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President’s Thoughts
By Billy J. Mathis, FCSI, CDT
Summer is in the making and the months are flying by. As we speak, more and more people are getting
vaccinated and we are starting to make a return to the new normal. I say the new normal because in my
opinion we will never return to the way it was before COVID-19 reared its ugly head. Not wanting to be that
“doom and gloom” person, I do have some good news to bring to everyone. First and foremost, we are
starting to see the lessening of the restrictions on both our ability to attend functions in person and our ability
to not necessarily wear masks in certain situations, like being outdoors. With this, bodes the return of
certain functions we in CSI hold near and dear, the conference. There are two “In-Person” Conferences
scheduled for August and September of this year.
The first is the Gulf States Region Leadership Conference. It will be in Huntsville, Alabama. The date has
been pushed a time or two due to pandemic concerns, but we are finally ready to get together again. The
Conference dates are as follows:

More details will follow but please save the date:
August 19th Huntsville CSI Technology CEU’s Day
August 20th and 21st Conference events.
In addition to the GSR Conference, we have been notified by CSI that CSI National will be holding a national, in-person conference this
Fall in Nashville, Tennessee this year. This is not CONSTRUCT but is a totally CSI managed and oriented function which will
concentrate on the pillars of CSI – Leadership – Education – Fellowship. CSI National will invite the CSI community to gather in the
heart of Nashville on Sept. 22-24, 2021 at the new Grand Hyatt to learn and network with peers and industry leaders.
Of course, we will be observing social distancing and masking requirements of the host state and the CDC recommendations. I am
hoping to see each of you at one of the events if not both. Keep your eyes open for information flowing down the pipeline for each
event.
Speaking of the CDC Recommendations. We are in the gray area between the Pandemic as we have known it and the new “Normal”
we will be making. I am constantly going places and meeting people in situations that just a few short weeks ago might not have
happened. With the CDC saying people who are vaccinated may attend functions, enter stores, etc without masking up is a great step,
but we must look to other places around the world where the easing of requirements before the “herd immunity” was achieved has led
to the spread of the virus to mostly the unvaccinated population. Since we are not even 50% vaccinated in this country, I would urge
people who are vaccinated to use due caution when not wearing a mask. And for those who have chosen not to vaccinate, please take
the standard precautions when going out in public. While the CDC is saying that vaccinated people are not likely to get or carry COVID19, it is not unheard of and your health and well being is just as important as everyone else.

Finally, I would like to urge every member of the Little Rock Chapter, CSI to begin to recruit new members, especially those seeking a
challenge and possibly would like to take a leadership role in the Chapter. We have weathered the economic downturn, the uncertainty
of the COVID-19 Pandemic, and now we need to get new and younger members started on their way to being the leaders of tomorrow.
This comes with membership. Do you want to change the way things are now, get involved. Do you feel that the “old ways” take too
long and require more of a commitment that you would like, get involved. Only by getting involved and taking the reins, can the new
generations guide (or drag some of old farts) into the better future envisioned by so many. Get involved.

If you have questions about joining CSI and the Little Rock Chapter or if you would like to
know just what CSI is and what we offer, please contact me directly or go to https://
csilittlerock.org or look us up on Facebook or LinkedIn (Little Rock Chapter, CSI).

Loyalty is one of the hardest things to get and to give. It is not earned quickly, but can be
lost quickly. Loyalty is important because we know who is there for us and who is not.
“Loyalty means giving me your honest opinion, whether you think I’ll like it or not.” –
General Colin Powell
“Loyalty to the Nation all the time, loyalty to the Government when it deserves it.” – Mark
Twain
“Respect is earned. Honesty is appreciated. Trust is gained. Loyalty is returned.”

Fix-It Friday: Front Door Lock 2020
Fix-It Friday provided by Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog
Timmy Jackson posted today’s Fixed-it Friday photo on the Crap
Locksmithing Facebook page. I think it’s about time to upgrade
to the 2021 model, don’t you?

Choosing doors for safer classrooms and school facilities
The right kinds of doors can provide safer classrooms for students and teachers. By: Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog
Before countless violent episodes forced schools and universities to view visitors as potentially dangerous intruders, building security
was not a constant concern, and doors were considered a means of ingress and egress, not necessarily a first line of protection from
threats.
If a classroom door was closed, it was probably because of too much noisy traffic in the hallway; if an exit door was propped open, it
was most likely to bring some fresh air into a stuffy building. But in the 21st-century reality that has made the names Columbine, Sandy
Hook and Parkland instantly recognizable symbols of unspeakable school tragedies, a door propped open or left unsecured is a safety
breach that could lead to a deadly attack on students and staff. And a closed and locked classroom door could be the factor that slows
down or halts an intruder’s attack and saves lives.
Locked on the inside
Following the 2012 attack that killed 20 children at six adult staff members at Sandy Hook Elementary in Newtown, Conn., the
investigation found that the school’s classroom doors could be locked only from the outside. Teachers had to go into the hallway to set
the lock, and that made them and their students more vulnerable to an intruder’s attack.
The Sandy Hook Advisory Commission, formed in the aftermath of tragedy to study how to improve school security, addressed door
security in its first recommendation—a standard requiring all classrooms and other safe haven areas in K-12 schools to have doors that
can be locked from the inside.
“The Commission cannot emphasize enough the importance of this recommendation,” its report stated. “The testimony and other
evidence presented to the Commission reveals that there has never been an event in which an active shooter breached a locked
classroom door.”
The National Association of State Fire Marshals endorsed that recommendation and has compiled a checklist to help schools make
sure their doors are properly equipped to provide adequate security.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A door should be lockable from inside the classroom without requiring the door to be opened
Egress from a classroom through a classroom door should be accomplished without the use of a key, a tool, special knowledge,
or effort.
For egress, unlatching a classroom door from inside the classroom should be accomplished with one operation.
A classroom door should be lockable and unlockable from outside the classroom.
Door operating hardware should be operable without tight grasping, tight pinching, or twisting of the wrist.
Door hardware operable parts should be placed between 34 and 48 inches above the floor.
The bottom 10 inches of the “push” side of a door surface should be smooth.
If a school building does not have an automatic fire sprinkler system, a classroom door and door hardware may be required to be
fire-rated, and the door should be self-closing and self-latching
If a door is required to be fire-rated, the door should not be modified in any way that invalidates the required fire-rating of the door
or door hardware.

Unwanted barriers
As school administrators have been convinced that classroom doors need security-minded upgrades, some have been tempted to acquire additional equipment to make it more difficult for someone to force a door open from the outside.
These barrier devices are attached to doors and make it more difficult for someone to enter. But many of the devices can’t be quickly
disengaged from doors, and that makes it harder for occupants to quickly open a door and get out of a classroom.
The devices also may interfere with the efforts of firefighters and other emergency responders to gain access to a classroom in a timely
manner. Because a fire in a school is much more likely than a school shooting incident, the barriers may end up doing more harm than
good.
Those concerns are what prompted the state fire marshal’s association to discourage the use of such devices.
“When selecting hardware which allows classroom doors to be lockable from inside the room, consideration must be given to the risks
and potential consequences of utilizing a device which blocks the door from the inside, potentially impeding or preventing immediate
egress by occupants,” the association stated in 2018. “Devices which prevent classroom doors from being unlocked and opened from
outside the classroom may place the inhabitants of the room in peril.”
The Door Security & Safety Foundation also has come out strongly against the use of barrier devices to enhance door security.
“While these devices are perceived to provide additional security, they have the significant potential to facilitate unintended consequences when incidents of bullying, harassment, or physical violence take place,” the foundation says.
The foundation has a campaign, “Opening the Door to School Safety,” that seeks to raise awareness about securing classroom doors
while adhering to building and fire codes.
“Safety isn’t just about closing the door, it’s also about opening the door,” says Jerry Heppes, CEO of the foundation. “Security should
never take priority over life safety; they must work hand in hand, especially during an emergency situation. Classroom door barricade
devices violate building, fire and life safety codes and can easily be misused by someone inside the room intending to cause harm.”
Stop the prop
The habit or tradition of propping open exterior doors in education facilities may have seemed harmless in an earlier time, but the need
for more secure campuses takes precedence over the momentary convenience of a faster way to go back inside a school.
To enhance safety, schools should reduce the number of entries; the entries that remain should be part of an access control system
that sounds an alarm if an opened door doesn’t close in a reasonable time. Many schools also have boosted their security by having the
entry doors of a school building locked; access to the school is controlled by central office personnel, and surveillance cameras are in
place so staff members can see who is seeking entry.

