with work in accordance with Division 01, Section 01 71 00.
General: Comply with requirements of Division 01, Section 01 45 13.
"Well, I just want to help people find what they're looking for!" Following that logic, why stop
there? Why not include references to information about taxes, or contract modifications, or
final payment in each section?
Division 01 can save a lot more text than that found in the above references. Properly written,
they can minimize or eliminate many statements commonly found in specifications. One of the
most important requirements, with the widest applicability, is "Follow manufacturer's
instructions and recommendations."
The drawback with relying on manufacturers' instructions is that they might miss something,
or you might choose to specify more restrictive requirements. In those cases, Division 01
sections can reduce the need for many statements in the specification sections.
For example, consider the article for delivery, storage, and handling. Most materials should
be protected from the elements until they are installed. A comprehensive Section 01-6000 Product Requirements can include storage requirements such as temperature range,
humidity, and protection from moisture, that are suitable for all but a few products. Add the
basic requirement for complying with manufacturers' instructions, and there isn't much left to
say. Do the same for packaging, labeling, and handling, then go on to other subjects of
Division 01 sections, and you may find you can delete some of the standard articles in the
specifications.
Another place to look for redundancies is the "Common Work Results" sections found in
mechanical and electrical specifications. These sections often state requirements already
found in the general conditions, in bidding requirements, and in Division 01 sections. The only
time those subjects should be addressed is when mechanical and electrical specifications
have additional or unique requirements, and even then I would try to take care of the
differences in Division 00 and in Division 01.

I have looked at many of these sections at the beginning of mechanical and electrical Divisions, and rarely have I found anything not already specified in the front end of the project
manual. At best they are merely redundant; most of the time they are contradictory.
We spend a lot of time talking about Division 01, but it's also worth taking a look at what's in
the general conditions. I have seen many specifications that discuss payment for testing, for
re-inspection, for concealing work before it was inspected, for unauthorized work, and for
similar activities. These typically are covered in the general conditions; in the A201, they are
found in Articles 12 and 13.
Why are we so concerned about redundancies? Perhaps the biggest problem is that when
different people state the same thing they may do it differently. Another problem, which isn't
so obvious, is that the longer the specifications are, the longer it takes to read them, and the
more likely that things will be missed. Why add a lot of unnecessary text, making it harder
for the contractor to understand?
Shorter specs are more likely to be read, will be easier to read, and will be easier to interpret.
© 2015, Sheldon Wolfe, RA, FCSI, CCS, CCCA, CSC
Agree? Disagree? Leave your comments at http://swconstructivethoughts.blogspot.com/

WHERE TO FIND MASTERFORMAT
Once it is released later this spring, MasterFormat’s 2016 edition can be obtained via
CSI’s online bookstore at www.csinet.org. (Prices are $119 for members and $169 for
non-members.) Purchasers receive the physical book, a downloadable PDF that also includes the MasterFormat Numbers and Titles edition, and a transition matrix in Microsoft Excel format. In digital form, CSI’s standards and formats are licensed for access
by up to three users. (MasterFormat does not include pre-written specifications.)

f you are interested in following the Little Rock Chapter, our links are as follows (for Facebook
and LinkedIn look for the Little Rock Chapter):
Website: http://littlerock.csinet.org/

Facebook: www.facebook.com

LinkedIn: www.linkedin.com
If you are interested in Joining CSI or if you are just interested in keeping up with the information provided by CSI, See the slides shown from the “Why CSI” presentation

Your Board of Directors
at Work
Below are the topics that the Board of Directors took up at the April 6, 2016 Board Meeting
and the decisions made.
Old Business
1.

Spring 2016 LRCSI Golf Tournament: The Golf Tournament interim report was presented by
Billy Mathis. The final report will be presented at the June Board Meeting. The final
recommendation on final distribution will be discussed and approved at that meeting.

2.

50th Anniversary Celebration. The Little Rock Chapter reached its 50th Anniversary in
November 2015, however, due to scheduling issues, we had been unable to schedule the
actual celebration until now. The plan is to combine the 50th, the Membership Meeting and
the Awards Banquet into one big event on June 17th, at Murray Park Pavilion #5. The Event
will start at 11:00 and will run till nobody is left. More information is forthcoming.

3.

Awards – We received 4 Awards at the Region Award Banquet. Sanders 2000 won an
Organizational Certificate of Appreciation, Billy Mathis won awards for Rookie Editor of the
Year, Specification Competition Honorable Mention, and Certificate of Merit and Appreciation
for his work on the Region Operations Guide. We also have been notified that Sanders 2000
has been awarded the Institute Organizational Certificate of Appreciation. Beginning to look
like another banner year for the Little Rock Chapter.

