
SPECWORK 
Little Rock Chapter  - Chartered November 1965 April 2022 



In This Issue 

President’s Thoughts and Some Things to Think About / Save the Date - GSR 
Conference 

Golf Tournament Flyers 

March Lunch and Presentation Flyer / Fix-It Friday: Third time’s a charm - By:  
Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog 

Bidding Procedures and Equipment Procurement: Part IV – Equipment Selection, Specifying, 
Procurement - by Kevin O’Beirne, PE, FCSI, CCS, CCCA 

Decoded: FAQs on Fire Door Requirements for Health Care Facilities - By:  Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware 
Blog 

Who’s Involved?  Identifying the Owner’s Consultants in the Construction Contract. - By:  Kevin 
O’Beirne, PE, FCSI, CCS, CCCA 

Partner Alliance for Safer Schools (PASS) - Two Articles on School Safety and Use of Barricades & One 
on - PASS: 5 Questions Everyone Should Ask About School Safety and Security - Reprinted with the 
Permission of Partner Alliance for Safer Schools (PASS) 

School Security & Safety in 2022 - By:  Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog 

Quick Question - Learned Irrelevance / Chains and Padlocks - By:  Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog  

What’s Next?  Approved Changes to the 2024 IBC affecting electrified hardware - By:  Lori Greene, I Dig 
Hardware Blog  

What I Learned From CSI - Hotel Hot Water - Gary Bergeron, CSI, CCS, GSR Technical Chair  

Little Rock Chapter Information 



President’s Thoughts 
By Billy J. Mathis, FCSI, CDT 

In case you didn’t see my entry in the Community Page on the CSI Website, I will repeat here. 

I realize that the Change that is happening within CSI is scary for some and seems like the Institute is 
spending too much time and money on things that you don’t feel are important.  Keep this in mind, however, 
the Institute Board is the body of Representation from all of the CSI Membership, but, their task is to do what 
is right and best for CSI as a whole, not just one region or area.  I was a Board member just after the new 
Governance System was adopted.  Believe me, after witnessing the Board under the old system, the new 
Governance System was a huge step in the right direction.  If it had not been for my predecessor’s passing 
information about the process and the system involved, I would not have put my hat into the circus that was 
the old Board.  During my time, we worked hard to not only resuscitate CSI which was literally on borrowed 
time, but to set us up to do the things that needed to be done to bring us back to the world class 
organization we are still striving to become.  Looking from the outside, it seemed we moved as a snail’s 
pace, which we did because of financial concerns and other concerns, but we finally got thing moving in the 
right direction.   

The next Board took up the mantle and took us even farther to where we have an actual Website that works, the Institute is financially 
sound, we have recovered control of our “Copyright Materials”, we have brought all of our Certifications up to the “Gold Standard”, and 
we have worked with our Corporate Sponsors to remaster their involvement and support.  They also started working on a program to 
get the CDT material taught in Design Schools as a part of the curriculum and there are other programs being started such as “Let’s 
Build Construction Camps” being emphasized.  You have the Communities where discussions of substance go on all the time, you have 
the blogs where topics are presented for all to enjoy, and you have the National Conference that is getting back to the basics and 
becoming more like the show we all used to know.  All of this takes time and effort.  Mark Dorsey and his staff have done a remarkable 
job using less people that before but hiring specialists and consultants to get thing rolling and then taking them on when they are ready 
for public use.  And he has done so at the direction of your fellow members, The Board. 

Now that all of that is done, the Board and volunteers are addressing a long-standing issue, the relationships between Institute, the 
Regions and the Chapters.  While this has been an issue discussed for many years, this has never been addressed fully until now.  And 
with all the other, priority issues being handled, now is the time to start this process. I know we, the members, have asked Institute to 
provide a “checklist” for Chapters and Regions on what we are expected to do, keeping in mind that how we accomplish the 
requirements is totally on us.  Now that they are out there, instead of seeing the “take charge” and innovative attitudes coming forward, I 
see a lot of “this is not how we have always done this”, “what are we supposed to do now”, and “why can’t the Institute do it our way”.  In 
other words, “we want the status quo even though the status quo track record hasn’t been good.” 

This is not the CSI I know.  Sure we would argue and we would bemoan the issue or decision, but then we got the bit between our teeth 
and we tackled the problem.  If you can’t charge people the “Dues” you need to run your chapter, then think of it in another way.  If you 
can’t afford the insurance, then look for help from outside the chapter, maybe sponsors or maybe some help from the Region, and if you 
are worried about legal entanglements, consider the fact that the US is the most litigious nation in the world.  It is a place where 
someone to do something in complete violation of the stated intended use and instructions and still sue saying that the manufacturer or  



seller should have knowledge that someone would do that and stopped them somehow.  Personal responsibility is out the window, it is 
always someone else’s fault.  That is the world the Chapters and Regions are facing.  For Institute to stand by and not do anything 
would be totally irresponsible.  I know is our Region, we have been discussing Chapter Insurance for years and many Chapters, on their 
own, went out and obtained insurance.  Now that there is an Insurance Company working with the Institute, the benefits are better and 
the costs are, for the most part, lower that they were.   

I will get off my soap box now and close with one thought.  There is one way this Organization will cease to exist, and that is when we 
get into a mindset that it is us against them, the Chapters against the Institute.  Get out there and get busy.  Adapt and overcome and 
help build this Organization into one of the finest out there.   











Fix-It Friday: Third time’s a charm 
By:  Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog 
 

Andy Lindenberg of Allegion sent me today’s Fixed-it Fri-
day photos.  Although I’ve seen poorly-placed floor stops with a 
second stop added later, I don’t think I’ve ever seen a floor-
mounted wall stop thrown into the mix! 



Bidding Procedures and Equipment Procurement: Part IV – Equipment Selection, Specifying, 
Procurement. 
by Kevin O’Beirne, PE, FCSI, CCS, CCCA 
 
Basis of Evaluation of Bids  
 
While evaluation of bids on the majority of public projects is based on the capital price proposed by the bidder—on occasion other 
criteria (in addition to the proposed capital price) are included on the Bid Form and in the evaluation of the bids. These most-commonly 
include requiring the bidder to indicate in their bid some level of guaranteed performance of the equipment, whether electricity 
consumption, chemical use, or other cost-factor. Such cost factors are usually converted to a present-worth cost and added to the 
proposed capital price to arrive at a bottom-line amount that is used in ranking the bids.  
 
When bids will be evaluated on any basis other than merely the lowest proposed capital price, the Owner’s legal counsel should be 
made aware of the proposed evaluation criteria and procedures well in advance of advertising for bids and their concurrence obtained 
relative to compliance with applicable procurement laws and regulations.  
 
In addition, when evaluation criteria include both capital price and other cost factors (such as electricity consumption) for award of the 
contract, the Instructions to Bidders should be very clear on the evaluation methodology, which should also be discussed in detail at the 
pre-bid conference. It such cases is advisable to include in the bidding documents sample calculations indicating how the proposed 
other cost factors (such as guaranteed equipment efficiency or chemical consumption) will be evaluated to determine the “apparent low 
bid”.  
 
The contract documents need to include detailed criteria for evaluating the equipment after its fabrication to verify compliance with the 
guaranteed performance cost factors included in the successful bid. Failure of the equipment to comply with the guaranteed 
performance cost factors in the bid should result in appropriate consequences that are clearly-indicated in the contract documents, 
which may include requiring the manufacturer to repair or replace the under-performing equipment, or provisions to compensate the 
Owner for the costs that the Owner will incur in owning and operating the less-efficient equipment (“performance damages”). When 
included, performance damages must be clearly specified and it is advisable to also include sample calculations indicating how the 
damages amount will be determined. Such performance damages should be rational, defensible, and based on the actual, anticipated 
costs that the Owner is reasonably expected to incur. The contract documents should also address whether there will be any bonus for 
equipment that exceeds its guaranteed performance requirements. The basis for determining whether equipment is compliant with 
guaranteed performance is typically via shop testing at the manufacturer’s fabrication facility, prior to shipment.  To reduce the potential 
for bid protests, extraneous information, such as equipment brochures—which may be a form of “preliminary shop drawing”—serve little 
useful purpose on public bids (few public owners are likely to reject a low-priced bid because of something gleaned from the equipment 
brochure submitted with the bid) and, perhaps more-importantly, can work against the Owner by muddying the criteria for evaluating the 
bids. For example, on one tunnel project in 2012 the Instructions to Bidders required submittal with the bid of detailed technical 
information on the proposed tunnel boring machine (TBM). When the low-priced bid appeared, based on a casual review of the TBM 
information submitted, to indicate intent to use a substitute tunnel-lining technique, the second- and third-lowest bidders each filed a bid 
protest. It was eventually ascertained that the bidder that submitted the lowest-priced bid fully intended to comply with the specified 
tunnel-lining requirements by using a reconditioned TBM extensively modified from the TBM’s original fabrication. Thus, in this case, the 
requirement to submit additional information with the bid resulted in needless delays and costs incurred by several entities.  