Decoded: Door & Gate Hardware for Swimming Pools
By: Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog
For most door openings, operable hardware that is used to release the latch must
be mounted between 34 inches and 48 inches above the finished floor or ground
(AFF). This has not always been the required mounting height, and some state
codes have further restricted the allowable range, so field conditions may
vary. In addition, there are some exceptions in the model codes and accessibility
standards for existing hardware, hardware used only for security purposes, and
hardware operated only by security personnel.
An exception in the International Building Code (IBC) addresses doors and gates
serving swimming pools, spas, and hot tubs, stating: Access doors or gates in
barrier walls and fences protecting pools, spas and hot tubs shall be permitted to
have operable parts of the latch release on self-latching devices at 54 inches
(1370 mm) maximum above the finished floor or ground, provided that the selflatching devices are not also self-locking devices operated by means of a key,
electronic opener or integral combination lock.
The terminology used in this exception has caused some confusion. The intent is that the exception cannot be applied (and the hardware mounted at 54 inches above the floor) if the door or gate has self-latching hardware that prevents unauthorized access from the
outside. It would have been more easily interpreted if the exception stated that the 54-inch mounting height is not allowed or required
when the hardware is self-latching and self-locking.
Operable hardware on pool doors and gates that is installed above the normal mounting height is intended to help prevent access to the
pool by small children who are unaccompanied. When the door or gate has a lock on the ingress side, the need for a key or access
control credential provides the necessary level of child safety. This allows the hardware to be installed at a height that meets the accessibility requirements. If the door or gate is not always locked on the ingress side, the increased mounting height is allowed – and required.
The IBC requires the design and construction of swimming pools, spas and hot tubs to comply with the International Swimming Pool
and Spa Code (ISPSC). A swimming pool is defined by the IBC as: Any structure intended for swimming, recreational bathing or wading that contains water over 24 inches (610 mm) deep. This includes in-ground, above-ground and on-ground pools; hot tubs; spas and
fixed-in-place wading pools.
The requirements for doors and gates serving swimming pools have been clarified in the 2021 edition of the ISPSC. Several changes
were made to Section 305.3 – Doors and Gates, with some of the changes addressing the doors and gates themselves. For example:
• Doors and gates must be self-closing and outswinging (swinging away from the pool).
• Self-latching doors and gates are required – pairs may have one leaf that is bolted or fixed and one self-latching leaf.
• No openings of more than 1/2 inch are allowed within 18 inches of the latch – this helps to prevent children from retracting the latch
from the outside.
• Service doors in the pool area must be locked when the utility rooms are not in use.
•

• Equipment room doors must have an “automatic closer” and an “automatic lock” (a door closer without a hold-open mechanism, and
a storeroom function lockset).
With regard to the operable hardware, the Latch Release section has been modified for clarity. The allowable mounting height for the
hardware depends on a) whether the door or gate is always locked or can be left unlocked, and b) whether the door is serving a public
pool, residential pool, or private pool.
A public pool is one that is operated by an owner, lessee, operator, licensee, or concessionaire – with or without a fee for use – and is
intended to be used for swimming. Public pools are further classified in the ISPSC, depending on how they are used. For example,
pools used for competitive diving events would be a different class from water slides or leisure rivers. Residential pools are accessory
to a residence, and available only to the household and its guests.
There is no definition in the ISPSC for a private pool, so this leaves some room for interpretation. Merriam-Webster defines “private”
as: intended for or restricted to the use of a particular person, group, or class, or belonging to or concerning an individual person, company, or interest. Some state and local codes include very specific language defining private pools, but without a definition in the
ISPSC it is left to the Authority Having Jurisdiction (AHJ) to determine whether a pool is private.
Self-locking doors and gates are those that have self-latching hardware that always requires a key or access control credential to enter. The mounting height ranges below apply to both the latch-release mechanism and the “lock operation control” (ex. access control
reader). Non-self-locking doors and gates have hardware that is not lockable or may be left unlocked on the ingress side. In the 2021
edition of the ISPSC, the allowable mounting heights for operable hardware are as follows:
•

Self-Locking Doors/Gates
ο
ο
ο
ο
ο
ο

Public Pools/Spas – 34-48 inches AFF
Residential Pools/Spas – not greater than 54 inches AFF
Non-Self-Locking Doors/Gates:
Public Pools/Spas – 52-54 inches AFF
Residential Pools/Spas – not less than 54 inches AFF
Private Pools/Spas – release mechanism at least 3 inches below top of gate on pool side

Along with addressing security and accessibility for swimming pools, egress is an important consideration. The model codes require
releasing hardware that will unlatch the door or gate with one motion, with no tight grasping, pinching, or twisting of the wrist, and with
no key, tool, special knowledge, or effort. Many public pools are considered assembly occupancies, based on the calculated occupant
load of the pool and the pool deck within the enclosure. When the occupant load is 50 people or more, the IBC requires the doors serving the pool area to have panic hardware. For jurisdictions enforcing NFPA 101 – Life Safety Code, panic hardware is required when
the occupant load of the pool area is more than 100 people.
Following the requirements if the International Swimming Pool and Spa Code, along with the adopted building codes, fire codes, and
accessibility standards, will help to ensure that doors serving pool gates provide the necessary levels of safety and accessibility. Be
sure to check for local modifications to these requirements or contact the AHJ for assistance.

Fire Door Assembly Inspections – Why?
By: Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog
Fire doors in health care facilities are getting a lot more attention these days, because of the adoption of
codes and standards that require fire door assembly inspections. Facilities that receive funding from the
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) are surveyed periodically by the Joint Commission or
another accrediting organization. Since 2016, these Authorities Having Jurisdiction (AHJs) have used
the 2012 edition of NFPA 101 – Life Safety Code to assess life safety features, including egress doors and
fire doors. This edition of the code requires fire doors to be inspected annually, in accordance with NFPA
80 – Standard for Fire Doors and Other Opening Protectives.
Fire door inspections are taking place in other types of facilities too – I have been fielding quite a few calls
and emails lately. One government agency responsible for thousands of buildings across the US wanted
to discuss their new standards, which will cover inspection of fire door assemblies. Several fire marshals
and other code officials have asked about the availability of resources to give their inspectors an overview
of the inspection criteria. And many people have asked where to find training to become a fire door
inspector, to meet the needs of their customers. This interest and enforcement have been a long time
coming – it has been 14 years since the inspection requirements were added to the 2007 edition of NFPA
80.
As I talk to people about this topic, two sides of the discussion have begun to emerge. Many understand
the increased life safety and fire protection that will be provided by fire door assemblies that have been
inspected and deemed compliant with the standard. One fire marshal told me how excited he was that his state was adopting an edition
of the International Fire Code that required fire door assemblies to be inspected annually. According to him, it was another tool in his
toolbox – he could ask for documentation of the fire door inspections for buildings in his jurisdiction, in addition to the documentation for
the sprinkler systems, elevators, fire extinguishers, etc.
The other perspective often comes from those responsible for bringing fire doors with deficiencies back into compliance; these repairs
must be made “without delay” (for some AHJs, this is 60 days). Although most acknowledge that code-compliance is important, it can
seem like a never-ending project, often with limited resources in the budget. According to data published by the Fire Door Inspection
Scheme (FDIS), 76 percent of the fire door assemblies inspected in the UK in 2019 failed the inspection. While I don’t have official
numbers for US fire doors, I wouldn’t be surprised if the failure rate was similar. I’ve seen some exasperated facility managers throw up
their hands in defeat when faced with the seemingly insurmountable task of solving their fire door problems.
There’s no doubt that finding so many fire door assemblies in need of repair or replacement can be overwhelming. But avoiding the
inspection does not solve the problem, as building owners and property managers are responsible for keeping fire doors codecompliant, with or without an inspection. Some deficiencies can be addressed easily, but some are very difficult to rectify. One
common example of this is clearance at the perimeter of the door, and at the meeting stiles of pairs. While some products have been
developed that can be used to overcome the problem of excessive clearance, more options are needed in order to solve these
problems in the field.

