
 

 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Fundamentals 
 
FROM: Linda MacKay 
 
DATE: January 20, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 101 Informational Ballot Circulation of Comments 
 

 
The January 19 date for receipt of the NFPA 101 Informational letter ballot has passed. 
 
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.   
 
Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot 
from the principal member was not received. 
 
The preliminary Informational ballot results can be found on the following page(s). 
 
If you wish to change your vote or submit your ballot, the change must be received at NFPA 
on or before Friday, January 29, 2010.  Such changes should be sent to Linda MacKay via 
either e-mail to lmackay@nfpa.org  or via fax to 617-984-7110.  You may also mail your 
ballot to the attention of Linda MacKay, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 02169. 
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
 
ATTACHMENT: 
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Proposal 101-12a 
The Technical Correlating Committee notes that this proposal was informational balloted by 
the SAF-FUN committee which has primary responsibility for the affected section of the 
Code.  Of 23 voting members, 12 voted affirmative, 7 voted negative, 0 abstained, and 4 
ballots were not returned.  (Carson, Alfawakhiri, DiCristina, Eugene)  Comments received 
follow: 
 
ELVOVE:  Affirmative with Comment.  Relates to 101-13; ROP 101-13 should not have 
been accepted as this is a building and fire code issue, not a life safety code issue; this 
requirement already exists in a similar fashion in 5.1.4 (for performance based reviews) 
which is where language like this belongs. 
 
GERDES:  Negative.  While I agree that the allowance of third party review is not 
necessary for normal code review, it is appropriate for performance approach and 
equivalencies. 
 
GRONER:  Negative.  The substantiation states that “the language is typically part of 
building and fire codes,” so what is the logic of omitting the statement from the Life Safety 
Code. If the intent of the proposal is not to omit the section in its entirety, but rather to limit 
its application to performance-based codes and equivalencies, then an appropriate proposal 
should be submitted. 
 
HURLEY:  Negative.  It does not seem reasonable to prohibit the AHJ from seeking 
additional assistance.  Why would we not want to permit the AHJ to do this? 
 
KLEIN:  Negative.  I believe that Proposal 101-13 has merit. There could be issues that are 
beyond the expertise of the AHJ. This section would provide a means for the AHJ to obtain 
the technical assistance needed to determine compliance with the Code.  
 
LATHROP:  Negative.  The action should be reject. The proposing committee has not 
provided an adequate case to override the proponents substantiation. 
 
SKALKO:  Negative.  The language proposed for deletion is just as appropriate for the Life 
Safety Code as it is for building and fire codes.  AHJs sometimes need additional third party 
reviews of alternatives that may demonstrate compliance with the principles embodied in 
the requirements in NFPA 101.  Section 1.7 identifies to the code user and the AHJ that 
these requests are permissible. 
 
THORNBERRY:  Negative.  I believe that the Fundamentals TC provided adequate 
substantiation for this proposal so I don't believe it should be deleted based on the concerns 
of the Residential Occupancies TC. It simply provides the AHJ with another tool to use in 
those cases where he/she feels there is a need to provide additional expertise in the 
evaluation of a code compliance issue. 
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Proposal 101-17b 
The Technical Correlating Committee notes that this proposal was informational balloted by 
the SAF-FUN committee which has primary responsibility for the affected section of the 
Code.  Of 23 voting members, 16 voted affirmative, 3 voted negative, 0 abstained, and 4 
ballots were not returned.  (Carson, Alfawakhiri, DiCristina, Eugene)  Comments received 
follow: 
 
ELVOVE:  Negative.  Relates to 101-17; ROP 101-17 is limited to a fire code yet there may 
be other applicable codes and standards; therefore ROP 101-17c is better. 
 
LATHROP:  Negative.  Reason: The action should be Accept in Principle see the action 
taken on 101-17c. Unless I am missing something 17b and c are mutually exclusive. 
 
THORNBERRY:  Negative.  The modifications being proposed to Section A.2.2 do not 
make any sense to me. If text from NFPA 1 is extracted into the code, then it is a part of the 
code. Thus, there is no need to be concerned about the type of fire prevention code' that may 
be adopted or used by the governing authority. The real issue is when a direct reference is 
made to NFPA 1, Fire Code that an alternate fire code may be suitable and this Annex note 
provides some guidance to the governing authority and the AHJ regarding this. 
 
