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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Fundamentals 
 
FROM: Linda MacKay 
 
DATE: November 4, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 101 ROC TC Circulation Ballot (A2011 Cycle) 
 

 
The November 2 date for receipt of the NFPA 101 ROC letter ballot has passed. 
 
The preliminary ROC ballot results are as follows: 
 
24  Members Eligible to Vote  
  1  Not Returned (DiCristina) 
 
In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects, attached are reasons for 
negative votes for review so you may change your ballot if you wish.  Abstentions and affirmative 
comments are also included.  Ballots received from alternate members are not included unless the 
ballot from the principal member was not received.   
 
If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before Wednesday, 
November 10, 2010.  Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now. Such changes 
should be sent to Linda MacKay via either e-mail to lmackay@nfpa.org or via fax to 617984-7110.  
You may also mail your ballot to the attention of Linda MacKay at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch Park, 
Quincy, MA 02169.  
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
 
 
Attachment:  Circulation Explanation Report 
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101-1 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

Occupancy Chapters xx.1.4 Subsection (Log # 7 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

101-10 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

2.3.6 (Log # 55 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

101-15 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

2.3.8 (Log # 93 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

101-23 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

3.3.99 Fire-Retardant-Treated Wood (Log # 61 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

101-28 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 22  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

3.3.160.2 Limited Combustible Material (Log # 20 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative
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Pitts, D. It is premature and potentially a step backwards in moving to completely remove a definition for
the concept of ‘limited-combustible material’ in lieu of a specified list of mandated performance
characteristics. With that, a definition of the concept needs to be retained, in any case, as
follows:
3.3.160.2 Limited-Combustible (Material). Refers to a building construction material that, in the
form in which it is used and under the conditions anticipated, will ignite and burn in a limited
fashion in light of it exhibiting or having a combination of limited potential heat and a low
surface flammability or a structural base of non�]combustible material with limited surface
flammability. (See 4.6.15)
The deletion of any reference in the lead-in text to ‘building construction’ expands the

application of this concept of ‘limited combustible’ to all materials. This expansion was not part
of the original Proposal nor was it included in the Comment, and no technical information was
available/submitted to substantiate such a significant change. With that, the reference to
‘building construction’ needs to be re-inserted in the text in the new 4.6.15.
In moving away from a conceptual definition to just a prescribed list of performance

characteristics, it is now appropriate to also capture the provisions that have existed within the
Appendix Note, as they are as important as any of the other performance requirements in
ensuring that limited-combustible materials perform as expected. With that, the text of section
4.16.5, including the Appendix note, should be revised to read as follows (NOTE: Reference to
‘building construction’ is reinserted based on previous negative comment):
4.6.15* Limited-Combustible Material. A building construction material shall be considered a
limited combustible material where all the conditions of 4.6.15.1, and 4.6.15.2 and 4.6.15.3, and
the conditions of either 4.6.15.43 or 4.6.15.54 are met.
4.6.15.1 The material does not comply with the requirements for a noncombustible material, in
accordance with 4.6.14.
4.6.15.2 The material, in the form in which it is used, exhibits a potential heat value not
exceeding 3500 Btu/lb (8141 kJ/kg), where tested in accordance with NFPA 259, Standard Test
Method for Potential Heat of Building Materials.
4.6.15.3 The material, in the form in which it is used, is not subject to an increase in
combustibility or flame spread index beyond the limits herein established through the effects of
age, moisture, or other atmospheric condition.
4.6.15.43 The material has a structural base of a noncombustible material with a surfacing not
exceeding a thickness of 1/8 in. (3.2 mm) where the surfacing exhibits a flame spread index not
greater than 50 when tested in accordance with ASTM E 84, Standard Test Method for Surface
Burning Characteristics of Building Materials or ANSI/UL 723, Standard for Test for Surface
Burning Characteristics of Building Materials.
4.6.15.54 The material is composed of materials which, in the form and thickness used, neither
exhibit a flame spread index greater than 25 nor evidence of continued progressive combustion
when tested in accordance with ASTM E 84 or ANSI/UL 723, and are of such composition that all
surfaces that would be exposed by cutting through the material on any plane would neither
exhibit a flame spread index greater than 25 nor exhibit evidence of continued progressive
combustion when tested in accordance with ASTM E 84 or ANSI/UL 723.
4.6.15.65 Where the term limited-combustible is used in this Code, it shall also include the term
noncombustible .
A.4.6.15 Limited-combustible Mmaterials subject to increase in combustibility or flame spread
index beyond the limits herein established through the effects of age, moisture, or other
atmospheric condition are considered combustible. (See NFPA 259, Standard Test Method for
Potential Heat of Building Materials, and NFPA 220, Standard on Types of Building Construction.)
Additional Comment (not part of negative).
In light of the changes here and elsewhere to possibly delete the definitions of ‘limited-combustible
material’ and ‘non-combustible material’, the definition of ‘combustible material’ needs to be revised,
as follows:
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3.3.160.1 Combustible (Material). A material that, in the form in which it is used and under the
conditions anticipated, will ignite and burn; a material that and does not otherwise meet the
requirements for definition of noncombustible or limited-combustible materials. (See 4.6.14 and 4.6.15)