It might be tempting to dismiss the NFPA 80 limitations as too restrictive – especially with regard to perimeter clearance, since incorrect
clearances are so common and so difficult to bring into compliance. But necessity drives innovation, and I know we will see more solutions hitting the market. I can say from first-hand experience that excessive clearance can cause a fire door assembly to fail a fire test,
however, testing is being done to determine whether clearances can be increased without negatively impacting the performance of the
opening protective.
The bottom line here is that fire door assemblies in existing buildings have been neglected for decades and repairing the deficiencies
will take a lot of work and a lot of patience. With that said, these opening protectives are a critical part of the passive fire protection system of a building, and they need to be code-compliant to ensure that they will perform as designed and tested if a fire occurs. Fire door
assembly inspections – after installation, after maintenance work, and annually, are the first step to identifying the problems and resolving them. This focus on fire doors will result in a greater level of life safety for building occupants, by deterring the spread of fire and
protecting the means of egress.
NFPA 80’s inspection criteria for fire door assemblies include verification of the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Labels are present and legible.
No holes or breaks in door or frame.
Glazing and glass kit / glass beads are intact and securely fastened.
Door, frame, and hardware are in proper working order.
No missing or broken parts.
Door clearances are within allowable limits.
Door closer / spring hinges are operational and door is self-closing.
Coordinator ensures that door leaves close in proper sequence (pairs only).
Door is self-latching in the closed position.
Opening is not equipped with auxiliary hardware items which interfere with operation.
No field modifications have been performed that void the label.
Gasketing and edge seals, where required, are present, continuous, and of the proper type for a fire door.
Signage on door covers less than 5% of door face and is not attached with mechanical fasteners.

To learn more about fire doors or to order laminated fire door inspection cards, visit iDigHardware.com/firedoor.
For more information on codes and applications that apply to health care facilities, visit iDigHardware.com/healthcare.

SHOP DRAWINGS AND SUBMITTALS: SUBMITTAL REVIEW STAMPS
Re-Printed with the Permission of Kevin O'Beirne, PE, FCSI, CCS, CCCA, CDT
This is the fourth in a six-part series of blog posts on shop drawings and submittals. Previous posts have addressed: definition, purpose, and
necessity of submittals; the various types of submittals; and liability associated with submittal reviews. Forthcoming posts in the series will address
submittals with deviations from contract requirements and delegated design submittals.
Much attention has been devoted to the topic of review stamps (or, in the digital era, facsimiles of stamps) for shop drawings and other contractorfurnished submittals. This blog post presents recommended practices and language for submittal review stamps.
Submittal review stamps are important because they are the means by which the results of a submittal review are presented, indicating the
disposition assigned to the submittal and the limits of the review. Such stamps are often a focal point regarding liability associated with review of a
submittal.
Contractors’ Submittal Approval Stamps
Standard general conditions in widespread use in the United States, including AIA A201—2017, Standard General Conditions of the Contract for
Construction, and EJCDC C-700—2018, Standard General Conditions of the Construction Contract, require the contractor to apply an approval
stamp on all shop drawings, product data, samples, and other submittals before transmitting them to the design professional for review. Because of
the contractor’s general warranty and guarantee that all the work shall comply with the contract documents and not be defective, contractors’
submittal approval stamps should not include limitations or disclaimers.
The following is suggested language of the contractor’s submittal approval stamp, that may be required via a project’s specifications Section
01 33 00 – Submittal Procedures:
Project Name:
Contractor’s Name:
Contract Designation:
Date:
Submittal Title:
Specifications:
Section:
Page No.:
Paragraph No.:
Drawing No.:

of

Location of Work:
Submittal No. and Review Cycle:
Coordinated by Contractor with Submittal Nos.:

I hereby certify that Contractor has satisfied Contractor’s obligations under the Contract Documents relative to Contractor’s review and
approval of this Submittal, including that I have: (1) reviewed and coordinated the Submittal with other Submittals and with the
requirements of the Work and the Contract Documents; (2) determined and verified: (a) all field measurements, quantities, dimensions,
specified performance and design criteria, installation requirements, materials, catalog numbers, and similar information with respect to
the Submittal, (b) the suitability of all materials and equipment offered with respect to the indicated application, fabrication, shipping,
handling, storage, assembly, and installation pertaining to the performance of the Work, and (c) all information relative to Contractor’s
responsibilities for means, methods, techniques, sequences, and procedures of construction, and safety precautions and programs
incident thereto; (3) confirmed that the Submittal is complete with respect to all related data included in the Submittal; and (4) clearly
and expressly indicated all proposed deviations (if any) from the requirements of the Contract Documents both in the Submittal itself
and in the Submittal’s transmittal letter. Accordingly, this Submittal is hereby approved for Contractor by:
Approved for Contractor by:
Where brevity is desired, the above paragraph may be shortened by eliminating all text following the first comma.
Elements of the Design Professional’s Submittal Review Stamp
Design professionals’ submittal review stamps, whether an inked stamp, an electronic facsimile of a stamp (often part of a memo-style
comment sheet), or as generated by online document management systems, usually have three main elements:
1.

The disposition assigned by the design professional.

2.

Disclaimer language.

3.

Indication of: (a) the design professional’s company name; and (b) the name of the individual who performed the review;
and (c) the name of the design professional-in-responsible-charge of the review; and (d) the date of the review.

Item “3.(c)”, above, is probably rare on submittal review stamps and, when used, would apply only to submittals of an architectural,
engineering, or professional geology nature concerning technical matters. Its utility is obvious: the design professional-in-responsiblecharge of the review would be identified and clearly indicated, and such indication may encourage design professionals-in-responsiblecharge to exercise appropriate supervisory control over the review. It may also be appropriate to indicate the individual’s state and
license number.
In addition to these are the design professional’s comments (if any) on the submittal, whether typed on a comment sheet, manually
marked on a paper copy of the submittal, or electronically marked in an electronic copy of the submittal (such as a PDF file). Such
comments must be clear, concise, complete, correct, and coordinated.
The balance of this blog post focuses on the design professional’s submittal dispositions, disclaimer language, and how and where the
review stamp should be applied to the submittal.
Disposition Assigned by the Design Professional
The second post (“Shop Drawings and Submittals: Types of Submittals”) in this series discussed the four types of submittals
recommended by the Construction Specifications Institute (CSI)—action submittals, informational submittals, closeout submittals, and
maintenance materials submittals—and suggested that the submittal type may drive the dispositions assigned by the design
professional.