 
Proposal 101-17c 
The Technical Correlating Committee notes that this proposal was informational balloted by 
the SAF-FUN committee which has primary responsibility for the affected section of the 
Code.  Of 23 voting members, 16 voted affirmative, 2 voted negative, 1 abstained, and 4 
ballots were not returned.  (Carson, Alfawakhiri, DiCristina, Eugene)  Comments received 
follow: 
 
ELVOVE:  Comment on Affirmative.  Relates to 101-17; additional revisions will be 
needed during the ROC to address jurisdictions that use other codes and standard beside a 
fire code. 
 
GRONER:  Abstain.  Lacking direct personal experience in applying and enforcing the 
code enforcement, I find it difficult to judge whether the proposed change is needed and 
whether it will lessen any ambiguities and confusion.  I prefer to defer to committee 
members with more experience. 
 
HURLEY:  Negative.  It would not be reasonable for the code to give blanket approval to 
the AHJ to accept any code or standard to be “equivalent” to a code or standard that is 
referenced within the code.  Doing this would result in a level of safety that is less than that 
contemplated by the code. 
 
THORNBERRY:  Negative.  This proposal is very similar to 101-17b which I voted 
negatively on as indicated above.  The same reasons would stand as this language is 
unnecessary where extracted text is used since the extracted text is part of the code. 
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Proposal 101-24a 
The Technical Correlating Committee notes that this proposal was informational balloted by 
the SAF-FUN committee which has primary responsibility for the affected section of the 
Code.  Of 23 voting members, 16 voted affirmative, 2 voted negative, 1 abstained, and 4 
ballots were not returned.  (Carson, Alfawakhiri, DiCristina, Eugene)  Comments received 
follow: 
 
ELVOVE:  Negative.  Relates to 101-24; ROP 101-24 as modified by FUN is necessary to 
correlate with ROP 101-17 (and 101-17c), however, ROP 101-24 still needs to be revised to 
address all codes and standards, not just NFPA 1 or another fire code.  This can be done 
during the ROC. 
 
GRONER:  Abstain.  Lacking direct personal experience in applying and enforcing the 
code enforcement, I find it difficult to judge whether the proposed change is needed and 
whether it will lessen any ambiguities and confusion.  I prefer to defer to committee 
members with more experience. 
 
THORNBERRY:  Negative.  The issue here is similar to the concerns I expressed 
regarding my negative ballot comments on Proposals 101-17b and 101-17c noted above.  
This Annex note simply provides guidance to the governing authority and the AHJ where 
another fire code may be adopted in the jurisdiction other than NFPA 1, Fire Code. 
Extracted text is not an issue should there be a different fire code adopted since the 
extracted text, as previously noted, is part of the code regardless of the fire code adopted by 
the governing authority/AHJ. 
 
 
Proposal 101-64b 
The Technical Correlating Committee notes that this proposal was informational balloted by 
the SAF-FUN committee which has primary responsibility for the affected section of the 
Code.  Of 23 voting members, 19 voted affirmative, 0 voted negative, 0 abstained, and 4 
ballots were not returned.  (Carson, Alfawakhiri, DiCristina, Eugene)  Comments received 
follow: 
 
ELVOVE:  Affirmative with Comment.  This can be accepted during ROC if desired 
 
GRONER:  Affirmative with Comment.  I agree that the provision for systems 
commissioning has merit, but that it requires careful study of a completed standard before it 
should be referenced. 
 
 
Proposal 101-230a 
The Technical Correlating Committee notes that this proposal was informational balloted by 
the SAF-FUN committee which has primary responsibility for the affected section of the 
Code.  Of 23 voting members, 17 voted affirmative, 1 voted negative, 1 abstained, and 4 
ballots were not returned.  (Carson, Alfawakhiri, DiCristina, Eugene)  Comments received 
follow: 
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Proposal 101-230a (cont’d) 
 
GRONER:  Abstain.  Because this topic concerns issues beyond my personal area of 
expertise, my positive or negative vote regarding the inclusion of the jockey pump and 
air compressor would require information regarding how long a power outage can persist 
before the integrity of the sprinkler system is jeopardized. 
 
HURLEY:  Negative.  The standby power system is intended to cover power outages of 
relatively short duration.  Emergency equipment should certainly be powered from the 
standby power system. However, the jockey pump and air compressors are maintenance 
equipment, and should not be required to be powered by the standby power system.  If the 
jockey pump or air compressor were to be briefly without power, then there would not be 
the potential for greater damage in the event of a fire. 
 
 
 
 
 