101-30 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

4.6.1.x (New) (Log # 230 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

101-31 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

4.6.14 (Log # 63 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Manley, B. While the committee action accurately addresses the agreement reached between BLD-BLC and BLD-FUN, it does not recognize
that BLD-BLC retains jurisdiction over this subject matter.

Pitts, D. It is premature and potentially a step backwards in moving to completely remove a definition for
the concept of ‘noncombustible material’ in lieu of a specified list of mandated performance
characteristics. With that, a definition of the concept needs to be retained, in any case, as
follows:
3.3.160.3 Noncombustible (Material). Refers to a material that, in the form in which it is used
and under the conditions anticipated, will not ignite, burn, support combustion and/or release
flammable vapours, or ignites and burns in a limited fashion when tested under specified test
conditions. (See 4.6.14)
� In A.4.6.14.1.(1), it needs to be clarified that some composite materials that might otherwise be
considered non�]combustible are not necessarily exempt from testing, and may in fact, when
tested, not qualify as noncombustible. With that, revise appendix Note to read:
A.4.6.14 The provisions of 4.6.14 do not require inherently noncombustible materials to be
tested in order to be classified as noncombustible materials. Materials that consist of
combustible and non�]combustible elements in combination will in many cases not be classed as
non�]combustible, unless the proportion of combustibles is very small.
A.4.6.14.1(1) Examples of such materials that typically do not contain combustible elements and
are inherently considered non�]combustible include steel and other metals commonly used in
buildings, concrete, masonry, granite, sandstone, slate, limestone, marble and glass. Mineral
wool insulation with combustible binder, cinder block, fiber�]reinforced concrete containing
cellulose fibers, cellular lightweight foamed concrete, and wood� fibre gypsum plaster are
examples of materials that may not necessarily qualify as being non� combustible and should be
tested.
Additional Comment (not part of negative).
� In 4.6.14.2, the terms limited combustible and non�combustible need to be italicised.
� In light of the changes here and elsewhere to possibly delete the definitions of ‘non�combustible
material’ and ‘limited� combustible material’, the definition of ‘combustible material’ needs to be
revised, as follows:
3.3.160.1 Combustible (Material). A material that, in the form in which it is used and under the
conditions anticipated, will ignite and burn; a material that and does not otherwise meet the
requirements for definition of noncombustible or limited� combustible materials. (See 4.6.14 and 4.6.15
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101-32 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

4.6.15 (New) (Log # 64 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Manley, B. While the committee action accurately addresses the agreement reached between BLD-BLC and BLD-FUN, it does not recognize
that BLD-BLC retains jurisdiction over this subject matter.