Action submittals are arguably the most important type and require the design professional’s written approval before the associated item’s raw
materials are purchased, or the item is fabricated or shipped. In contrast, informational, closeout, and maintenance materials submittals are usually either acceptable (when they indicate full compliance with the contract’s requirements) or unacceptable. This suggests separate submittal review stamps may be desirable for: (1) action submittals, and for (2) informational-closeout-maintenance materials submittals. As will be discussed
more fully in the forthcoming sixth post (“Shop Drawings and Submittals: Delegated Design Submittals”) in this series, this writer also recommends
a third submittal review stamp specifically for delegated design submittals.
Most of the design community’s discussion of submittal stamps has focused on dispositions assigned to action submittals, regarding whether a
design professional should explicitly “approve” shop drawings and other action submittals. Many in the design community, embracing decades-old
advice from certain professional liability insurance carriers, advocate using dispositions such as “No Exceptions Taken”, “Furnish as Submitted”, or
a simple, meek “Reviewed”, rather than expressly marking action submittals as “Approved”. The rationale often expressed for using what this writer calls, “weasel words” (i.e., “No Exceptions Taken”, “Furnish as Submitted”, “Reviewed”, and similar terms) is that “taking no exceptions” somehow confers on the design professional less liability than does “approved”.
In this writer’s opinion, using weasel word dispositions is useless. Anyone who believes “taking no exceptions” instead of “approving” a shop drawing reduces their liability should formulate an appropriate answer to the following request by a cross-examining attorney: “Mr. Design Professional,
please explain to the jury the difference between ‘approving’ and ‘taking no exceptions’ in a shop drawing review.” There is no good response. As
discussed in the first post (“Shop Drawings and Submittals: Definition, Purpose, and Necessity”) of this series, the purpose of design professionals’ review of submittals is clear and, no matter the weasel words on the design professional’s review stamp, the liability is the same. Indeed, in
the litigation following the 1981 collapse of the skywalk system in the Hyatt Regency Kansas City Hotel, discussed in the third post (“Shop Drawings and Submittals: Liability Associated with Submittal Reviews”) of this series, courts rejected the structural engineer’s argument that it was not
culpable, because it stamped the fatal shop drawing as “Reviewed” rather than “Approved”. For this case, the courts concluded the disposition
“Reviewed” had the same meaning as “Approved”.
Furthermore, for decades, both EJCDC C-700 and AIA A201, together with their associated agreements for design professional services (EJCDC
E-500 and AIA B101), have consistently used the term “approve” when referring to the design professional’s reviews of shop drawings, product
data, and samples. Regardless of whether one takes refuge behind the mirage-like shield of disposition weasel words, the submittal dispositions
assigned by the design professional should be consistent with the project’s general conditions and other construction documents.
A drawback of weasel word dispositions is their use may lull the design professional into a false sense of security. Architects’ or engineers’ staff
members who believe “taking no exceptions” on a shop drawing reduces their risk and liability may sometimes be less diligent in their reviews than
a design professional who expressly “approves” shop drawings. Again, the design professional’s liability is the same regardless of whether weasel
words are used.
Therefore, this writer recommends the following design professional dispositions for action submittals:
•
•
•
•

Approved
Approved as Noted
Revise and Resubmit
Rejected

“Approved” means the design professional has reviewed the action submittal with skill, care, and judgement consistent with the applicable standard of care and, in accordance with AIA A201 and B101, or EJCDC C-700 and E-500, has determined the submittal appears to be consistent with
the contract documents and the design professional’s design intent for the completed project. An “approval” allows the contractor, subcontractor,
or supplier to purchase the raw materials and proceed with fabricating (and shipping, unless later submittal of source quality control results is required) the associated item.

“Approved as Noted” is an approval conditioned on the contractor, subcontractor, or supplier complying fully with the design professional’s written
comments on the submittal. Failure to comply fully with the written comments typically nullifies the approval.
“Revise and Resubmit” means the design professional believes the submittal, as furnished, cannot be approved without revisions and
resubmittal. Thus, “Revise and Resubmit” does not constitute an approval. Submittals with a “Revise and Resubmit” disposition require detailed,
written comments clearly indicating the non-compliance.
“Rejected” is typically rarely assigned and means, in essence, “This submittal wasn’t even close,” and implies that, even with revisions and
resubmittal, the submittal would not be approvable. This disposition may also be assigned to incomplete submittals. Alternative terms such as “Not
Approvable” or “Not Acceptable” can be used in lieu of the rather harsh sounding “Rejected”, although this writer believes terms like “Not
Acceptable” are perhaps less clear than “Rejected”.
This writer has experience with action submittals marked, “Approved as Noted/Resubmit”. Such a disposition seems to be used on time-sensitive
submittals for items that need to be procured or placed into fabrication, but where the design professional’s comments were of such a nature that a
“record resubmittal” indicating full compliance with the comments is required. Because of its vagueness, this writer recommends against its use.
Such a disposition is likely to provoke uncertainty even when its meaning is clearly articulated in specifications Section 01 33 00 – Submittal
Procedures.
Concerning informational, closeout, and maintenance materials submittals, a common approach in the industry is that, when such submittals
indicate full compliance with the contract, an explicit, written response by the design professional is not required and the design professional
indicates their acceptance of the submittal in their submittal log. When this approach is employed, the design professional should furnish to the
contractor a copy of the submittal log not less than monthly and at any other time when requested by the contractor. The disposition that should be
indicated on the submittal log is, “Accepted”. In fact, the term “accepted” is employed in EJCDC C-700 regarding the engineer’s review of the
contractor’s construction progress schedules, schedule of submittals, and schedule of values.
Regardless of whether an explicit, written acceptance is furnished for informational, closeout, and maintenance materials submittals, when such
submittals do not indicate full compliance with contractual requirements, the design professional must provide an written response indicating,
“Not Acceptable”, “Unacceptable”, or similar language, together with detailed, written comments clearly explaining the reasons for noncompliance.
Some design professionals’ submittal review stamps include the disposition, “Submittal Not Required”. When the design professional receives a
contractor submittal not required by the contract documents, this writer believes it should be promptly returned without review, without being
recorded in the submittal log, and without the design professional affixing its stamp. However, this may be infeasible when submittals are furnished
electronically via an online document management system. When submitted via a document management system, from the moment the submittal
is uploaded by the contractor, it may be “in the system” and perhaps difficult to eradicate. Thus, for such circumstances, a disposition such as,
“Submittal Not Required and Not Reviewed” may be necessary.
In some situations, using separate, electronic facsimiles of submittal review stamps for action submittals and for informational-closeoutmaintenance materials submittals, may be impractical. For example, it may be difficult or impossible to set up multiple “stamps” in a project’s
online document management system. Some design professional firms may lack confidence that their project teams will consistently use the
correct stamp when multiple alternatives are available. Therefore, when a single comprehensive set of dispositions is necessary, this writer
suggests:
Action Submittals: Approved
Action Submittals: Approved as Noted
Action Submittals: Revise and Resubmit
Action Submittals: Rejected

Informational-Closeout-Maintenance Materials Submittals: Accepted
Informational-Closeout-Maintenance Materials Submittal: Unacceptable
Submittal Not Required and Not Reviewed