Bid Protests  
 
A bid protest is a challenge to the award or proposed award of a contract for procurement of construction or goods and services, or a 
challenge to the terms of the bidding documents associated with a contemplated contract. Bid protests are much more-common on 
public projects than on private projects.  
 
At a minimum, a bid protest results in additional cost, expense, effort, and stress for the Owner and the Engineer. A bid protest, whether 
or not successful, can have more-serious consequences, including significant delays to the project, increased costs, and even a court-
ordered reversal of the award; bid protests on public projects can also result in adverse publicity. Fortunately, preparing and enforcing 
clearly-defined, written bidding procedures and establishing and implementing clear, objective criteria for determining the bidder to 
whom the contract will be awarded, usually results in very few or no bid protests.  
 
On public projects, laws and regulations governing who can file and how to file a bid protest vary significantly by jurisdiction. Some 
jurisdictions, such as Indiana and New Jersey, allow non-bidders (e.g., an entity that did not submit an actual bid to the Owner) that 
have a “substantial” interest in the outcome of the bidding and award process to file bid protests. In such jurisdictions, a good case can 
probably be made that an equipment manufacturer or product representative who believes they were treated unfairly in the bidding 
process could file a bid protest. Conversely, other jurisdictions are quite restrictive about who can file a bid protest; for example, in 
Pennsylvania, on projects by local government entities such as municipalities and public authorities, only a concerned taxpayer or 
ratepayer to the public Owner has standing to file a bid protest, which must be filed in the Pennsylvania Court of Common Pleas (42 Pa. 
Cons. Stat. Ann.§ 761, et. seq.; various precedent cases(1)); bidders that are not taxpayers or ratepayers to the Owner have no standing 
to submit bid protests under Pennsylvania law, although different requirements apply to bid protests on Pennsylvania state contracts 
(Pennsylvania Procurement Code, 62 Pa. C.S. § 1711.1)).  
 
Means of contesting a bid can be formal or informal, and may be as basic a letter of protest filed with the Owner (possibly with the 
Owner’s project manager, department head, or the chief officer of the Owner’s organization such as the mayor or utility authority 
chairperson), or a formalized bid protest filed in a court of competent jurisdiction. In any event, advice of legal counsel is necessary in 
such situations.  
 
If a bid protest (or something that appears that it might be one) is received by the Engineer, the Owner and the Owner’s legal counsel 
should be informed immediately. It is often advisable for the Engineer to keep its own legal counsel informed as well. Owners and their 
legal counsel typically take the lead in addressing bid protests, but will usually require assistance from the Engineer. The Engineer 
should not attempt to resolve a bid protest on its own without the Owner’s involvement and leadership.  
 
CONSTRUCTION PHASE  
 
“Or-Equals and Substitutes during Construction  
Many contracts allow the Contractor to submit proposals for approval of “or-equals” and substitutes after the contract is effective. The 
meaning of “or-equals” and substitutes is discussed above in this paper’s section on “or-equals” and substitutes during bidding. During 
construction, the Engineer is the entity with authority to approve or reject such proposals.  
 
 
 



General provisions on “or-equals” and substitutes (on construction projects) are included in the General Conditions, which may be 
augmented in the Division 01 specifications. Substitutes are typically not allowed on purchase contracts. To ensure a fair process for all 
project participants, the procedures and requirements for proposing “or-equals” and substitutes should be clearly-written and properly 
enforced.  
 
Because “or-equals” are equivalent to what is specified, the supplemental information that is required with a request to approve an “or-
equal” is usually fairly minimal. “Or-equals” are proposed and approved through the shop drawing submittal process, without any 
associated change in the contract price or contract times.  
 
Substitutes are not equivalents and may offer significant differences in materials, features, functionality, and more. For this reason, 
requests for approval of substitutes typically require significant additional information. Proposing and evaluating substitutes is a 
separate process outside of the shop drawing submittal procedure and, if the substitute is approved, usually a formal shop drawing is 
subsequently required. When substitutes are approved, they are documented by a change order executed by the Owner, Contractor, 
and Engineer. Substitutes may result in positive or negative changes in the contract price and/or contract times. In EJCDC documents, 
the Contractor is responsible for reimbursing the Owner for the cost of the Engineer’s time for reviewing the substitution request 
regardless of whether the substitute is approved. Because the later in the construction phase a request to approve a substitute is 
received the greater the potential adverse effect on the construction (possibly including delays and added costs), many construction 
contracts place a time limit (so many days after the contract times commence running) during which substitution requests will be 
considered.  Because it is the final step in the product evaluation process, and because it may have significant financial impacts of 
which neither the Engineer or Owner may be aware, it is important for the Engineer to properly and fairly administer the process of 
evaluating “or-equals” and substitutes, and to render decisions impartially.  
 
Quality Control Testing and Non-Conforming or Defective Equipment  
 
Whether the furnished equipment complies with the requirements of the contract and its specifications is usually determined in large 
part via quality control tests and inspections performed both at the manufacturer’s facility (“shop testing”) and additional checks and 
operating tests performed at the site of the installation (“field testing”).  
 
During the design phases, the Engineer must write into the specifications clear requirements for quality control testing, including the 
specific tests and inspections required (often by reference standard specifying), requirements for the Contractor to furnish submittals of 
the test results, clear criteria for acceptance (e.g., what it takes to successfully pass the tests and inspections), and consequences of 
non-compliance. Specifications that are unclear on any of these items can be sources of disagreements, claims, and disputes.  
 
During design, the specified manufacturers should be consulted regarding the types of tests and inspections normally performed and 
the features and limitations of their factory testing facilities. This will help in avoiding misunderstandings and disagreements later 
regarding the acceptability of the equipment. When required testing and acceptance criteria are in accordance with an accepted 
industry standard—for example, shop testing of pumps in accordance with the testing standards of the Hydraulic Institute—the 
Engineer’s specifier should obtain and review the subject reference standard and clearly understand its terminology, testing approach, 
limitations, and criteria for acceptance.  
 
Clear, industry-accepted requirements for quality control testing and acceptance will serve all involved entities (Owner, Contractor or 
Seller, supplier, and Engineer) well and are good business practice.  
 
 



Communications and the Product Representative’s Role during Construction  
 
During the construction phase, many entities are involved and it is therefore important that communications be clear and consistently 
follow the lines of communication specified in the contract documents. In other words, the Engineer should not bypass the Contractor to 
communicate directly with the Contractor’s (or subcontractor’s) supplier, regardless of whether the Engineer formerly communicated  
directly with the manufacturer and/or their product representative during the project’s design phases. The product representative’s role 
changes throughout the various phases of the project. During the feasibility study and design phases the product representative works 
directly with the Engineer and Owner and furnishes information on their equipment. During bidding, the product representative works 
directly with prospective bidders and prospective subcontractors, furnishing both pricing and technical information. During the 
construction phase, the product representative and the manufacturer that they represent work for the entity with which they executed a 
purchase order. During the construction phase, the product representative will assist their client with assembling shop drawings and 
other submittals for the equipment, and typically furnish onsite services such as instructing the Contractor’s personnel in the proper 
handling and installation of the equipment, will check the installed equipment and assist in startup, and will typically be present during 
field testing and training of operations and maintenance personnel.  
 
Because the Engineer, Owner, and product representative probably have an ongoing relationship built over many projects, the 
temptation to contact the product representative directly when some element of the equipment is troublesome at any time between the 
start of the construction phase and the end of the Contractor’s correction period and the warranty period should be resisted. Instead, 
requests for assistance regarding the equipment should be through the Contractor.  
 
CONCLUSIONS  
 
The following summarizes principal points presented in this paper:  
 

• Requirements of public procurement laws and regulations may be complex and require input from and approval of the 
Owner’s legal counsel. Compliance is critical.  

• The quality required for the project should be clearly defined without unduly restricting competition, and the bidding 
documents should be prepared to: comply with laws, avoid bid protests and claims; and be administered in a professional 
manner.  

• Relative to product short-listing, consider the market and avoid preconceptions.  
• Involve manufacturers during design, but evaluate and verify their claims.  
• Resist preparing closed-proprietary specifications. Promote competition on public procurements.  
• Purchase contracts are complex and may be appropriate when there is a clear advantage to the project. Use appropriate 

standardized documents for purchase contracts.  
• Define and enforce objective evaluation of bids. Limit using name/price alternates unless discussed with and accepted by 

the Owner’s legal counsel.  
• Evaluation of “or-equals” and substitutes is complex; the two are significantly different from each other; know when it is 

required or appropriate to consider such requests.  
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ENDNOTES  
 
(1) Commonwealth ex ref. Snyder v. Mitchell, 82 Pa. 343 (1876). Heiling Bros., Co. v. Kohler, 76A.2d 613,615 (Pa. 1950). Lasday v. 

Allegheny County, 453 A.2d 949 (Pa. 1982). General Crushed Stone Co. v. Caemarvon Township, 605 A.2d 472, 474 (Pa. 
Commw. Ct. 1992) (finding that disappointed bidder did not have standing when the bidder was not paying taxes to specific 
municipality in which bid protest arose, but only to general state-wide fund from which the municipality derived funds).  