Pitts, D. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 101-28 (Log #20).

101-33 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

4.8.2.1(3) (Log # 209 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

101-34 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

5.5.3.1 (Log # 21 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

101-35 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

6.1.14.4.5 (New) (Log # 32 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative
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Elvove, J. I am voting negative on ROC 101-35 because the action taken by the TC on Fundamentals (SAF-FUN) during ROC rejects ROP
101-185 which undoes the action taken by the TC on Features of Fire Protection (SAF-FIR) during ROP (i.e., SAF-FUN has rejected the concept of
atriums being permitted as an occupancy separation).

SAF-FIR accepted the concept of atriums being equivalent to an occupancy separation because it recognized that atriums are already permitted to
serve in lieu of vertical openings protection when the all the provisions of 8.6.7 are met (e.g., sprinklers throughout, smoke control, etc.). Given
some vertical openings are required to be rated for 2 hrs and shafts currently may serve as part of an occupancy separation, this effectively means
that an atrium meeting all the provisions of 8.6.7 is equivalent to 2 hr vertical opening protection or a 2 hr shaft enclosure.  Therefore, SAF-FIR
believed that an atrium could also effectively serve as an occupancy separation, provided the particular occupancy chapter permitted this option.

Note: though SAF-FIR approved ROP 101-185, in their committee statement, they recognized that this requirement was better suited in Chapter 6
under multiple occupancies, which is the responsibility of SAF-FUN.  Though purported to be new material during the ROC discussion because an
informational ballot was never distributed during ROP, this concept is not new material, given it was published in the ROP.

The language that was accepted during ROP by SAF-FIR as new 6.1.14.4.5 simply stated, "where permitted by Chapters 11-43, an atrium meeting
all the provisions of 8.6.7 shall be permitted to serve as an occupancy separation."  This language did not mandate that atriums be considered
occupancy separations, but instead, gave the occupancy chapters the option to individually consider whether atriums may be permitted as
occupancy separations (i.e., it was merely a placeholder that the occupancy chapters could reference should they wish to permit this).  As a result,
the TC on Assembly Occupancies (SAF-AXM) developed their own committee proposal during ROP to permit an atrium to serve as an occupancy
separation for Assembly occupancies.

In its reason statement for accepting the TCC comment on ROC 101-35 (and thus rejecting ROP 101-185), SAF-FUN has indicated that
“occupancy separations rise to a higher level of needed protection than that afforded by the vertical opening equivalence provided by an atrium” and
that “an atrium is not the equivalent of the occupancy separation required by 6.1.14.4.”  This is certainly a subject that can debated, given an atrium
meeting 8.6.7 is already permitted to be open to an unlimited number of floors for existing previously approved atriums or new atriums with an
engineering analysis demonstrating that the smoke layer interface is at least 6 feet above the highest floor level of exit access for a minimum of 20
minutes.  Moreover, the change made to 6.1.14.3.2 by ROP 101-66 seems to further support that an atrium may serve as an occupancy separation
since the new language will no longer require the most restrictive mixed occupancy requirements to be applied when “separate safeguards are
approved” (e.g., an atrium?).

SAF-FUN also was concerned that the atrium itself must be classified as an occupancy.  This is not an issue as an atrium should be considered
either the prevailing occupancy, or a mixed occupancy if it's not separated from another occupancy by fire rated construction.  Even without specific
language, this would be no different.  As such, at most, the most restrictive provisions would apply to the atrium notwithstanding the allowances
provided by new 6.1.14.3.2.