Disclaimer Language on Design Professional’s Review Stamp
Disclaimers are common on design professionals’ submittal review stamps. Often, one set of disclaimer language is appropriate for all types of
submittals, aside from delegated design submittals. Based on research over many years, including guidance from leading professional liability
insurers and advice from various experienced attorneys who represent design professionals, this writer suggests the following submittal review
stamp disclaimer language:
Architect’s / Engineer’s action on this Submittal is subject to this note.
Architect’s / Engineer’s review is only for general compatibility with the design concept of the completed Project as a functioning whole as indicated
by the Contract Documents, and for general compliance with the information given in the Contract Documents.
Contractor shall be solely responsible for complying with the Contract Documents, as well as with Supplier instructions consistent with the Contract
Documents, Owner’s directions, and Laws and Regulations. Contractor is solely responsible for obtaining, correlating, confirming, and correcting
dimensions at the Site; quantities; information and choices pertaining to fabrication processes; means, methods, sequences, procedures, and
techniques of construction; safety precautions and programs incident thereto; and for coordinating the work of all trades.
Engineer is not responsible for resubmittals or tracking progress of resubmittals.
The above is, obviously, for an engineering firm and employs terminology consistent with EJCDC C-700—2018. Minor modifications will be
necessary for use with AIA A201 or other general conditions, such as changing the word, “Engineer” to “Architect”, as applicable.
The example disclaimer presented above is consistent with the limitations of the architect’s and engineer’s submittal reviews as indicated in AIA
A201—2017 Section 4.2.7 and EJCDC C-700 Paragraph 7.16.C.
Although the design professional’s disclaimer on its submittal review stamp is not a contract document, in certain situations such disclaimers may be
useful to design professionals. Disclaimer language consistent with the contract documents may help reinforce the limits of a design professional’s
review and comments in any substantive disagreement related to the submittal review.
Such an example is Waggoner v. WW Steel Co. (Supreme Ct of Oklahoma, No. 55285, Nov. 30, 1982), in which a structural engineer was found not
responsible for a failure during structural steel erection that resulted in two fatalities. The plaintiff accused the engineer of negligence because the
engineer approved structural steel shop drawings with lifting eyes added solely for constructability. Because the lifting eyes were for the contractor’s
means and methods of construction, the engineer was not responsible for the lifting eyes’ failure. Having disclaimer language on the shop drawing
stamp, similar to that recommended above (“Contractor is solely responsible for…choices pertaining to fabrication processes; means, methods,
sequences, procedures, and techniques of construction; safety precautions and programs incident thereto..”) would likely have bolstered the
engineer’s defense.
Applying the Design Professional’s Review Stamp
Most Submittals require only one submittal review stamp applied by the design professional. Typically, the submittal review stamp is applied at or
very close to the front of the submittal. When the stamp is on a page with the design professional’s comments, typically the page is included
immediately following the design professional’s transmittal letter. Some design professionals’ transmittal letter forms include checkboxes to indicate
the submittal disposition, but usually do not include any appropriate disclaimer language. Obviously, it is best to indicate the disposition assigned to
the submittal only once and, preferably, on the same page as the disclaimer language.
However, certain submittals, such as multi-sheet shop drawings for fabricated materials (e.g., reinforcing steel shop drawings, structural steel shop
drawings, or voluminous product data submittals addressing multiple material or equipment items) may need application of more than one submittal
review stamp. Where the design professional applies more than one review stamp to a given submittal, each separately stamped part of the
submittal should be separately recorded in the design professional’s submittal log. This helps reduce confusion and misunderstandings when, for
example, certain sheets in the overall larger submittal are approved while others are “revise and resubmit”.

Where more than one design professional—whether multiple firms or multiple individual licensed design professionals-in-responsible-charge—are
involved in the project, only one firm’s submittal review stamp and the name of one design professional-in-responsible-charge of the review should
appear on each submittal. The only exception is when prominent, clarifying language is included to clearly indicate the parts of the submittal to
which each stamp applies and the parts of the submittal for which each design professional-irresponsible-charge has responsibility. Absent such
clarifying language, multiple reviewers’ submittal stamps, or the names of multiple design professionals-in-responsible-charge, on the same
submittal—especially when more than one firm is involved—has potential to blur the lines of professional liability for the associated submittal review.
Conclusions
This blog post has presented recommended best practices, and associated rationales, for both design professionals’ and contractors’ submittal
review stamps, including dispositions, disclaimer language, and applying the review stamp to submittals. These practices must always be consistent
with the language and requirements of the associated construction documents and agreements for professional services. To do otherwise reduces
clarity and muddies the waters of responsibility and professional liability for the associated submittal review.
Forthcoming posts in the series will address submittals with deviations from contract requirements and delegated design submittals.

Copyright 2021 by Kevin O’Beirne
The content of this blog post is by the author alone and should not be attributed to any other individual or entity.
This post’s author is not an attorney and nothing in this blog post constitutes legal advice. Readers in need of legal advice should consult with
qualified, experienced legal counsel.
Kevin O’Beirne, PE, FCSI, CCS, CCCA, is a professional engineer licensed in NY and PA with over 30 years of experience designing and
constructing water and wastewater infrastructure for public and private clients. He is the engineering specifications manager for a global
engineering and architecture design firm. He is a member of various CSI national committees and is the certification chair of CSI’s Buffalo-Western
New York Chapter. He is an ACEC voting delegate in the Engineers Joint Contract Documents Committee (EJCDC) and lives and works in the
Buffalo NY area. Kevin O’Beirne’s LinkedIn page.

SHOP DRAWINGS AND SUBMITTALS—DEVIATIONS FROM CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS
Reprinted with the permission of: Kevin O'Beirne, PE, FCSI, CCS, CCCA, CDT

This is the fifth in a six-part series of blog posts on shop drawings and submittals. Previous posts have addressed: definition, purpose,
and necessity of submittals; the various types of submittals; liability associated with submittal reviews; and submittal review
stamps. The forthcoming final post in the series will address delegated design submittals.
Few contractor-furnished submittals cause more agita and heartburn than those with deviations from the construction contract’s
requirements. Does a design professional’s approval of such a submittal also approve the contractual deviation? If not, can the contract
be enforced after the item is purchased, fabricated, or installed into the work? Is an approved submittal with deviations a contract
modification? This blog post explores these questions and related matters.
As discussed in the first post (“Shop Drawings and Submittals: Definition, Purpose, and Necessity”) of this series, and as further
evidenced below, submittals—whether or not approved or accepted by the design professional—are not contract documents and, thus,
cannot modify the contract. The extent to which this may be enforceable, however, may vary.
Thus, when a submittal with deviations is approved and has potential to affect other work, typically an associated contract modification
must be concurrently issued. Because approval of such submittals typically does not involve any change in the contract price or contract
times, an architect’s supplemental instructions (ASI) or engineer’s field order is often issued to formally incorporate the deviation into the
contract. Field orders or ASIs are typically issued directly by the design professional, without approvals by or signatures of the owner
and contractor; thus, ASIs and field orders can usually be prepared and issued with reasonable promptness.
Sources of Deviations in Submittals
“Or-equals” and substitutes are likely the most common means by which submittals with deviations come to the design professional;
however, substitutes, should not be proposed via shop drawings and submittals. This section presents a basic introduction to
substitutes and “or-equals” as they relate to the submittals process.
“Or-equals” are items not expressly indicated by name in the contract documents but are, in the sole opinion of the design professional,
the equivalent to what is specified in the contract, bearing in mind that two, similar items by different manufacturers are rarely identical.
In contrast, substitutes are items or procedures that accomplish a purpose generally similar to what is required by the contract, but
are not equivalent. An example of a substitute is an item of an alternative material that will have a service life that differs from the
specified material; a reduced service life may result in a proposed price reduction if the substitute is approved, whereas increased
service life may have an associated price increase. Another example of a substitute is proposal of a centrifugal pump where a positive
displacement pump is specified. Each will convey the required fluid, but use very different mechanical methods with very different
service requirements.
Because the design professional possesses the professional liability for the completed project, the design professional is the only entity
that can approve proposed “or-equals” and substitutes. However, a prudent design professional consultant should typically confer with
its client before approving a substitute or “or-equal”, but also should not allow their client to direct their approval or rejection of the
proposal relative to technical or engineering-related matters.