 
REFERENCES  
 
American Institute of Architects (AIA) (2007), Interiors Family of Documents, Washington DC.  
Anderson, Richard (2013), “Procurement Process Improvements Yield Cost-Effective Public Benefits”, United States Conference of 
Mayors, Washington DC  
Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies, and Water and Wastewater Equipment Manufacturers Association (AMSA-WWEMA) 
(2001), “Optimizing Public Agency Purchasing Power” (white paper), Washington DC.  
Baird, Gregory (2011), “Money Matters – Reducing Costs Through Open Procurement and Alternative Project Delivery”, Journal of the 
American Water Works Association, Vol. 103, No. 8.  
Baird, Gregory (2013), “Reforming Our Nation’s Approach to the Infrastructure Crisis: How Competition, Oversight, and Innovation can 
Lower Water and Sewer Rates in the U.S.”, National Taxpayers Union NTU Policy Paper #132.  
Cohen, Bonner R. (2012), “Fixing America’s Crumbling Underground Water Infrastructure: Competitive Bidding Offers a Way Out”, 
Competitive Enterprise Institute, Issue Analysis 2012 No. 4.  
Construction Specifications Institute (CSI) (2013), The CSI Construction Product Representation Practice Guide, John Wiley & Sons, 
Hoboken, NJ.  
Construction Specifications Institute (CSI) (2011b), The CSI Construction Specifications Practice Guide, John Wiley & Sons, Hoboken, 
NJ.  
Construction Specifications Institute (CSI) (2011a), The CSI Project Delivery Practice Guide, John Wiley & Sons, Hoboken, NJ.  
Construction Specifications Institute (CSI) (2014), MasterFormat: Master List of Numbers and Titles for the Construction Industry, 2014 
Update, John Wiley & Sons, Hoboken, NJ.  
Engineers Joint Contract Documents Committee (EJCDC) (2010), Equipment Procurement (P-Series) Documents, Alexandria, VA.  
Engineers Joint Contract Documents Committee (EJCDC) (2013), Construction (C-Series) Documents, Alexandria, VA.  
LaVelle, Deb, Huber, Ruth, et. al. (2011), “Engineered Equipment Procurement Options to Ensure Project Quality”, Proceedings of the 
Water Environment Federation (WEFTEC 2011).  
Peeler, David (2004), “Attributes of Responsible Charge”, The North Carolina Bulletin: The Newsletter of the North Carolina Board of 
Examiners for Engineers and Surveyors, Fall 2004 issue.  
Perera, Oshani; Morton, Barbara; Perfrerment, Tina (2009), “Life Cycle Costing in Sustainable Public Procurement: A Question of 
Value”, International Institute for Sustainable Development. 



Decoded: FAQs on Fire Door Requirements for Health Care Facilities 
By:  Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog 

Understanding and applying the code requirements for health care facilities can be 
difficult, as there are often code sections or exceptions for health care that differ from 
those related to other occupancy classifications.  This month’s Decoded column briefly 
addresses some of the most frequently asked questions about fire door assemblies 
installed in health care facilities. 

Which code(s) or standard(s) must be followed? 

For many facilities there may be more than one Authority Having Jurisdiction (AHJ), and 
often these AHJs may be enforcing different codes and referenced standards.  For this 
reason, it’s important to have an understanding of the requirements of various 
publications.  Although an AHJ may enforce a different code or standard or an older 
edition than those referenced in this article, many code changes can help to clarify the 

intent of the codes.  Some changes do not go into effect until a particular code is adopted or a standard is referenced by an adopted 
code, but clarifications may be helpful even before a code is adopted. 

The model codes addressed in this article are the International Building Code (IBC) and NFPA 101 – Life Safety Code.  There are 
additional publications in the families of I-Codes and NFPA codes – the requirements are typically consistent for the other codes within 
the family.  For fire door assemblies, the referenced standard is NFPA 80 – Standard for Fire Doors and Other Opening 
Protectives.  For accessibility requirements, the model codes reference ICC A117.1 – Accessible and Usable Buildings and Facilities; 
the ADA Standards for Accessible Design also apply to most projects nationwide.  There may be additional state or local code 
modifications that apply to a particular location. 

Are all components of a fire door assembly required to be listed and/or labeled? 

The intent of the codes and standards is for each component that is part of a fire door assembly to be listed for that purpose, unless 
specifically exempted by the standard.  For example, a protection plate installed in the bottom 16 inches of door height is not required to 
be listed or labeled.  The standard also addresses certain “items of a generic nature” that are not required to be labeled but must 
comply with the specifications of NFPA 80. 

NFPA 80 allows listed components of a swinging fire door assembly to be from different manufacturers and/or different listing 
laboratories, except where restricted by individual published listings.  Depending on which code has been adopted, components of a 
swinging fire door assembly may be listed to NFPA 252, UL 10B, or UL 10C.  However, the IBC requires components to be listed using 
a positive pressure test – either the UL 10C standard or the NFPA 252 standard with the test conducted using the positive pressure 
method. 



Are cross-corridor doors in health care facilities required to have positive-latching hardware? 

Some cross-corridor doors in health care facilities are required to be fire doors, and these doors must meet the requirements of NFPA 
80 – including an active latchbolt to ensure positive latching.  However, the most common cross-corridor doors in health care facilities – 
double egress pairs in 1-hour smoke barriers – are exempt from these requirements.  Much of the confusion about this application has 
been caused by the numerous changes that have been made in the model codes, to try to clarify the intent.  Currently, both the I-Codes 
and the NFPA codes include exceptions specific to these double-egress pairs, which state that the doors are not required to be fire 
doors or to have positive-latching devices.  There are other requirements in these sections that do apply, such as restrictions on 
clearances and glazing, so it’s important to refer to the applicable section for prescriptive criteria. 

Can existing fire door assemblies be modified in the field for new hardware? 

The short answer is yes, but there are some limitations depending on the work that is needed.  NFPA 80 
includes requirements for job-site preparations and field modifications.  Job-site preparations are limited to 
round holes for surface-mounted hardware, function holes for mortise locks, and holes for labeled 
viewers.  Past editions of NFPA 80 limited round holes for job-site preparations (with the exception of 
cylinder holes) to 1-inch diameter.  In the 2016 edition of the standard, the limit on the hole diameter was 
removed, and larger round holes are permitted for surface-applied hardware installed in accordance with 
the door and hardware manufacturers’ listings.  Undercutting of wood and composite doors (where 
permitted by their listings) and installation of protection plates are also addressed as job-site preparations. 

For alterations that are not considered job-site preparations, NFPA 80 includes requirements for field 
modifications.  Field modifications must be approved before the work is begun, and approval must be 
requested from the listing laboratory, via the door or frame manufacturer.  If a field modification is not 
approved by the lab, it’s possible that the work could be done in a shop that is authorized to perform the 
alteration, or that the door or frame could be relabeled in the field after completion of the work.  Unused 
holes left when hardware is changed in the field must be filled using the methods prescribed in NFPA 80 or 

as permitted by the manufacturers’ listings. 

If the clearance on an existing fire door is greater than what is allowed by NFPA 80, how can this be addressed? 

On existing fire door assemblies, one of the most common deficiencies found is clearance that is greater than what is allowed by NFPA 
80.  Since the 2016 edition, NFPA 80 has allowed clearance at the head, jambs, and meeting stiles of 1/8-inch +/- 1/16-inch for 20-
minute doors (including wood doors) in hollow-metal frames; hollow metal doors listed for up to 3 hours are subject to the same 
limitations.  Wood doors rated for more than 20 minutes are limited to clearances at the head, jambs, and meeting stiles of 1/8-inch, 
maximum.  Clearance under the bottom of a fire door may be a maximum of 3/4-inch (or 3/8-inch, maximum, if the bottom of the door is 
more than 38 inches above the floor). 

When clearances exceed the maximums stated in the standard, it may be possible to add gasketing, edge guards, door sweeps, or 
other materials to bring the door into compliance.  However, the products used to address this problem must be specifically listed for  



use on fire doors with excess clearance.  Standard gasketing and door bottoms will not solve the problem, even if they are listed to UL 
10C or NFPA 252.  Products designed to address non-compliant clearances will typically include limitations on the door material, fire 
rating, and maximum clearance, so it is important to refer to the manufacturer’s information to determine whether the product will bring 
the fire door assembly back into compliance.  

If an existing pair of fire doors has vertical rod fire exit hardware, can the bottom rods and 
latches be removed and an auxiliary fire pin installed? 

Vertical rod style fire exit hardware can be problematic in health care facilities where beds 
and carts may damage the bottom rods and latches or where floor strikes are 
undesirable.  Many facility managers have inquired about modifying existing pairs to remove 
the bottom rods and latches. 