As previously noted, simply giving the occupancy chapters permission to use atriums as an occupancy separation doesn't mean an occupancy
chapter will decide do this.  Moreover, it also doesn't preclude an occupancy chapter from modifying the atrium requirements in the event they
wanted to make the separation requirements more stringent.  Language in the form of public comments was submitted to a number of occupancy
chapters (e.g., Assembly, Day Care, Education, Health Care, Ambulatory Health Care and Business).  These occupancies were specifically selected
given their inherent low risk (i.e., none contain the type of hazard that could seriously expose the other occupancy, especially given the entire
building must be sprinklered).  But because SAF-FUN rejected the base requirement, all the occupancy chapter committees rejected their respective
comments as committee members felt it wasn't prudent to even consider unique chapter language without some permissive text being left in chapter
6 (i.e., by completely rejecting the original proposal, SAF-FUN took the air out the concept).

Currently, the Code is silent as to whether atriums may be permitted as an occupancy separation.  Though the committee has come up with what it
feels is sufficient substantiation for rejection, the net result is that Code language is not clear (i.e., the Code does not state that atriums are prohibited
from being used as an occupancy separation).

For all these reasons, committee members should reconsider their action and vote to “Accept ROP 101-185.”

Gerdes, R. SAF-FIR believes that atrium protection is equivalent to that of occupancy separation.  I agree.  Atrium protection has served for
decades as equivalent to vertical opening (shaft) protection.  History has shown that atriums in multiple occupancy buildings are not a problem for
fire spread or exposure hazard.

I disagree with the committee that occupancy separations rise to a higher level than vertical shafts.  Fire history is replete with examples of large
losses involving unprotected vertical openings.  I can find nothing on lack of physical occupancy separations contributing to losses.

Fundamentally, the safety of the building lies in the sprinkler protection.

Affirmative with Comment

Lathrop, J. In the committee statement, 2nd paragraph, 1st line "that that" should be "then that."  This comment applies to all the comments on
using an atrium for occupancy separation and will not be repeated. 101-154, 101-168, 101-174, 101-181, 101-256, 101-290.

101-115 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.6.7.1 (Log # 286b )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.
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Affirmative with Comment

Elvove, J. I affirm the committee's rejection of this comment, but not for the reason stated.  See my comment on ROC 101-35.

101-117 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

8.6.7.1 (New) (Log # 277b )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Affirmative with Comment

Elvove, J. See comment on ROC 101-115.

101-146 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

11.8.5.2.4 (Log # 43 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Elvove, J. Concur with committee statement provided by SAF-MER on ROC 101-280 which states that the requirements for jockey pumps and
air compressors serving dry and pre-action sprinkler systems in high rises are better left to the respective installation standards (e.g., NFPA 20 and
NFPA 13).  Though I did not vote negatively during ROP, I have changed my mind and now feel that the requirement for standby power for jockey
pumps and air compressors serving dry and pre-action systems should not be mandatory (i.e., it should be an option for an owner, an insurer or an
occupancy chapter to adopt if so desired).  Moreover, this requirement is retroactive, meaning all existing owners will need to retrofit emergency
power to jockey pumps and compressors serving dry and pre-action systems, that may not have the capacity to power this equipment.  Two
technical committees (Mercantile and Business, and Industry and Storage) have decided that this requirement is not warranted.  As such, the
provision to require additional standby power for this equipment should either be removed from 11.8.5.2.4, or the occupancy chapters should be
given the option to remove this requirement via text within the occupancy chapter itself.

Laramee, S. As a supplemental device intended for pressure maintenance, a jockey pump should not be subject
to the requirements of stand-by power systems.

101-147 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

11.8.5.2.4 (Log # 47 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Elvove, J. See my comment on ROC 101-146.

Laramee, S. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 101-146 (Log #43).

101-148 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

11.8.5.2.4 (Log # 51 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Elvove, J. See my comment on ROC 101-146.

Laramee, S. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 101-146 (Log #43).
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101-149 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

11.8.5.2.4 (Log # 53 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Elvove, J. See my comment on ROC 101-146.

Laramee, S. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 101-146 (Log #43).