The submittals process is usually where “or-equals” are properly proposed and approved. The contract documents, likely via Section
01 62 00 – Product Options, may require additional information with a submittal for a proposed “or-equal”. Because “or-equals” are
equivalent to what is required by the contract, their approval typically does not require a contract modification and, thus, the design
professional may approve an “or-equal” by approving the associated shop drawing, product data submittal, or sample. However, as
discussed later in this blog post, certain “or-equals” may prompt issuance of a field order or ASI.
Substitutes, on the other hand, are a different matter. Typically, a separate, written request for approval of a substitute is required,
usually in accordance with Section 01 25 00 – Substitution Procedures. By definition, a substitute does not comply with the contract
documents and, thus, to be formally approved, a substitute requires a contract modification, such as a change order or, when the
substitute has no effect on contract price or contract times, an ASI or engineer’s field order may be used to document the formal
approval. After the contract modification, the typical submittals process is followed for the subject item or procedure. Therefore,
submittals of shop drawings, product data, and samples are not appropriate for proposing approval of a substitute. Substitutes so
proposed will typically be rejected by the design professional on procedural grounds. Once the substitute is approved by an appropriate
contract modification, it is no longer a deviation from the contract’s requirements and ordinary submittal procedures apply.
Therefore, deviations from contractual requirements may be proposed via submittals for:
proposed “or-equals”, or
an item specified in the contract, whether via proprietary specifying or other specifying methods, but where the item nevertheless has
deviations—presumably minor—from the contract’s requirements.
The latter may result from errors or omissions in the specifications or a manufacturer’s or supplier’s change in standard materials or
fabrication techniques between the project’s final design and furnishing the associated shop drawing, product data submittal, or sample.
Contractual Procedures for Deviations in Submittals
EJCDC C-700—2018, Standard General Conditions of the Construction Contract, addresses contractual deviations presented in
submittals as follows:
“[1.01.A] 37. Shop Drawings—… Shop Drawings, whether approved or not, are not Drawings and are not Contract Documents.
“[1.01.A] 41. Submittal—…Submittals, whether or not approved or accepted by Engineer, are not Contract Documents…
“[7.16.A] 3. With each Shop Drawing or Sample, Contractor shall give Engineer specific written notice of any variations that the
Submittal may have from the requirements of the Contract Documents. This notice must be set forth in a written communication
separate from the Submittal; and, in addition, in the case of a Shop Drawing by a specific notation made on the Shop Drawing itself.”
Furthermore, EJCDC C-700—2018 includes basic requirements for contractor-proposed “or-equals” in Paragraph 7.05 and contractorproposed substitutes in Paragraph 7.06.
AIA A201—2017, Standard General Conditions of the Contract for Construction, similarly requires:
“§ 3.12.4 Shop Drawings, Product Data, Samples, and similar submittals are not Contract Documents...

“§ 3.12.8 The Work shall be in accordance with approved submittals except that the Contractor shall not be relieved of responsibility for
deviations from the requirements of the Contract Documents by the Architect’s approval of Shop Drawings, Product Data, Samples, or
similar submittals, unless the Contractor has specifically notified the Architect of such deviation at the time of submittal and (1) the
Architect has given written approval to the specific deviation as a minor change in the Work, or (2) a Change Order or Construction
Change Directive has been issued authorizing the deviation. The Contractor shall not be relieved of responsibility for errors or
omissions in Shop Drawings, Product Data, Samples, or similar submittals, by the Architect’s approval thereof.”
AIA A201—2017 does not include procedures for contractor-proposed “or-equals” or substitutes. However, basic, optional language for
contractor-proposed substitutes is presented in Sections 3.4.2.1 and 3.4.2.2 of AIA A503—2017/2019, Guide for Supplementary
Conditions.
Notable is that EJCDC C-700’s provisions do not apply to product data submittals or any submittals other than shop drawings and
samples. In contrast, AIA A201’s provisions apply to shop drawings, product data, samples, “and similar submittals” although the
meaning of “and similar submittals” may be unclear. Thus, it may be appropriate for design professionals to require, via their projects’
specifications Section 01 33 00 – Submittal Procedures, that the contractor must furnish written notice of all proposed
deviations regardless of submittal type.
AIA A201 and EJCDC C-700 each require that proposed deviations be indicated both in the shop drawing or other relevant
submittal, and in a separate, written “notice” to the design professional. In practice, the contractor’s submittal transmittal letter is usually
the location of the “separate notice”, although this writer has never seen enforcement of a contract’s notice provisions relative to such
submittals.
Furnishing the separate “notice” required by both AIA A201—2017 Section 3.12.8 and EJCDC C-700—2018 Paragraph 7.16.A.3 may
not be routine on all construction projects, but it is very important, as discussed in the following section of this blog post. When the
design professional or construction manager as advisor (CMa) becomes aware that a submittal includes deviations from the contract’s
requirements and such deviations have not been clearly indicated in both the submittal and its associated transmittal letter, the
submittal should be rejected and returned to the contractor as incomplete and non-compliant. Enforcement of such provisions is
essential. By regularly enforcing such provisions, the design professional and CMa will have greater assurance that they have been
properly advised of all proposed deviations presented in submittals.
Approving Submittals with Deviations
A common dilemma faced by design professionals is approval of a shop drawing, product data submittal, or sample that is later
revealed to deviate from the contract’s requirements. Often, such deviations are revealed only after the item has been installed into the
work. Both EJCDC C-700 Paragraphs 1.01.A.37 and 41 and AIA A201 Section 3.12.4 expressly state that submittals are not contract
documents so, when non-compliance in the submittal is apparent after purchase and installation, can the design professional or CMa
reasonably order the contractor to remedy the matter, without cost to the owner?
The answer probably depends on circumstances. Where the contractor complied with contractual requirements to clearly indicate the
proposed deviation(s) in the submittal and in a separate written notice, and the design professional approved the submittal anyway, a
court or arbitrator would likely side with the contractor and may deem unenforceable the design professional’s or CMa’s demand for a
remedy at no cost to the owner.