The answer to whether or not an existing pair can be retrofitted is not found in the codes and 
standards, as it is dependent on the listings of the fire doors and the fire exit hardware.  If the 
doors and hardware have been installed in the last 20 years or so, it is likely that the 

manufacturers’ listings would allow an auxiliary fire pin to be added and the bottom rods and latches removed.  However, older fire 
doors or fire exit hardware may not have been tested or listed with the “less bottom rod” (LBR) application.  For a definitive answer, 
information about the existing doors and hardware must be provided to the manufacturers, to see if their listings for products 
manufactured at that time will permit the field modification. 

Are fire door assemblies in health care facilities required to be inspected annually? 

In the last 15 years, prescriptive requirements for fire door assembly inspections have been added to the model codes and to NFPA 
80.  (Note: For smoke doors required to comply with NFPA 105, there are also prescriptive requirements for inspections included in that 
standard.)  Currently, NFPA 80 requires fire door assemblies to be inspected after installation, after maintenance work, and 
annually.  The standard includes detailed inspection criteria, as well as the information to be included in the inspection report made 
available to the AHJ. 

The Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) and their accrediting organizations such as the Joint Commission, adopted the 
2012 edition of the Life Safety Code in July of 2016.  NFPA 101-2012 references the 2010 edition of NFPA 80, which requires fire door 
assemblies in all occupancy classifications – including health care facilities – to be inspected annually.  In 2017, CMS issued a 
memorandum confirming that fire door assembly inspections were required for all accredited health care facilities and establishing a 
deadline for compliance of January 1, 2018.  These requirements continue to be enforced today, for any health care facility that 
receives funding from CMS. 



WHO’S INVOLVED? IDENTIFYING THE OWNER’S CONSULTANTS IN THE 
CONSTRIOUCTN CONTRACT? 
By Kevin O'Beirne, PE, FCSI, CCS, CCCA, CDT 

A surprisingly large proportion of construction contracts unique to certain project owners do not explicitly identify the owner’s 
consultants, such as the design professional, third-party construction manager as advisor (CMa), or owner’s program manager. Failure 
to identify the owner’s consultants by name in the construction contract is more than just a minor oversight or the absence of a 
contractual nicety. Rather, it has real potential to increase such entities’ risk with no associated benefit to anyone, including the owner. 

Although the construction contract for design-bid-build, construction manager-as-advisor, construction manager at risk, and owner-build 
project delivery is between the owner and contractor, such construction contracts impart both risk and certain risk management 
protections to the owner’s consultants. Therefore, it is very important that such entities be expressly indicated by name and role in the 
construction contract. 

How and Where to Identify the Owner’s Consultants 

Construction documents typically use generic roles for the project’s principal participants, such as “Owner”, “Contractor”, and the 
owner’s various consultants, such as “Architect,” “Engineer,” “Consultant,” or “Design Professional,” “Construction Manager,” or others. 
Use of generic role names requires that the entity serving in that role be identified by name only once in the construction contract 
documents. 

Because the owner and contractor are identified by name in the owner-contractor agreement, the agreement is also the most-
appropriate location to identify the owner’s consultants, as recommended in AIA A512/EJCDC N-122—2012, Uniform Location of 
Subject Matter. Where the owner-contractor agreement form is unique to the owner and does not identify the owner’s consultants, such 
provisions may instead be included in either the project’s supplementary conditions or the project’s specifications Section 01 11 00 – 
Summary of Work, or Section 01 12 00 – Multiple Contract Summary, as applicable. The entity indicated as the owner’s design 
professional is not necessarily the same as the entity that prepared the construction documents; rather it is the entity fulfilling that role 
for the project’s construction phase. 

AIA A101—2017, Standard Form of Agreement Between Owner and Contractor (Stipulated Sum), identifies the architect, in the 
preamble, as follows: 

“The Architect: 

“(Name, legal status, address and other information) 

«  »«  » 
«  » 
«  » 
«  » 



EJCDC C-520—2018, Agreement between Owner and Contractor for Construction Contract (Stipulated Price), includes: 

“ARTICLE 3 - ENGINEER 

“Guidance Notes—If an entity or individual other than the design engineer will serve as Owner’s representative during construction, then 
make appropriate revisions and additions to this Agreement, the General Conditions, the Supplementary Conditions, and other Contract 
Documents regarding the construction-phase roles and duties of the design engineer and such other entity or individual. Such revisions 
may include using a designation other than “Engineer” for the representative named in Paragraph 3.01 below, and expressly naming the 
design firm (for example, “ABC Engineering, Inc.”) instead of referring to “Engineer” in Paragraph 3.02. 

“3.01      The Owner has retained [insert name of engineering firm] (“Engineer”) to act as Owner’s representative, assume all duties and 
responsibilities of Engineer, and have the rights and authority assigned to Engineer in the Contract. 

“3.02      The part of the Project that pertains to the Work has been designed by [insert “Engineer” if an entity has been identified as 
such in Paragraph 3.01, and that same entity prepared the design; or indicate by name the entity other than Engineer that prepared the 
design].” 

Similar language may be used to identify the project’s CMa and owner’s program manager, if any. Others retained by the owner relative 
to the project, such as owner-hired special inspectors and testing entities, should be identified by name in the Project’s specifications 
Section 01 11 00 or 01 12 00, as applicable, and included as additional insureds on contractor-furnished insurance and included in 
other relevant risk management provisions. 

The entity’s full, legal-contractual name should be used; optimally, the entity’s name should be the same as that indicated in the 
associated owner-consultant agreement for services on the project. The owner’s consultant’s project office address should also be 
indicated. 

Why Identifying the Owner’s Consultants is Important 

Among other provisions, construction contracts for design-bid-build typically assign to the architect or engineer various responsibilities 
that directly affect the contractor, such as: 

 Impartially interpreting the contract documents. 
 Evaluating differing site conditions and rendering an opinion on changes to the contract, if any. 
 Reviewing and approving, or taking other appropriate action, on contractor-furnished submittals. 
 Observing the work at appropriate intervals to determine quality, compliance with the contract, and progress, and rejecting defective 

work. 
 Determining entitlement in contractor change proposals or claims and preparing contract modifications relative to the design, quality 

of work, and acceptability of the work. 
 Processing the contractor’s applications for payment in a proper and timely manner. 
 Determining when the work is substantially complete and ready for final payment and issuing appropriate written notices. 
 



Other responsibilities. 

Occasionally an owner will create a single construction contract from two separate design professionals’ drawings and specifications. In 
such cases, it is very important to distinguish which design professional has which responsibilities. Many times, it may be appropriate 
for one firm to serve as the “lead” design professional for construction, as the contractor’s principal point-of-contact, with all 
communications between the contractor and second firm being routed through the first firm. In such cases, both firms should be 
expressly identified in the construction contract. 

The construction contract documents typically expressly provide certain protections to the architect or engineer, and other owner’s 
consultants, such as: 

Allocating solely to the contractor responsibility for complying with the contract times; for construction means, methods, procedures, 
techniques, and sequences; and for safety and protection at the site. Not only is this appropriate, but it is also critical for the owner’s, 
design professional’s, and other owner’s consultants’ risk management. 

Including the owner’s consultants and their subconsultants and subcontractors, together with the owner, in the contractor’s 
indemnification obligations, as additional insureds on contractor-furnished liability insurance (except workers’ compensation and 
professional liability insurance), and in provisions requiring the builder’s risk insurance carrier to waive its subrogation rights. Including 
the owner and its consultants in such provisions is critical to properly manage such entities’ construction stage risks for matters over 
which they have no control. 

Allocating only to the owner the right to accept defective work, to stop or suspend the work, and to terminate the contractor’s 
performance. Although the owner should consult with its design professional before accepting defective work, the decision to accept 
defective work should never be delegated to an owner’s consultant. When the owner exercises its rights to order the work stopped or 
suspended, or terminated, claims and counterclaims often ensue. Therefore, the owner should never delegate such responsibilities to 
its consultants, nor should owner-hired consultants be required to exercise such rights on behalf of the owner. 

For the contractor to have full knowledge of the responsibilities of the owner’s consultants as they pertain to the contractor’s 
responsibilities, and for the owner’s consultants to receive critical risk management protections under the contract, it is essential that the 
owner’s consultants be expressly identified by name and, preferably, address, in the construction contract.  Lack of clarity in such 
matters has potential for a court, arbitrator, or insurance carrier to deny such protections to an owner’s consultant.  

In many cases observed by this writer, non-standard (unique to the owner) construction contracts omit identifying the owner’s 
consultants, with such identification perhaps made orally at the preconstruction conference or merely implied by the engineer’s or 
architect’s logo on the construction drawings. 

Worse, some construction documents entirely, or nearly so, omit the design professional and any other owner’s consultants. Such 
contracts may entirely deprive bidders and the contractor clarity on how the project’s construction will be administered and, as indicated 
above, possibly deprive the design professional and other owner’s consultants certain, basic risk management protections normally 
provided by other, widely-used standard construction contracts, such as those of the Engineers Joint contract Documents Committee 
(EJCDC) and American Institute of Architects (AIA). 