101-154 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

12.1.2.4, 13.1.2.4, A.1.2.4, and A.13.2.4 (Log # 184b )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Elvove, J. This is the first of six negative votes on similar comments proposed for six specific occupancies (Assembly, Education, Day Care,
Health Care, Ambulatory Health Care and Business).  This particular comment pertains to the use of atriums as an occupancy separation for
Assembly occupancies.  My negative comment on ROC 101-35 addresses most of my concerns since the committee's substantiation for rejecting
this comment is the same as that provided for ROC 101-35.  However, my public comment for all the occupancy chapters aimed to provide
additional safeguards in order to use an atrium as an occupancy separation and in actuality, all these provisions can stand regardless of how SAF-
FUN dispensed with ROP 101-35.

ROC 101-154, and its companion comments all proposed that in addition to meeting the requirements of 8.6.7, all spaces served by the atrium had
to be physically separated from the atrium.  This requirement actually supersedes the provision in 8.6.7(1)(b) that would permit up an unlimited
number of floors be open to the atrium.  In addition, all the comments further required that where the 1 hr separation option was selected, that
opening protectives meet the requirements for smoke partitions, which is more stringent than the current requirement in 8.6.7(1) which permits
openings to meet the requirement for corridors.

One of the concerns articulated in the committee statement for rejection was “that an atrium does not provide the equivalent to a rated fire barrier
in accordance with Table 6.1.14.4.1 where the occupancies in question are on the same floor” as “this is no assurance that the two occupancies do
not have a common wall, or that they do not touch at the atrium perimeter…”  However, it should be noted that the fire resistance rated occupancy
separation requirements per 6.1.14.1 remain at all points both vertically and horizontally up until the fire resistance rated wall abuts the atrium
separation.  Moreover, I must reiterate, that an atrium used as an occupancy separation cannot be open to areas served by the atrium and the
building is required to be completely sprinkler protected.

For the reasons stated above, combined with the reasons stated in ROC 101-35, Assembly occupancies, as well as Education, Day Care, Health
Care, Ambulatory Health Care and Business, should be permitted to use atriums as an occupancy separation.
Note: in truth, I don't know why this (occupancy specific) comment, as well as comments ROC 101-168, 174, 181, 256 and 290 were included in

FUN agenda package for consideration when similar (occupancy specific) comments ROC 101-155, 166, 172, 179, 254 and 288 were not included
in the agenda package.  Either all comments should have been included in the agenda package, or none of the occupancy specific public comments
should have been included, given none of those comments make any reference to Chapter 6.  If the former, the committee was not given all the
information from which to make a decision.  Regardless, SAF-FUN should have deferred commenting on these six public comments to the
occupancy chapters since the occupancy chapters should be establishing criteria for how they wish to separate one occupancy from another.

Gerdes, R. SAF-FIR believes that atrium protection is equivalent to that of occupancy separation.  I agree. Atrium protection has served for
decades as equivalent to vertical opening (shaft) protection.  History has shown that atriums in multiple occupancy buildings are not a problem for
fire spread or exposure hazard.

I disagree with the committee that occupancy separations rise to a higher level than vertical openings.  Fire history is replete with examples of
large losses involving unprotected vertical openings.  I can find nothing on lack of physical occupancy separations contributing to losses.

Fundamentally, the safety of the building lies in sprinkler protection.

101-168 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

14.1.2.4, 15.1.2.4, A.14.1.2.4, and A.15.1.2.4 (Log # 183b )

Not Returned
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DiCristina, S.

Negative

Elvove, J. See my comment on ROC 101-154 though this pertains to Educational occupancies.

Gerdes, R. SAF-FIR believes that atrium protection is equivalent to that of occupancy separation.  I agree.  Atrium protection has served for
decades as equivalent to vertical opening (shaft) protection.  History has shown that atriums in multiple occupancy buildings are not a problem for
fire spread or exposure hazard.

I disagree with the committee that occupancy separations rise to a higher level than vertical shafts.  Fire history is replete with examples of large
losses involving unprotected vertical openings.  I can find nothing on lack of physical occupancy separations contributing to losses.