However, when the contractor has not clearly indicated the proposed deviation and/or failed to give the required separate notice, there
may be improved potential that a court or arbitrator would side with the owner and its design professional and enforce the contract’s
provisions stating that submittals are not contract documents or change orders.
In deciding such matters, a court or arbitrator is likely to consider the extent to which the contract’s requirements were enforced
throughout the project. If the owner, design professional, or CMa has previously played fast and loose with contractual enforcement and
seeks enforcement only when convenient or when it suits them, a court or arbitrator may side with the contractor. Although most
construction contracts, including the widely-used standard contracts of AIA and EJCDC, include provisions indicating that the owner’s
failure to enforce a provision does not waive its right to enforce it later or other provisions, courts and arbitrators often consider the
parties’ past actions on the project to identify a reasonable expectations of the personnel involved. Thus, routine, impartial enforcement
of the construction contract benefits both parties and all project participants.
A cardinal purpose of submittal reviews is for the design professional to endeavor to determine if the submittal indicates compliance
with the contract. Therefore, design professionals, CMa’s, and others reviewing submittals should always perform such reviews with
appropriate care, diligence, and professional judgement, in accordance with the applicable standard of care. This was discussed more
fully in this blog series’ third post, “Shop Drawings and Submittals: Liability Associated with Submittal Reviews”.
When a submittal is approved with deviations, it may be appropriate or necessary to issue an associated contract modification.
Because most deviations proposed in submittals do not have an associated change in the contract price or contract times, often a
design professional-issued field order or ASI is appropriate to formally approve the deviation.
For example, on one of this writer’s prior projects, electrical construction included providing a new transformer to step down incoming
power to an existing building from 4160V to 480V. The electrical contractor proposed an “or-equal” transformer which was approved but
required additional electrical conduits and cables between the existing 4160V switchgear and the new transformer, and between the
new transformer and the new 480V motor control center. The approved “or-equal” transformer also required modifications to its anchors
and supports on its associated secondary containment structure, which was constructed by the general contractor under a separate
prime contract.
Accordingly, under the electrical contract, the engineer issued a field order to forestall any potential change in price or time for the
required additional conduits, cables, and terminations, and, under the general contract, issued a separate field order regarding the
transformer’s anchorages and supports. The work was completed without disagreements, perhaps because of the formal approval of
the deviations via field orders, and because the field orders were issued promptly, concurrent with the engineer’s response on the
transformer’s shop drawing and product data submittal.
Conclusions
This blog post has explored the common practice of shop drawings, product data submittals, and other submittals with proposed
deviations from contractual requirements. Standard general conditions in widespread use in the United States require that such
proposed deviations be expressly indicated in both the submittal itself and in a separate, written “notice”. Enforcement of such
provisions is likely critical to the subsequent enforceability of the contract’s provisions that submittals, whether approved or not, are not
change orders or other contract documents. To reduce the potential for disagreements later in construction, submittals approved with
deviations may need an accompanying contract modification.

The forthcoming final post in this series will address delegated design submittals.
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Fixed-It Friday: Jamb Protection
By: Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog
John Lozano of Allegion sent me today’s Fixed-it Friday photo which illustrates
what not to do to a frame in a health care facility. Why not? Because this is a
ﬁre door assembly. Fabricating this protector and welding it to a rated frame to
protect the door edge from cart/bed traﬃc would not be allowed by the frame
manufacturer’s listings – at least not any listings that I’ve ever seen.

UL 294 Follow-Up – 2021 Update
By: Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog

When a door with an access control reader on the exterior allows free egress at all times via the
electromechanical hardware, the UL 294 listing is not required by the model codes.
Has this happened to you? You breathe a sigh of relief as the access control hardware on your
project is up and running properly, just in time for the CofO (Certificate of Occupancy) inspection. Then the other shoe drops. You are asked to provide evidence that all of the electrified
hardware on the job is listed to UL 294 – Standard for Access Control System Units.
References to the UL 294 listing have become more prevalent in the last few editions of the
model codes, with one additional change made to NFPA 101-2021. As with many code changes affecting door hardware – especially electrified hardware – there have been questions about
when this standard applies.
Not all electrified hardware is required by the model codes to carry the UL 294 listing. This
standard is for access control systems, but the listing is only required by code for certain types
of systems that incorporate electrified hardware – usually systems that affect egress. An automatic operator, for example, is not covered by the UL 294 standard even though it is electrified
hardware. An access control door with electromechanical hardware that allows free egress at
all times is not required by the model codes to have the UL 294 listing. On the other hand, a
delayed egress lock would require the UL 294 listing if the project had to comply with the International Building Code (IBC) or NFPA 101
– Life Safety Code. So how do you know when the listing is required and when it is not?
As I wrote in a past article for Doors & Hardware, there are 4 references to UL 294 in the International Building Code IBC:
• Door hardware release of electrically locked egress doors (previous title: Electromagnetically locked egress doors) (2021:
1010.2.11; 2018: 1010.1.10; 2015: 1010.1.9.9; UL 294 not required by prior editions) – applies to electrified locking hardware (typically
electromagnetic locks) that are released by a switch in the door-mounted hardware.
• Sensor release of electrically locked egress doors (previous title: Access controlled egress doors) (2021: 1010.2.12; 2018:
1010.1.9.9; 2015: 1010.1.9.8; 2012: 1008.1.9.8) – applies to electrified locking hardware (typically electromagnetic locks) that are released by a sensor to allow egress.
• Delayed egress locks (2021: 1010.2.13; 2018: 1010.1.9.8; 2015: 1010.1.9.7; UL 294 not required by prior editions) – applies to delayed egress locks that release within 15 seconds after actuation of the release timer (or 30 seconds when approved by the AHJ).
• Controlled egress doors in Groups I-1 and I-2 (2021: 1010.2.14; 2018: 1010.1.9.7; 2015: 1010.1.9.6; UL 294 not required by prior
editions) – applies to the electrified locking of egress doors in certain types of units in a health care facility.

And there are currently 6 references in NFPA 101 – Life Safety Code (1 is new in 2021):
• Stair Enclosure Re-entry (2021: 7.2.1.5.7; UL 294 not required by previous editions) – applies to stairwell doors that are electrically
locked on the stair side and must release for re-entry.
• Delayed egress electrical locking systems (2021, 2018: 7.2.1.6.1; UL 294 not required by previous editions) – applies to delayed
egress locks that release within 15 seconds after actuation of the release timer (or 30 seconds when approved by the AHJ).
• Sensor -release of electrical locking systems (previous title: Access controlled egress doors) (2021, 2018: 7.2.1.6.2; UL 294 not
required by previous editions) – applies to electrified locking hardware (typically electromagnetic locks) that are released by a sensor to
allow egress.
• Door hardware release of electrically locked egress door assemblies (previous title: Electrically controlled egress door
assemblies) (2021: 7.2.1.6.3, 2018, 2015, 2012: 7.2.1.5.6) – applies to electrified locking hardware (typically electromagnetic locks) that
are released by a switch in the door-mounted hardware.
• Elevator lobby exit access door locking (2021: 7.2.1.6.4; 2018, 2015, 2012: 7.2.1.6.3) – applies to elevator lobby doors which
unlock during a fire alarm to allow occupants of the elevator lobby to pass through a tenant space to reach an exit.
Controlled egress door locking arrangements in health care facilities (2021, 2018: 18.2.2.2.5.2/19.2.2.2.5.2; UL 294 not required
by previous editions) – applies to the electrified locking of egress doors in certain types of units in a health care facility.
To determine whether the listing is required for a particular product, there are 2 questions to answer:
1. Which code is the project required to comply with? If it’s the IBC, there are 4 possible applications where the listing is required; if it’s
NFPA 101, there are 6 applications.
Is the product used in one of the access-control systems listed above? If the hardware in question is not used in one of the applications
covered by these sections, the model codes do not currently require the UL 294 listing for the components of that system.
Let’s try some examples using the 2021 editions of the IBC and NFPA 101:
• Panic hardware with electric latch retraction used on an exterior door, where a card reader retracts the latch for access and the
panic hardware allows free egress – UL 294 is not needed because this application is not required to comply with any of the code
sections listed above.
• An electromagnetic lock that is released by a sensor that detects an approaching occupant – UL 294 is required by the IBC (2021
Section 1010.2.12) and is also required by NFPA 101 2021 and 2018 editions (not prior editions), since UL 294 is referenced in Section
7.2.1.6.2 – Sensor -release of electrical locking systems.
• An electromagnetic lock that is released by a switch in door-mounted hardware – UL 294 is required by both the IBC (2021 Section
1010.2.11) and NFPA 101 (2021 Section 7.2.1.6.3).
• A fail safe electromechanical lock that allows free egress to a stairwell and can be remotely unlocked on the stair side for stairwell
reentry – UL 294 is not required by the IBC because the UL 294 listing is not required by the stairwell reentry section (2021 IBC section
1010.2.7). However, the 2021 edition of NFPA 101 added the UL 294 listing requirement to 2021 Section 7.2.1.5.7. The UL 294 listing
is now required by NFPA 101 for stairwell reentry doors, but is not required by the IBC.
• Delayed egress panic hardware which delays egress for 15 seconds and allows immediate egress upon fire alarm – UL 294 is
required by the IBC (2021 Section 1010.2.13) and since the 2018 edition has also been required by NFPA 101 (Section 7.2.1.6.1).
• Fail secure electromechanical lockset used to secure a room against access with free egress provided at all times by the interior
lever handle – the UL 294 listing is not required because this application is not subject to the requirements of the code sections
referenced above.