New Business:
1.

The Officers and Board for FY2017 were duly elected and the appropriate report presented
with the results (attached).
Name / Position
Elected
a.
Clark Wood, CSI for President
b.
Garrett Shaffer, CSI for President Elect
c.
Tiffany Henry, CSI-EP for Secretary
d.
David Bradke, CSI Continuing as Treasurer
e.
Rachal Belanger, CSI for Director – Honors (2-yr Term)
f.
Zac Corbitt, CSI for Director – Education (2-yr Term)
g.
Katherine Flower, CSI, CDT, AHC, CDC continuing as
Director – Operations (1-yr remaining)
h.
Tyler Newton, CSI-EP continuing as Director Communications (1-yr remaining)

Votes
Received
18
19
19
19
18
19
18
18

After review, the Board voted unanimously to certify the election and accept the results
presented above.

2.

As a challenge statement to the incoming board, Billy Mathis presented the following ideas for
them to begin to look as alternative methods of getting CSI into the forefront of the Construction Industry in Arkansas. Some ideas gleaned from other Chapters are as follows:
a.

b.
c.
d.

Develop an Association Challenge of some sort in which all the Construction Industry
Associations can be involved. Ideas include some sort of cook-off, some sort of Challenge Sporting Event, etc. The idea is to get more emphasis on the Construction Industry and CSI.
Get more involved in the Community as an organization. Get with Habitat for Humanity
and work on a House, get active in local drives like “Summer Cereal Drive”, Toys for
Tots”, etc. Again, getting the name CSI out in the community.
Develop and publish a consolidated information page on a website which shows the
meeting dates and times for all Construction Industry Organizations and Associations
as well as any special events. This focuses the attention onto the CSI website.
Get more contractors involved somehow.

That ended the meeting.

Katie’s Corner
by Katie Flower, AOC, CDT,CSI

In today’s world we have an even harder time finding the
balance between life safety and security in the built
environment than ever before. As design professionals
we must do all we can to educate ourselves and our clients in ways to make public
buildings safer against security threats, while at the same time complying with
existing life safety and building codes.

Recreation centers and building codes: Then and now
(This Article is reprinted from the Online Construction Specifier, June 2nd, 2016 Issue)
by Christopher Rollhaus, AIA, LEED AP, and Robert Neu, AIA, LEED AP

Steven J. Cage Athletic & Recreation Center at Berry
College (Mount Berry, Georgia), designed by
Hastings+Chivetta Architects.
All photos © Hastings+Chivetta Architects/Sam Fentress Photography

Over the past two decades, the design of recreation and assembly buildings has undergone numerous
changes, brought about by everything from aesthetic trends and technology advances to demographic
shifts and new understanding about occupant comfort and user experience. Another major factor has
been ever-evolving building codes. This article touches on three revisions having the greatest impact
on Recreation (Type A-3) and Public Assembly (Type A-4) structures:
*
accessible seating dispersion;
*
egress requirements; and
*
the ‘20-foot Rule.’
Seating dispersion
When the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) was enacted into law, it was impossible for architects,
seating manufacturers, and facility owners to fully understand the requirements for compliance
because the law did not include guidelines for enforcement. Local building authorities were reluctant to
enforce or rule on ADA because it was a civil rights statute.

A guardrail at Berry College is locked in an upright position for safety, and
folds in half for a wheelchair patron. Seats underneath the rail are lower to
prevent obstructed view when standing.

Initially, ADA accessible seating in athletic performance venues was distributed primarily on the floor
at court level. One of the first major challenges to this seating distribution came from the Paralyzed
Veterans of America (PVA), which filed a lawsuit five years after the act’s passage. The lawsuit
maintained a wheelchair-bound person could not see over standing spectators. The landmark court
decision in favor of PVA forever changed the design of accessible seating in assembly buildings. Prior
to this ruling, the Department of Justice (DOJ) provided no clarification on the distribution
requirements for wheelchair locations in assembly buildings.
While Section 4.33.3 of the ADA Accessibility Guidelines( ADAAG) referred to lines of sight, no
specific reference was made to seeing over standing patrons. The courts found the MCI Center (now
Verizon Center) in Washington, D.C., was non-compliant in the quantity of wheelchair and companion
seats, and in having proper sight lines that would enable a wheelchair user to view the play area from
behind standing patrons. This case, along with a subsequent related one, set the precedence for the
prevailing ADA seating requirements.
Egress requirements
Egress requirements for Type A-3 and Type A-4 assembly buildings were unchanged from 1987 to
2009. TheInternational Building Codes (IBC) provided a formula for calculating the number of doors
and stairs required to exit the occupancy load from buildings with sprinkling systems. In 2009, the
code was revised to require the same number of egress doors and stairs formerly required in nonsprinklered buildings. The new code requires larger stairways and more exit doors for the same
number of occupants.
Complying with these requirements can be pricey, especially in a facility that contains a recreation
court (A-3 Assembly) and a performance court (A-4 Assembly). The Authority Having Jurisdiction
(AHJ) may count the occupancy of these spaces simultaneously. By combining the exiting
requirements of two large-volume spaces with high occupant loads, the AHJ can force designs that
sacrifice valuable program space in exchange for stairwells, elevators, and other means of egress.
The table below and on the next page illustrates the impact of this change for an occupancy load of
1500 people.