 



Such positions may be held merely because the design professional or other owner’s consultant had some involvement in the project’s 
construction stage and the construction contract was largely silent on their responsibilities and limits of authority. No owner’s consultant 
wants to learn of such denials, on the grounds of a technicality, when the required risk management protections are most needed. 

Conclusion 

The identification of the owner’s consultants should never be left to the imagination and should be clearly and explicitly indicated in the 
construction documents. Failure to heed this advice may have substantial and possibly far-reaching effects. 
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PASS Statement on Barricade Devices 
Reprinted with the Permission of Partner Alliance for Safer Schools (PASS) 

After a school shooting in November of 2021, several news reports mentioned that barricade devices had 
saved students’ lives during the incident.  To date, a detailed analysis of what occurred during the shooting 
has not been released, so there is no way to know what actually helped to secure the classrooms – the 
door locks, barricaded furniture, or another security method.  I have read numerous reports of the shooting 
without learning whether the shooter attempted to enter classrooms where the doors were locked and/or 
blocked by furniture, or what prevented him from gaining access. 

Just over a week ago, a gunman entered the Congregation Beth Israel Synagogue in Colleyville, Tex-
as.  Four people were held hostage for more then 10 hours, and their escape clearly demonstrates why it’s 
important to keep all options open – including the ability to exit – during this type of situation.  From 
the Associated Press: 

“First of all, we escaped. We weren’t released or freed,” said Cohen, who was one of four people in the syn-
agogue for services that many other Congregation Beth Israel members were watching online. 

Cohen said the men worked to keep the gunman engaged. They talked to the gunman, and he lectured 
them. At one point as the situation devolved, Cohen said the gunman told them to get on their knees. Co-
hen recalled rearing up in his chair and slowly moving his head and mouthing “no.” As the gunman moved 
to sit back down, Cohen said Cytron-Walker yelled to run. 

“The exit wasn’t too far away,” Cytron-Walker said. “I told them to 
go. I threw a chair at the gunman, and I headed for the door. And all 
three of us were able to get out without even a shot being fired.” 

Would the outcome have been different if the hostages were not able to exit freely?  Or if the intruder 
had barricaded the exit?  I am reminded of the 2019 mosque shootings in Christchurch, New Zea-
land.  The exit in one of the mosques had been secured with an electrified lock that did not allow free 
egress as required by the US model codes.  Fifty people died in the shootings in Christchurch.  How 
many could have survived if the exit door had allowed them to escape?  

There are serious concerns associated with barricade devices that can trap building occupants as well 
as delaying or preventing access by emergency responders.  The Partner Alliance for Safer Schools 
(PASS) has published a document to help school administrators and other facility managers learn 
about the dangers associated with the use of classroom barricade devices.  PASS also has school 
safety and security guidelines, a checklist, and other resources available on their website –
 passk12.org. 



A recent article in Security Sales & Integration addressed how to work with schools to integrate the PASS guidelines – the article can be 
read on the SSI website.  The video (Link - https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CnjWnmlQSVk) gives a good overview of PASS.  This 
organization can be instrumental in helping schools make security decisions that don’t neglect life safety, fire protection, or 
accessibility.  If you have any questions about PASS, feel free to leave them in the comment box and you will receive a response from 
the organization. 
 
PASS: More on Classroom Barricade Devices 
(https://passk12.org/whitepapers/5-reasons-schools-should-avoid-classroom-barricade-devices/) 
 
After reading yesterday’s post about the advisory that was recently published by the Partner Alliance for Safer Schools (PASS), one of 
iDigHardware’s loyal readers recommended that I share another valuable PASS resource – a fact sheet discussing 5 reasons schools 
should avoid using classroom barricade devices that don’t comply with the national life safety codes. 
 
Whether you’re looking for a 1-page statement touching on some of the issues surrounding classroom barricades, a 13-page detailed 
look at the potential consequences of using non-code-compliant barricade devices, or the 4-page document highlighting the 5 reasons 
to avoid them, PASS has covered all of the bases. 
 
And what are PASS’s 5 reasons schools should avoid classroom barricade 
devices that do not allow free egress?  From the PASS fact sheet: 
 
Willful misuse of the devices can prevent both escape from inside the room 
and emergency response from the outside. 
Most of these devices violate life safety code requirements for free egress 
and violate accessibility requirements under the Americans with Disabilities 
Act. 
 
Classroom security locks already provide effective lockdown capability in a 
safe manner for students and school personnel. 
Existing locksets or other door hardware can be upgraded (if necessary) at a 
similar cost to purchasing barricade devices. 
Increased liability. For all of these reasons, use of barricade devices could 
open communities and school districts to additional liability exposure, 
especially if a barricade device is utilized in the commission of a violent act. 
 
This fact sheet also addresses the mechanical lock functions that are 
appropriate for use in a school classroom, as well as the 4 criteria that all locks 
used on K-12 classrooms should meet.  This resource is available for 
download on the PASS website, along with the other publications mentioned 
above, the PASS School Safety and Security Guidelines, and the School 
Safety and Security Checklist.  Safety for everyone, in every situation, every 
day. 



PASS: 5 Questions Everyone Should Ask About School Safety and Security 
Reprinted with the Permission of Partner Alliance for Safer Schools (PASS) 

If you don’t know Michele Gay, you should; she is an inspiration.  After 
losing her daughter in the shooting at Sandy Hook Elementary School, 
she became a school safety advocate and co-founded the organiza-
tion Safe & Sound Schools.  I met Michele in 2018 when she shared her 
family’s story at the DHI conNextions conference – I hope you will take 
the time to view an abbreviated version of Michele’s presentation.  
(https://idighardware.com/2018/10/fema-preptalks-rethinking-school-
safety/) 
As a follow-up to yesterday’s post (when I was feeling a bit defeated), I 
want to share a new resource that we can use to help educate school 
administrators, parents, students, and others about school safety and 
security.  It is a collaboration between the Partner Alliance for Safer 
Schools (PASS) (https://passk12.org/) and Safe and Sound Schools: 5 
Questions Everyone Should Ask About School Safety and Security. 
(https://passk12.org/school-safety-and-security/5-questions-everyone-

should-ask-about-school-safety-and-security/). 
After every school shooting, organizations like PASS and Safe and Sound Schools continue working behind the scenes to keep schools 
safe, long after media coverage has stopped.  Nevertheless, as recent events have made clear, the entire community has to work to-
gether in order to have the greatest impact.  Read the article to learn more about Safe and Sound Schools and what you can do to take 
a more active role in school safety and security. 
“When I was a teacher and stay-at-home mom, safety was important to me. But I really looked at it mostly as someone else’s job. I 
learned—too painfully—that’s not the truth. Each and every one of us in the community has to be educated and has to be a part of mak-
ing sure our schools are safe.” 
 Michele Gay, Founder, Safe and Sound Schools 
 
“School safety is a process, not a product.” That’s Michele Gay, founder and executive director of Safe and Sound Schools, a national 
nonprofit specializing in school safety and advocacy. Safe and Sound was founded around the same time as PASS, both with similar 
motivations: the free transmission of information in order to connect communities and leaders with the best resources available when it 
comes to school safety and security. 
 
After every school shooting, organizations like PASS and Safe and Sound Schools continue working behind the scenes to keep schools 
safe, long after media coverage has stopped. Nevertheless, as recent events have made clear, the entire community has to work to-
gether in order to have the greatest impact. Read on to learn more about Safe and Sound Schools and what you can do to take a more 
active role in school safety and security. 



What is Safe and Sound Schools? 
Safe and Sound Schools was created in 2013 by Michele Gay and co-founding partner Alissa Parker after their daughters, Josephine 
and Emilie, were lost in the Sandy Hook School shooting of 2012. “I used to think school safety was someone else’s job,” Gay says in 
a FEMA PrepTalk introducing Safe and Sound Schools. “I learned—too painfully—that’s not the truth. Each and every one of us in the 
community has to be educated and has to be a part of making sure our schools are safe.” 
There’s no doubt that school safety and security is a complex topic, with various organizations and interest groups tackling the issue 
from different angles. “Naturally, we gravitate towards what we’re good at,” Gay says. These siloed interest groups, however, can inad-
vertently create an imbalance in school safety, which can lead to security gaps. 
While one of the cornerstones of school safety and security is definitely physical—doors, locks, security, technology—there’s an equally 
important “softer side” to school safety, Gay says, that’s related to the culture and climate of schools and communities. Gay often ob-
serves a “tug-of-war” happening between these two realms, but school safety and security isn’t relegated to one or the other, she 
says. It’s both. 
Safe and Sound’s comprehensive framework identifies six key components to school safety and security: mental and behavioral health; 
health and wellness; physical safety and security; culture, climate, and community; leadership, law, and policy; and operations and 
emergency management. 
 

Source: Safe and Sound Schools  



Bringing these components together isn’t about being the expert in all six, but rather partnering with the experts. “I’m not an expert,” 
Gay admits, “I just know a lot of them. And I’m lucky to work with experts across all disciplines.” 