What Would You D0? Readily Distinguishable?
By: Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog
I have not traveled far from my home for more than a year, but this week I had the opportunity to combine Covid vaccination appointments for my
son and myself with moving my daughter out of her dorm room for the summer. Yesterday we had a phone emergency which led us to visit a very
popular store that had some of the best Covid precautions I have seen anywhere. But when the salesperson sent my 19YO daughter through the
marked exit to the restroom, I watched her struggle to open the door. This is a kid who has been on the dean’s list every semester and has been
forced (by me) to look at doors for her entire life – if she had a hard time figuring it out, I think others would too. There was no push plate – just a
line etched in the door face.
The IBC states: Doors in the means of egress shall be readily distinguishable from the adjacent construction and finishes such that the doors
are easily recognizable as doors. Mirrors or similar reflecting materials shall not be used on means of egress doors. Means of egress doors shall
not be concealed by curtains, drapes, decorations or similar materials.

Do you think this door is “readily
distinguishable”? Is it a problem,
or no big deal? WWYD?

Wordless Wednesday: Shoe Shopping
By: Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog
Today’s Wordless Wednesday photo is from Brian Mead. I think the emergency exits for retail
stores look like this more often than not…we just don’t usually see them. Make a point of looking,
and if you see something, say something!

Wordless Wednesday: Hotel Fire Door
By: Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog
Fire doors in hotels (and other buildings) are critical for helping to deter the spread of smoke and
flames during a fire. To perform as designed and tested, the fire door needs to be closed and
latched if a fire occurs. John Lozano of Allegion sent me today’s Wordless Wednesday photos of a
corridor fire door in a hotel. The magnetic holder is a start, because it means that – in theory – the
holder will release upon fire alarm and allow the closer to close the

Wordless Wednesday: Exit if you can find it
By: Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog
Stuart Hurwitz shared today’s Wordless Wednesday photo with me…yet another retail store
where the manager has no idea that egress doors need to be visible and the means of egress
must be clear. This is why it’s so important to look for those emergency exits when you’re out and
about.

Wordless Wednesday: Strike-Out
By: Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog
I know it’s Wordless Wednesday, but sometimes a Fixed-it Friday “fix” leaves me wordless –
like this one. These electric strikes are on an adult day care facility, and were recently
installed. As you can see, the doors have rim panic hardware, but the electric strikes are not
the correct type for rim panics. The installer tried to solve the problem by using thick pieces
of rubber to shim out the strikes, with some
skinny self-tapping screws to attach the whole
contraption to the frame. There were multiple
doors with this set-up, and they could be pulled
open easily from the secure side.

What I Learned From CSI - RRSTU HVVW
By: Gary Bergeron, CSI, CCS, GSR Technical Chair

We all enjoy a juicy steak or ribs on special occasions, but how many of us think about that juice during the cooking
process? The “smoke” we see rising from our favorite restaurant is actually the oils and fat being exhausted by an
NFPA 96 commercial range hood system during the cooking process. There are many different configurations of
commercial hoods, but we will discuss a wall mounted hood in this article. A commercial range hood exhaust
system is similar to the hood over your residential stove with some notable exceptions.
A commercial range hood has an exhaust fan, grease filters, hood enclosure, ductwork, and lights, but they are
heavier duty than the unit in your residence. The commercial exhaust fan is usually mounted with the discharge 40”
above the roof in a vertical upblast arrangement to disperse the cooking fumes. The fan is also equipped with hinges which allow it to
be rotated off of the roof curb so that the exhaust duct under the fan can be pressure washed and cleaned of grease on a regular
interval. The grease filters in the hood are a “baffle” type that creates multiple turns in the air as it exits the hood. These airflow turns
cause the grease to be deposited on the filter baffles which are cleaned in the dishwasher at the end the day. If stainless steel grease
filters are specified, they will not become discolored by the dishwasher like aluminum filters often do. The hood enclosure is at least 6”
wider and deeper than the cooking surfaces to provide “capture” of the cooking fumes and smoke. The hood is normally stainless steel
or galvanized steel which is welded “liquid tight” to prevent the grease deposition on adjacent surfaces. The exhaust duct is 16 gauge
welded steel ductwork with liquid tight joints. If the duct is routed horizontally, it must slope back towards the hood at ¼” drop per foot
so that the grease runs back towards the hood. The exhaust duct also includes liquid tight cleanout doors every 10’-0” and at changes
in direction to allow pressure washing of the grease deposits on the interior of the duct. The hood lights are usually “marine grade”
sealed fixtures which prevent the entrance of grease into the electrical contact portion of the fixture. All of these components are much
heavier than a residential system and the system usually requires additional structural support.
The biggest difference between a residential and commercial hood is the addition of an “automatic” liquid fire suppression system. The
system includes a tank of liquid fire suppression chemical which is piped to the suppression nozzles over each piece of equipment and
nozzles in the hood exhaust duct. The automatic portion of the system is activated by a fusible link which melts at a specified fire
temperature. The fusible link is spring loaded via steel cables which punctures a gas cartridge to propel the liquid which turns to a foam
when the liquid hits a hot surface. The fusible link is located in the exhaust collar of the hood above the grease filters. If the hood and
duct is not cleaned on a regular basis, the fusible link can become coated with dust and grease and not melt as specified. There is also
a manual pull station located next to the kitchen exit which should be pulled by the kitchen staff if the automatic system does not
activate. The fire suppression system includes a shunt trip breaker to turn off electrical connections to the cooking equipment. If gas is
the cooking source, then the fire suppression system activates a motor operated valve to turn off the gas in the event of a fire.
Most commercial range hood systems are equipped with a make up air system to replace the air that is being exhausted by the hood.
The make up air is introduced into the kitchen adjacent to the hood and is approximately 20% less than the air being exhausted. The
20% make up air is normally introduced into the restaurant by the HVAC units serving the dining area. This allows the kitchen to be
“negative” air pressure in relation to the dining area which keeps the cooking odors in the kitchen. The dining room HVAC system is
often 30% make up air which pressurizes the entire restaurant space by 10% to keep the HVAC system at an optimum operating point.
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If you are interested in following the Little Rock Chapter, our links are as follows (for Facebook and
LinkedIn look for the CSI Little Rock Chapter):
Website: https://csilittlerock.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, follow this link to the Institute Website Membership Pages:
For Membership Information:
https://www.csiresources.org/communities/membership/individual-membership
To Join CSI:
https://higherlogicdownload.s3.amazonaws.com/CSIRESOURCES/143a718d-6df6-484a-8a7976d79635b741/UploadedImages/PDFs/CSI_MembershipFormFY18.pdf
To See what CSI is all about:
https://higherlogicdownload.s3.amazonaws.com/CSIRESOURCES/143a718d-6df6-484a-8a7976d79635b741/UploadedImages/CSI_ResourcesCatalogFinalLowRes.pdf
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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