2006 IBC
Corridor

Doors

Stairs

Requirement per person

0.15 in.

0.15 in.

0.2 in.

x 1500 people

225 in.

225 in.

300 in.

Total requirements

18.75 ft

18.75 ft

25 ft

Unit requirements

18.75-ft wide corridors

seven doors @ 36 in.
wide

four stairs @ 6.25 ft wide

2009 IBC
Corridor

Doors

Stairs

Requirement per person

0.2 in.

0.2 in.

0.3 in.

x 1500 people

300 in.

300 in.

450 in.

Total requirements

25 ft

25 ft

37.5 ft

Unit requirements

25-ft wide corridors

nine doors @ 36 in.
wide

four stairs @ 9.38 ft wide or
six stairs @ 6.25 ft wide

Occupancy loads are calculated by dividing the space to be occupied by area per person. For
example, the 2009 IBCcalculates the occupancy load for a floor area with moveable chairs at 0.65
m2 (7 sf) per occupant. The calculation of occupancy load is impacted by whether patrons are
standing or seated, and in what type of chair they are seated.
The 20-foot Rule
For 25 years, the prevailing interpretation made by design professionals and building officials was
that building fire protection codes excluded roof structural members and decking 6.1 m (20 ft) or more
above any floor. This interpretation allowed designers to create open and light roof structures in field
houses, recreation courts, performance courts, and natatoriums.

Intumescent coating in the Marshall University
Recreation Center (Huntington, West Virginia).

Additionally, building officials would normally grant a variance to allow the exposed structure of a
jogging track suspended above the gymnasium floor. Even though the track surface was considered
a floor, the track was constructed with non-combustible materials; it was sprinkled on the underside; it
contained no concealed spaces, and it was highly visible. Local officials would normally grant a
variance to allow the roof structure above the jogging track to remain unprotected for the same
reasons the jogging track variance was allowed.
When the 2009 IBC was published, the wording for fire-resistance rating requirements was slightly
changed. Initially, the wording did not appear to have substantial impact, but the accompanying
commentary addressing the new requirements clarified the intent of the 20-ft provision applies only to
roof construction and secondary members, and not to primary members of the structural frame. This
means the main roof trusses, or beams, must now be protected from fire via fireproofing or, if allowed
by the AHJ, fire modeling could be presented to prove fireproofing is not required.
These code revisions arose from the National Institute of Standards and Technology’s (NIST)
investigation of the World Trade Center (WTC) collapse; they are aimed at increasing the fire
resistance of structures, especially taller structures, so they can be more easily evacuated in
emergencies. Even though this change occurred in the 2009 IBC, it was not immediately widely
enforced due to lack of awareness on the part of code officials. Recent increased enforcement of this
fire code revision is having significant impact on construction cost and aesthetics.
Cost
If the architect and owner want to achieve a light and airy ceiling structure, then the primary structural
members have to be coated with an intumescent coating that swells up under heat and protects the
steel from damage for an established time. Prices can vary, but there is an additional cost to the
project.

The additional cost for intumescent coating of the primary roof steel of a typical three-court gymnasium is about $5.50/sf. The additional cost for intumescent coating of the primary roof steel for a 1670m2 (18,000-sf) three-court gymnasium, therefore, is about $97,000.
If spray-on fireproofing is used, the cost is lower, but the less-attractive appearance of fireproofing
may trigger other expenses to conceal the visually unappealing material.