Fundamentally, the safety of the building lies in sprinkler protection.

101-174 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

16.1.2.3, 17.1.2.3, A.16.1.2.3, and A.17.1.2.3 (Log # 182b )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Elvove, J. See my comment on ROC 101-154 though this pertains to Day Care occupancies.

Gerdes, R. SAF-FIR believes that atrium protection is equivalent to that of occupancy separation.  I agree.  Atrium protection has served for
decades as equivalent to vertical opening (shaft) protection.  History has shown that atriums in multiple occupancy buildings are not a problem for
fire spread or exposure hazard.

I disagree with the committee that occupancy separations rise to a higher level than vertical shafts.  Fire history is replete with examples of large
losses involving unprotected vertical openings.  I can find nothing on lack of physical occupancy separations contributing to losses.

Fundamentally, the safety of the building lies in sprinkler protection.

101-181 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

18.1.2.10 and 19.1.2.10 (Log # 179b )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Elvove, J. See my comment on ROC 101-154 though this pertains to Health Care occupancies.

Gerdes, R. SAF-FIR believes that atrium protection is equivalent to that of occupancy separation.  I agree.  Atrium protection has served for
decades as equivalent to vertical opening (shaft) protection.  History has shown that atriums in multiple occupancy buildings are not a problem for
fire spread or exposure hazard.

I disagree with the committee that occupancy separations rise to a level higher than vertical shafts.  Fire history is replete with examples of large
losses involving unprotected vertical openings.  I can find nothing on lack of physical occupancy separations contributing to losses.

Fundamentally, the safety of the building lies in sprinkler protection.

101-256 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

20.1.2.8 and 21.1.2.8 (Log # 180b )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Elvove, J. See my comment on ROC 101-154 though this pertains to Ambulatory Health Care occupancies.
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Gerdes, R. SAF-FIR believes that atrium protection is equivalent to that of occupancy separation.  I agree.  Atrium protection has served for
decades as equivalent to vertical opening (shaft) protection.  History has shown that atriums in multiple occupancy buildings are not a problem for
fire spread or exposure hazard.

I disagree with the committee that occupancy separations rise to a higher level than vertical shafts.  Fire history is replete with examples of large
losses involving unprotected vertical openings.  I can find nothing on lack of physical occupancy separations contributing to losses.

Fundamentally, the safety of the building lies in sprinkler protection.

101-290 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

38.1.2.3, 39.1.2.3, A.38.1.2.3, and A.39.1.2.3 (Log # 181b )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Elvove, J. See my comment on ROC 101-154 though this pertains to Business occupancies.

Gerdes, R. SAF-FIR believes that atrium protection is equivalent to that of occupancy separation.  I agree.  Atrium protection has served for
decades as equivalent to vertical openings (shaft) protection.  History has shown that atriums in multiple occupancy buildings are not a problem for
fire spread or exposure hazard.

I disagree with the committee that occupancy separations rise to a higher level than vertical shafts.  Fire history is replete with examples of large
losses involving unprotected vertical openings.  I can find nothing on lack of physical occupancy separations contributing to losses.

Fundamentally, the safety of the building lies in sprinkler protection.

101-308 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 22  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 43 (Log # 1 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Negative

Lathrop, J. I continue to believe that the committee has not addressed the submitters original proposal substantiation.

101-309 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

43.7.1 (Log # 142 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

101-310 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 22  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

43.10.5.4 (Log # 149e )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

Abstain

Lathrop, J. Abstain due to potential company client interest. Although I am not aware of a specific interest on this issue and I have no clients
that do, the company does have some clients with interest in glazing issues that might have interest in this issue. Therefore to assure no conflict, I
am abstaining.

101-325 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

D.1.2.6 (Log # 83 )
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Not Returned

DiCristina, S.

101-329 Eligible To Vote:24  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

D.1.2.11 (Log # 94 )

Not Returned

DiCristina, S.
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