That’s where partnerships with organizations like PASS come in. “PASS is our go-to for anything related to physical safety and 
security,” says Gay. “We know we have the experts that can help answer those questions and provide resources to our schools.” 

School Safety and Security: It Takes a Village 
Despite the recurring nightmare that happens with every new shooting, Gay says there have been more averted incidents than ever 
before. These success stories often involve a Student Resource Officer in the right place at the right time; or a teacher hugging a 
student; or a relationship between a child and a school counselor, or a well-trained safety team that knew when to intervene. All of these 
relationships make up the wider culture of a school, and demonstrate how school safety and security really is a concerted effort 
amongst all members of the community. 

The frustrating part, Gay says, is that these “near misses” aren’t as widely publicized as the tragedies. Many communities who 
experience an active shooter scare don’t often broadcast it because they’re trying to avoid panic within the community, or they’re 
worried about the notoriety or negative press that comes with a violent incident. 

Gay would like to see that change. “Our communities need to know what works because if they don’t, they’re not going to advocate for 
those things.” It’s good news when people are trained and well equipped, and as a result, an attack is prevented and a child’s life is 
saved. 

5 Questions You Should Ask About School Safety and Security 
These success stories come from communities that are prepared and working together: students, parents, teachers, Student Resource 
Officers, custodians, lunch ladies, counselors—everyone has to be involved. Here are five questions everyone should ask about school 
safety and security: 

1. Does Your School Have a Current School Safety Policy? 

Your school’s safety and security policy should involve an emergency operations plan (EOP) and security plan. Comprehensive plans—
and the policies and procedures to implement them—form the foundation of school safety and security. Without proper policies and 
procedures in place, it is impossible to successfully use security technology and other security measures, regardless of how advanced 
they may be. Effective policies and procedures alone can mitigate risks, and there are often no costs associated with implementing 
them. 

The PASS Guidelines include essential security-specific policies and processes, broken down by the five layers of school safety and 
security (district-wide, property, parking lot, building, and classroom/interior; see Guidelines for details). 



2. What Drills Are in Place to Help Students and Staff Respond to Emergencies? 
As the widespread success of fire drills has demonstrated, drills are critical to the success of your school’s emergency response both 
for students and teachers. The need for “lockdown” drills has grown due to the unique circumstances of an active shooter event. Wheth-
er in a school, business, or other public space, best practices now dictate having a lockdown protocol as the major component of an ef-
fective safety plan when escape is not possible. Schools should keep the age of their students in mind when designing exercises and 
training. The PASS Guidelines include recommendations for how to conduct lockdown drills, as well as tips on how to design a drill that 
works best for your school. 
3. Does Your School Have a Team Assigned Specifically to Student Safety? 
Your school should have a safety and security team that comprises, at minimum, the following key stakeholders to the K-12 environ-
ment: 

security director; 
school administrator; 
security/systems integrator (or consultant); 
IT director; 
local police and fire officials; and 
a school-based health care professional. 

For larger or more complex projects, it’s best to have a hardware consultant on board as well. 
4. Have School Administrators and Security Personnel Been Trained on Crisis Management? 
Teachers and staff are essential to a successful emergency response. Staff should act on their own in an emergency when direction is 
not available, and—at a minimum—be trained on: 

What to do in an emergency; 
How to make independent decisions and act on them immediately; 
What strategies and options they can use under various circumstances; 
Who is responsible for what, and their individual roles; and 
How to communicate with police, first responders, and others responding to the emergency. 

5. Do Students Know How to Report Suspicious Incidents? 
Ideally, a counselor or mental health professional has spoken with students about identifying red flags and what to do about it. Schools 
should also seriously consider anonymous reporting systems, which have deterred school violence in the past. The PASS Guide-
lines provide guidance on how to best implement anonymous tip reporting processes. 



We’re Here to Help 
Ready to get more involved with school safety and security? Safe and Sound offers free toolkits designed to facilitate conversations, 
problem-solving, and partnerships in your school community. Or, check out our PASS Guidelines and Checklist, available at no cost, for 
the latest proven practices and technologies to enhance the safety and security of our K-12 schools. 

It’s time to rethink school safety. How can you be a part of it? 

Safe and Sound Schools is a national nonprofit school safety advocacy and resource center that provides research-based tools and 
support for crisis prevention, response, and recovery, helping to protect every school, every student, every day. 

The Partner Alliance for Safer Schools (PASS) is a nonprofit 501(c)(3) bringing together expertise from the education, public safety, and 
industry communities to develop and support a coordinated approach to making effective and appropriate decisions with respect to 
safety and security investments. You can download the complete PASS Guidelines on our website, or check out our PASS Safety and 
Security Checklist for quick tips on how to get started. These resources — as well as whitepapers on various topics including barricade 
devices, lockdown drills, and more — are available at no cost. 

School Security & Safety in 2022 
By:  Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog 

Normally when I return from holiday break I feel re-energized, re-organized, and ready to 
rumble.  Today, I’m trying to psyche myself up for a new year full of promise, but I’m getting a bit of a 
slow start. 
This photo points to one of the issues that I’m struggling with – school security.  For almost 10 years, 
school security and safety have been a main focus area of mine – there are 545 posts on iDigHardware 
that include the word “school.”  I have collaborated with dozens of experts on the topic of school safety – 
together we have written articles, taught classes, participated in workshops, conducted research, 
affected legislation, strengthened code requirements, documented best practices, and more. 
I received the photo this morning – it was taken in an elementary school.  The school was full of students 
at the time, and there wasn’t an active shooter drill in progress.  Notice that along with the panic 
hardware – mandated by code to facilitate free egress for large numbers of building occupants during an 
emergency – the doors are equipped with short pieces of fire hose, slipped over the door closer arms. 
A few thoughts… 
1.  While a piece of fire hose might provide the illusion of security, how much security does this method 
actually provide?  Which will fail first?  The fire hose?  The closer arm?  The screws for the closer body 
or shoe?  It’s hard to know for sure but proper latching hardware, whether it’s panic hardware or a 
lockset, will withstand much more force than the fire hose or some of the other retrofit “security” 
methods.  Door hardware is tested to industry standards, so we know how it will perform – for both 
security and for egress. 



2.  Some proponents of classroom barricade devices have stated that because the retrofit devices are only installed during active shoot-
er events and drills, the effects on egress and accessibility do not need to be considered – there is the belief that “security trumps 
egress” (as well as fire, accessibility, etc.) during a school shooting.  In reality, the ability to evacuate is crucial during such an event, 
AND – the photo clearly demonstrates that these unsafe security methods are deployed at other times.  The doors in the photo have 
likely had the fire hoses installed for months if not longer. 
 
3.  These doors are not usable except by someone who a) knows that the pieces of fire hose are there, and b) can reach them and re-
move them.  This violates the code requirements for the doors to unlatch with one motion, with releasing hardware that is mounted be-
tween 34 inches and 48 inches above the floor, with no tight grasping, pinching, or twisting of the wrist, and with no key, tool, special 
knowledge or effort.  Current codes also require authorized access from the outside, with a key, credential, or other approved 
means.  These doors do not comply with the building codes, fire codes, or accessibility standards, and this attempt to add security puts 
the school at risk of liability associated with unintended consequences. 
 
I hope 2022 will be the year that the experts are heard and their advice followed, with decision-makers choosing proven security prod-
ucts rather than untested methods that don’t comply with the codes established over 100+ years.  Sadly, I predict that the day will come 
when a barricade device will result in tragedy – either because it is used by an active shooter to trap people, or because it delays evac-
uation or access by emergency responders.  There have already been several fatal school shootings where doors where barricaded 
doors prevented law enforcement from entering the secured space, and at least one fatal school shooting where the shooter (a stu-
dent), initiated the lockdown procedures to prevent school staff from entering the classroom. 

Let’s continue to work proactively on this issue – the website of the Partner Alliance for Safer Schools (PASS) is a great place to 
start!  I’m happy to answer any questions or point you to further information, so feel free to leave a comment below if there’s something 
you need help with. 



Quick Question: Learned Irrelevance 
By:  Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog 

I often wonder how in the world exits can be blocked, or have hardware that has been 
modified and will not allow egress – sometimes for YEARS – without anyone noticing.  I 
think the answer may have something to do with today’s Quick Question: 
What is “learned irrelevance” and how does it affect doors in a means of egress? 
 
When writing about egress, I have mentioned before that building occupants often try to 
exit the same way they entered a building.  Under normal circumstances, this isn’t 
typically a problem, but in an emergency it can be crucial to know where the closest exit 
is located – and use it.  However, during past fires and other events where emergency 
evacuation was needed, we have sometimes seen building occupants pass available 
exits and head for the entrance.  If the normal route is blocked, the results of this familiar 
pattern can be fatal.  Some exits may even have signage or alarmed/delayed egress 
hardware that discourages the use of the egress door. 