Aesthetics
Without adding significant cost to the project, a light, airy and open gymnasium structure is no longer achievable. From the standpoint of this article’s authors, there does not appear to be a welldefined reason for the definition changes in the 2009 IBC. In some jurisdictions, such as the Governing Building Authority in the State of Virginia (B-Com), the use of fire modeling is allowed. This
provision permits a computer simulation of a fire, and its predicted path and reaction to the space.
The cost of modeling ranges from $30,000 to $70,000; in most cases, the modeling shows that fire
in a Type A-3 or A-4 space does not heat the steel to a temperature that compromises its strength
before the required period of one hour.
At the date of this publication, the code wording for high ceiling spaces continues to be interpreted
differently—therefore, it is essential architects review all interpretations made by the local AHJ.

Christopher Rollhaus, AIA, LEED AP, is a senior associate and lead project architect for Hastings+Chivetta Architects. With more than 30 years of experience, he oversees projects in terms of development of
construction documents for educational, recreational, retail, and commercial facilities. Rollhaus is fully versed in
computer-aided drafting and design (CAD), building information modeling (BIM), and current building conditions.
He is the firm’s turf expert, and has co-authored an article on the new generation artificial turfs being used on today’s athletic fields. Rollhaus can be reached atcrollhaus@hcarchitects.com.

Robert Neu, AIA, LEED AP, is an associate and project architect for Hastings+Chivetta. With
nearly 20 years of experience developing architectural drawings for collegiate clients across the country, he is experienced at creating in-depth and detailed project documentation. Neu is skilled at integrating the work of designers and engineering consultants to achieve clients’ goals for their facility. He can be reached
at rneu@hcarchitects.com.

CHAPTER AWARDS TIME AGAIN
Do you know someone in the Chapter that you feel deserves recognition for his or her service? Is there a Firm or Business
that has provided unrivaled support to the Chapter this past year? Is there someone out there who epitomizes how a
Chapter Member or Officer should conduct themselves? Is there someone out there who has been there for you throughout
the year – teaching you – supporting you – helping you to grow as a CSI Member? If there is, please nominate them for a
Chapter Award. Recognition of members is the only form of “Payment” any volunteer organization like CSI has.
It is not too early to start thinking of who you would like to see garner the attention of the whole Chapter by receiving an
award. Come out and support your nominee or nominees. See them get their Award and be there to cheer them on. Who
knows, someone may have nominated you for an Award. Could be a surprising night. Come join us.
Here are the categories of the Awards available for nomination this year:
1.

ROOKIE OF THE YEAR - This award is presented to an individual who has rendered distinguished service to
the chapter in the advancement of its objectives or in its administration and who has not been a member of CSI
for more than 18 consecutive months.

2.

MEMBER OF THE YEAR - This award is presented to an individual who, above all other chapter members, has
rendered distinguished service to the chapter in the advancement of its objectives or in its administration.

3.

CHAPTER CERTIFICATE OF APPRECIATION “JOB WELL DONE” AWARD - This award is presented to an
individual who has rendered significant service beyond that expected of a member to the chapter in the
advancement of the Chapter’s objectives or in the Chapter’s administration..

4.

CHAPTER DISTINGUISHED SERVICE “LEADING THE WAY” AWARD – This award is presented to an
individual who has rendered distinguished service to the chapter in the advancement of its objectives or in its
ad ministration.

5.

CHAPTER ORGANIZATIONAL CERTIFICATE OF APPRECIATION - This award is presented to an
organization, firm, or association that has rendered significant service to the chapter in the advancement of its
objectives or in its administration. While this Award is selected by the Chapter Board of Directors, anyone can
nominate an organization for consideration, as a matter of fact it is welcomed.

6.

PEOPLE’S CHOICE AWARD – Do you know someone worthy of recognition, but don’t feel they fit into one of
the established categories? Is there someone out there who “tickles your fancy” at every event? Do you know
someone who is so organized it is painful? If you answered yes to any of these, you know someone deserving
of this Award. What we need is a “title” for the Award such as “Most Photogenic”, “Most Organized Member”
etc and then a complete description of why you feel this award is warranted.

7.

ALBERT R. HIBBS MEDAL - For loyal and dedicated service to the Chapter through contributions to CSI at
Chapter, Region or Institute levels. This is the highest award the Chapter gives to a member. Note: (This award
solicits nominations from the Chapter, and then is judged by a jury of past recipients)

8.

BETTY C. HAYS MEDAL - This award is presented to an individual who has been identified as living up to the
Ideals and Standards actively displayed by Betty Hays, FCSI, CCS, SCIP. While this is a Chapter Award,
contributions to CSI can be at all levels (Chapter, Region, and/or Institute). “Leading by Example”, this
individual will be one recognized throughout the Chapter, Region and even Institute for Chapter Activities and is
one who is considered a “Primary Support Pillar”.

The when and the where are still be worked on, but it will be in June and it will be at a great location. More information will
be forthcoming.
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