 
According to the book Egress Design Solutions: A Guide to Evacuation and Crowd Management Planning By Jeffrey Tubbs and Brian 
Meacham, learned irrelevance is the inability to effectively respond to previously irrelevant information.  This can cause building 
occupants to ignore safety features that they see every day but rarely use – like emergency exits.  When coupled with the behavior of 
moving toward the familiar, this can lead people to exit a building the same way they entered.  A 2001 study demonstrated learned 
irrelevance with regard to emergency exit signage, and the idea of dynamic exit signage was discussed in an episode of NFPA Learn 
Something New. 
 
The International Fire Code (IFC) Commentary also references the term “learned irrelevance”: 
The management of occupants is primarily moving them away from the hazard. Verifying that enough exits have ample capacity, are 
immediately accessible, adequately arranged, appropriately identified and suitably protected are only the first steps toward achieving 
functional life safety. Occupants must know not only where exits are, but also when and how to use them. For instance, studies have 
shown that people have a “learned irrelevance” to emergency exits. Learned irrelevance is a psychological phenomenon that occurs 
when a person is exposed to a stimulus but usually does not need to respond to it. Because of this phenomenon, most occupants are 
likely to exit the way they have entered, whether it is the correct way or not; therefore, beyond designing the building with an adequate 
number of exits, a method of encouraging the use of the best exits must be developed. Identifying dangerous conditions, deciding how 
to act and responding appropriately and promptly are essential. 
 
The possibility that building occupants will experience learned irrelevance regarding egress doors makes it even more important that 
we all make a conscious effort to locate the nearest exit whenever we are in a building, and ensure that the exit is available for 
egress.  It also underscores the importance of fire/evacuation drills to acquaint building occupants with the concept of using the 
nearest exit. 
What do you think?  Are there other ways to overcome learned irrelevance and help to ensure that building occupants will take the 
safest route during an emergency? 



Quick Question: Chains and Padlocks 
By:  Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog 

When I created iDigHardware in 2009, I never in a million years thought that code officials would read it.  But I am so proud to say that I 
have many readers who are AHJs, and sometimes they even ask me questions.  A fire marshal recently asked me today’s Quick Ques-
tion: 
A school district in my jurisdiction wants to use chains and padlocks to secure the school buildings at night and on weekends.  Do the 
model codes allow this when the building is not occupied? 

 
This might seem like a simple question to answer, but there are strong opinions on both sides.  Here are my 
thoughts on this issue: 

NFPA 101 differentiates between what is allowed when the building is occupied vs. not occupied, so some 
AHJs interpret the requirements of the Life Safety Code to apply only when a building is occupied, and not 
when it is unoccupied.  But what often happens is that the chains and padlocks used to secure a building 
when it is unoccupied, remain in place even when the building IS occupied.  I also think about firefighters in 
an unoccupied building during a fire, unable to exit through chained doors. 

I spend most of my time working with the I-Codes – the International Building Code (IBC) and the Interna-
tional Fire Code (IFC).  These codes require egress doors to unlatch with one releasing motion, without a 
key, special knowledge, or effort, and the I-Codes don’t differentiate between occupied/unoccupied with re-
gard to egress.  I don’t see anything in the IFC that says egress doors can be locked in the direction of 
egress when the building is not occupied (with some exceptions related to special locking arrangements). 

There are several sections in NFPA 101 and some explanatory information in the Life Safety Code Handbook that I would interpret to 
mean that chains and padlocks can not be used on a school’s egress doors – even when the building is not occupied: 

7.2.1.1.3.2   Where means of egress doors are locked in a building that is not considered occu-
pied, occupants shall not be locked beyond their control in buildings or building spaces, except for 
lockups in accordance with 22.4.5 and 23.4.5, detention and correctional occupancies, and health 
care occupancies. 

7.2.1.5.1   Door leaves shall be arranged to be opened readily from the egress side whenever the 
building is occupied. 

7.2.1.5.3   Locks, if provided, shall not require the use of a key, a tool, or special knowledge or effort 
for operation from the egress side. 



From the Handbook: 

The intent of permitting a building with 10 or fewer occupants to be considered unoccupied – if it is not open for general occupancy and 
not open to the public – is to allow small security details or small cleaning crews inside a building without applying all the Code require-
ments.  This will allow door assemblies to be locked and lights to be turned off without violating the Code.  The limited number of occu-
pants will use lights as they need them and then turn them off.  In the case of security personnel they will carry their own lights and 
keys.  For example, see the criterion of 7.2.1.5.5.1(4) for making a key available to occupants, which is applicable to a special type of 
key-operated dead bolt lock.  

The wording of 7.2.1.1.3.2 reiterates that it is not the intent to allow people, no matter how few the number, to be locked in a building 
without a ready means of egress.  Even in detention and correctional facilities, where locked door assemblies are permitted, 24-hour 
staffing must be provided in sufficient numbers to start the release of locks necessary for emergency evacuation or rescue and initiate 
other necessary emergency actions within 2 minutes of alarm. 

If we try to apply the code sections for key-operated locks to these doors with padlocks and chains (this section is typically applied to 
double-cylinder deadbolts), the I-Codes do not permit key-operated locks to be used on educational facilities, and in the use groups 
where they are permitted, they are only allowed on the main entrance doors.  NFPA 101 also includes a section on key-operated locks, 
but the locks are allowed where permitted by the occupancy chapters.  Chapters 14 and 15, covering new and existing educational oc-
cupancies, do not permit key-operated locks.  NFPA 101 also states in the key-operated locking section that a key must be immediately 
available to any occupant inside the building when it is locked, and it is unlikely that every person in the building after hours would have 
keys for all of the padlocks. 



What’s Next?  Approved Changes to the 2024 IBC affecting electrified 
hardware. 
By:  Lori Greene, I Dig Hardware Blog 

John Woestman of BHMA and I worked on this article together, addressing some important changes related to electrified hardware that 
will be included in the 2024 IBC.  Some of these changes may be helpful even before adoption of the new code…it’s never too early to 
be aware of what’s coming! 
The International Code Council’s code development cycle for the 2024 editions of the model codes began at the beginning of 2021, and 
there are already many proposals related to electrified hardware that have been approved and will be included in the next edition of the 
International Building Code (IBC). As with past code development cycles, the Builders Hardware Manufacturer’s Association (BHMA) 
Codes, Government, & Industry Affairs (CGIA) Committee played an important role in modifying the 2024 codes. 
The code development process is a lengthy one, but BHMA’s investment in this process helps to ensure that the model codes are 
technically appropriate and up-to-date with regard to door openings, have clear and concise requirements, and use language that is 
consistently interpreted, applied and enforced. When questions are frequently raised about a particular code section pertaining to door 
operations or door hardware, we try to address them through this process. The code sections related to electrified hardware are a 
common source of questions. 
After working together to develop and submit BHMA’s proposed changes, the CGIA committee then reviewed proposals submitted by 
other organizations to identify which of these would affect the door and hardware industry. This ensured that we were prepared for the 
Committee Action Hearings, where testimony was presented in support of, and in opposition to, the proposals. The ICC code 
development process continued through the public comment hearings – the 2nd round of public debate. 
Proposals for the 2024 IBC have been approved for the following electrified hardware applications, and these changes should have a 
huge impact on interpretation and implementation. Some of the approved changes are clarifications of the intent of the code, and others 
are changes to the requirements. The approved clarifications may be able to be implemented immediately, and the approved changes 
could be used as the basis for a request made to the AHJ for a code modification prior to adoption of the 2024 IBC. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The most common type of access control door has electrified hardware that controls access but does not affect egress. A change to the 2024 IBC will 
address these doors. 



Access Control / Free Egress 
ICC Proposal E49-21 – Approved as Modified by Public Comment 1 

One of the most common model code misinterpretations associated with electrified hardware is the failure to differentiate 
between “special locking arrangements” and “normal locking arrangements.” Special locking arrangements may affect egress, and there 
are specific requirements in the model codes for each application. These specific requirements help to balance life safety with security. 
However, the most common type of access control door does not limit or affect egress. For these doors, the access control reader 
controls ingress, and the door hardware allows free egress regardless of the status of the access control system. These systems are 
not considered special locking arrangements and could instead be called normal locking arrangements. 

The cause of confusion is that currently there is no section in the model codes that specifically addresses these access control doors 
that allow free egress. That will change in the 2024 IBC, as a proposal has been approved that clarifies the intent of the code. Doors 
with access control systems and doors with systems that monitor or record egress may have hardware that complies with one of the 
sections addressing special locking arrangements, OR “shall be readily openable from the egress side without the use of a key or 
special knowledge or effort.” 

When a door with an access control reader on the ingress side of the door is equipped with hardware that facilitates free egress, this 
section makes it clear that the door and hardware do not have to comply with the special locking arrangements sections. These normal 
locking arrangements are required to comply with the typical egress requirements for mechanical hardware. 

~~~ 

Electrified Hardware Listings – UL 294 or UL 1034 
ICC Proposal E52-21 – Approved as Submitted 

Due in part to the access control misinterpretations covered above, some Authorities Having Jurisdiction (AHJs) have required ALL 
hardware used on ALL access control doors to be listed to UL 294 – Standard for Access Control System Units. While the UL 294 listing 
is required by the model codes for some types of special locking arrangements, the listing is not required for doors that have an access 
control reader to limit ingress in conjunction with hardware that allows free egress. 

The other question that was not clearly addressed in the model codes was regarding which components of an electrical locking system 
were required to be listed to the UL 294 standard. Does the requirement apply to the locks only, or do power supplies, readers, push 
buttons, electric power transfers and other electrified products also require the UL 294 listing? 

The 2024 edition of the IBC has clarified that in each of the 4 special locking arrangements sections that require the listing: “The electro-
mechanical or electromagnetic locking device shall be listed in accordance with either UL 294 or UL 1034.”  This limits the required 
listing to the lock itself and allows the product to be listed to EITHER UL 294 OR UL 1034. 

~~~ 



Beginning with the 2024 IBC, doors required to have panic hardware will not be allowed to have electromagnetic locks 
released by a sensor; the mag-lock must be released by a switch in the panic hardware. 

Electrified Locks Released by a Sensor, on Doors with Panic Hardware 
ICC Proposal E48-21 – Approved as Submitted 

Electromagnetic locks are considered one of the special locking arrangements, and a change proposed by an AHJ has been approved 
for the 2024 IBC; the approved change will affect where mag-locks may be used. The model codes cover two methods for releasing 
mag-locks: 

 Sensor Release: The mag-lock is released by a sensor that detects an approaching occupant and unlocks the door. An auxiliary 
push button is required beside the door, which is marked “Push to Exit” and unlocks the door for 30 seconds, independent of the ac-
cess control system electronics. The lock must also unlock upon activation of the fire alarm / sprinkler system, if provided, and upon 
loss of power. 

 Door-Hardware Release: The mag-lock is released by a switch in the hardware mounted on the door, such as panic hardware or a 
lever handle with a request-to-exit switch, or a sensor bar. The mag-lock must also unlock upon loss of power. 

 

The 2021 edition of the IBC states in the panic hardware section that doors required to be equipped with panic hardware or fire exit 
hardware are permitted to be electrically locked in accordance with either of the sections addressing sensor-release locks or door-
hardware release locks. The change to the 2024 IBC removes the reference to the sensor-release section, which means that beginning 
with the 2024 code, doors required to be equipped with panic hardware will not be allowed by the IBC to have electromagnetic locks re-
leased by a sensor. If a door required to have panic hardware will also be equipped with an electromagnetic lock, the lock must be re-
leased by a switch in the panic hardware (and by loss of power). 

~~~ 



Changes to the 2024 IBC will align the code requirements with industry best practices  
and will add a requirement for stairwell doors to unlock upon fire alarm activation to allow reentry. 

Emergency Release Methods for Stairwell Reentry 
ICC Proposals E47-21 and G61-21 – Approved as Modified by Floor Modifications 

The IBC currently requires all doors leading to a stairwell to allow building occupants to leave the stairwell if it should become 
compromised during a fire by smoke and flames or by firefighters and equipment. To facilitate stairwell reentry, doors may have 
passage sets or fire exit hardware with non-locking lever trim (no lock on either side of the door), or doors may have electrified locks or 
electrified lever trim for fire exit hardware. During a fire, the electrified lever on the stair side is intended to be unlocked remotely without 
unlatching, allowing building occupants to open the door from within the stairwell to find another exit or wait for assistance. 

In past editions of the IBC, the doors were required to be unlocked by a switch located at the fire command center or inside the main 
entrance of the building. But what if the fire department has not yet arrived to activate the switch? And what happens to the locks if 
there is a loss of power? For this application, the hardware industry typically uses fail safe locks which release upon loss of power, but 
this was not specifically mandated by past editions of the code. 

This will be resolved in the 2024 IBC, where locks on the stair side of stairwell doors must be capable of being unlocked simultaneously 
without unlatching, when any of the following conditions occur: 

 A signal from the fire command center, if present, or a signal by emergency personnel from a single location inside the building’s 
main entrance 

 Activation of a fire alarm signal (where present) in an area served by the stairwell 

Power failure to the electric lock or locking system 

This change will ensure the highest level of safety with regard to stairwell reentry and will align with what has already been an industry 
best practice. 

~~~ 



Previous editions of the IBC have not included a way to lock elevator lobby doors, preventing access to tenant space.  
The 2024 edition will include a new section addressing these doors. 

Elevator Lobby Exit Access Doors 
ICC Proposal E56-21 – Approved as Modified by Floor Modification 

There is a new section of the 2024 IBC, which will not technically apply until this edition of the code has been adopted in a project’s 
jurisdiction. Until then, an AHJ could grant a code modification based on the requirements of the 2024 edition. 

The change is related to elevator lobby doors and the need to secure the doors between elevator lobbies and tenant spaces. Although 
NFPA 101 – Life Safety Code includes a section allowing doors between elevator lobbies and tenant spaces to be locked, the IBC did 
not contain a similar section. Several cities and states have modified the IBC to add requirements similar to those of NFPA 101, but the 
requirements were not consistent from one state/local code to the next. 

The 2024 IBC will include a new section allowing doors leading from an elevator lobby to a tenant space to be locked, preventing 
access from the elevator lobby to the tenant space, if certain criteria are met: 

 For all building occupants, the path of travel to at least two exits must not be required to pass through the elevator lobby. 

 The building must be equipped throughout with an automatic sprinkler system and a fire alarm system. The elevator lobby must be 
provided with an automatic smoke detection system. 

 Activation of the fire alarm system must automatically unlock the lock to allow egress from the elevator lobby, and the lock must 
remain unlocked until the fire alarm system is reset. Activation of the fire alarm system by the use of a manual fire alarm box is not 
required to unlock the doors. 

 The electric locks must unlock upon loss of power, and via a switch located at the fire command center, security station, or other 
approved location. 

 A two-way communication system must be installed in the elevator lobby, adjacent to the door with the electrified hardware. The 
communication system must be connected to an approved constantly attended station that has the capability of unlocking the door. 

 Emergency lighting must be provided on both sides of the electrically locked door. 

The door locking system units must be listed to UL 294 (Note: The approved change may encourage the ICC code correlating 
committee to modify this text to allow this hardware to be listed to UL 1034 as an alternative to UL 294). 



What I Learned From CSI - Hotel Hot Water 
By:  Gary Bergeron, CSI, CCS, GSR Technical Chair  
 
In the pre Covid 19 days, many of us stayed in hotels and used the hot water in the shower and lavatory without a 
second thought….  But how many of us think about the number of water heaters required and how the hot water is 
delivered to the hotel room without waiting several minutes? The hot water in a hotel is usually furnished by several 
water heaters and a hot water recirculating system with a hot water recirculating pump. 
 
We had a recent call on a multi-story hotel we designed in 2005 which was reported to have hot water issues. This 
112 room hotel was equipped with four 119 gallon gas water heaters.  The lack of hot water in the guest room 
showers was causing the hotel management to provide rooms at no charge to several customers.  Since there were 

no problems reported in the first 10 years of operation, we suspected some changes were made that caused the problem.  The hotel 
manager reported problems seemed to be in guest rooms at the end of the hotel where the fitness center was enlarged and the guest 
laundry was relocated across the hall. A quick look above the first-floor guest laundry ceiling revealed no obvious discrepancies.  The 
hotel manager and plumber offered to remove most of the ceiling tiles on the first and sixth floor to better observe the domestic water 
piping system. After the tiles were removed, we observed several problems.  The cold water (CW), hot water (HW) and hot water return 
(HWR) lines were not labeled as specified.  The 140-degree HW and HWR were extended to the first-floor commercial laundry and food 
prep areas, but the 140-degree HWR pump was turned off.  The 120-degree HW and HWR serving the guest rooms were labeled 
sporadically, and extended to the first-floor guest laundry and to the sixth floor of the hotel.  The balance valves in the sixth-floor ceiling 
intended to regulate the hot water return flow were, in some locations, in a completely closed position and in other locations in a 
completely open position.  Usually, the balance valves located closest to the pump and water heater room are partially closed.  The 
balance valves located at the farthest end of the hotel from the pump and water heater are almost fully open.  We suspected during the 
guest laundry renovation, the balance valves were adjusted by someone unfamiliar with the balance valve position concepts.   
 
Normally, after construction is completed, but before the first hotel guest is booked, a test and balance contractor is normally hired to 
adjust the balance valves in the domestic hot water system.  This ensures that all guest rooms and other hotel areas receive hot water 
in a timely fashion.  We recommended to the owner that any defective balance valves be replaced and a test and balance contractor be 
hired to balance the system.  If you want to know more about these systems and other design and construction issues, come to the next 
CSI chapter meeting to discuss them. 
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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-8a79-
76d79635b741/UploadedImages/PDFs/CSI_MembershipFormFY18.pdf 
 
To See what CSI is all about: 
https://higherlogicdownload.s3.amazonaws.com/CSIRESOURCES/143a718d-6df6-484a-8a79-
76d79635b741/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  
 
 
 


