
 

 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Furnishings and Contents 
 
FROM: Linda MacKay 
 
DATE: February 1, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 101 Informational Ballot Final Results 
 

 
Attached are the final results on the Informational Ballot on whether or not the 
Furnishings and Contents Committee agrees with the actions of the other TC’s 
on provisions under the purview of the FUR committee. 
 
The results of the informational ballot will be presented to the Life Safety 
Code Technical Correlating Committee when it meets to address the ROP as 
prepared by the 14 technical committees responsible for NFPA 101. 
 
Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included 
unless the ballot from the principal member was not received.   
 
The Final Informational ballot results can be found on the following pages. 
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Proposal 101-209c 
The Technical Correlating Committee notes that this proposal was informational balloted by 
the SAF-FUR committee which has primary responsibility for the affected section of the 
Code.  Of 10 voting members, 7 voted affirmative, 0 voted negative, 0 abstained, and 3 
ballots were not returned.  (Hogan, Penaloza, Talley)  Comments received follow: 
 
Proposal 101-225a 
The Technical Correlating Committee notes that this proposal was informational balloted by 
the SAF-FUR committee which has primary responsibility for the affected section of the 
Code.  Of 10 voting members, 6 voted affirmative, 1 voted negative, 0 abstained, and 3 
ballots were not returned.  (Hogan, Penaloza, Talley)  Comments received follow: 
 
HIRSCHLER:  Negative.  I understand that any occupancy committee is entitled to make 
changes so as to ensure that the proposed requirements for large containers for rubbish, 
waste or linen not apply to their specific occupancy or that they apply to a limited extent.  
However, the appropriate way for the occupancy committee to do this is by placing 
language in their chapter and not by revising Chapter 10.  The three proposals we have in 
front of us, 101-225a, 101-226a and 101-226b, show the problem of occupancy chapters 
revising independently the chapter entrusted to the code committee: we have three different 
approaches, and we could have had more of them.  The three proposals offer contradictory 
actions and it is not possible to accept all of them, so it is best to accept none.  The wishes 
of occupancy chapters to have independent requirements for certain materials, products, 
applications or systems is not new and has been taken into account successfully for many 
different issues.  All three proposals could also be sent to NFPA FUR as comments and they 
would then be addressed that way at the ROC.  Note that NFPA 1 already contains a 
requirement such as this for “nonmetallic rubbish containers exceeding a capacity of 20 
gallons” and similar requirements to those proposed are contained in the IFC. 
 
 
Proposal 101-226a 
The Technical Correlating Committee notes that this proposal was informational balloted by 
the SAF-FUR committee which has primary responsibility for the affected section of the 
Code.  Of 10 voting members, 5 voted affirmative, 2 voted negative, 0 abstained, and 3 
ballots were not returned.  (Hogan, Penaloza, Talley)  Comments received follow: 
 
HIRSCHLER:  Negative.  I understand that any occupancy committee is entitled to make 
changes so as to ensure that the proposed requirements for large containers for rubbish, 
waste or linen not apply to their specific occupancy or that they apply to a limited extent.  
However, the appropriate way for the occupancy committee to do this is by placing 
language in their chapter and not by revising Chapter 10.  The three proposals we have in 
front of us, 101-225a, 101-226a and 101-226b, show the problem of occupancy chapters 
revising independently the chapter entrusted to the code committee: we have three different 
approaches, and we could have had more of them.  The three proposals offer contradictory 
actions and it is not possible to accept all of them, so it is best to accept none.  The wishes 
of occupancy chapters to have independent requirements for certain materials, products, 
applications or systems is not new and has been taken into account successfully for many 
different issues.  All three proposals could also be sent to NFPA FUR as comments and they 
would then be addressed that way at the ROC. .  Note that NFPA 1 already contains a 
requirement such as this for “nonmetallic rubbish containers exceeding a capacity of 20 
gallons” and similar requirements to those proposed are contained in the IFC. 
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Proposal 101-226a (cont’d) 
 
LATHROP:  Negative.  Reason: action should be Accept in Principle, see action on 101-
225a. 
 
 
Proposal 101-226b 
The Technical Correlating Committee notes that this proposal was informational balloted by 
the SAF-FUR committee which has primary responsibility for the affected section of the 
Code.  Of 10 voting members, 4 voted affirmative, 3 voted negative, 0 abstained, and 3 
ballots were not returned.  (Hogan, Penaloza, Talley)  Comments received follow: 
 
HIRSCHLER:  Negative.  I understand that any occupancy committee is entitled to make 
changes so as to ensure that the proposed requirements for large containers for rubbish, 
waste or linen not apply to their specific occupancy or that they apply to a limited extent.  
However, the appropriate way for the occupancy committee to do this is by placing 
language in their chapter and not by revising Chapter 10.  The three proposals we have in 
front of us, 101-225a, 101-226a and 101-226b, show the problem of occupancy chapters 
revising independently the chapter entrusted to the code committee: we have three different 
approaches, and we could have had more of them.  The three proposals offer contradictory 
actions and it is not possible to accept all of them, so it is best to accept none.  The wishes 
of occupancy chapters to have independent requirements for certain materials, products, 
applications or systems is not new and has been taken into account successfully for many 
different issues.  All three proposals could also be sent to NFPA FUR as comments and they 
would then be addressed that way at the ROC. 
This particular proposal goes way beyond the scope of the Residential Occupancies 
committee: the fact that they feel this should not apply to residences does not authorize the 
committee to oppose the issuance of an important requirement that already applies, at least 
in part, to those jurisdictions using NFPA 1 (section 19.2.1.2.1). NFPA 1 already contains a 
requirement such as this for “nonmetallic rubbish containers exceeding a capacity of 20 
gallons” and similar requirements to those proposed are contained in the IFC. 
 
LATHROP:  Negative.  Reason: action should be Accept in Principle, see action on 101-
225a. 
 
PASZCZUK:  Negative.  I vote in the negative on this proposal because it eliminates the 
entire requirement.  However, if the requirement is reworded as done by the Technical 
Committee on Board and Care Facilities (101-226a (Log#359) in regards of proposed 
language for 10.3.9 “containers for rubbish, waste or linen with a capacity of 20 gallons or 
more” the requirement is not mandated.  When the phrase is added “Where required by 
Chapters 11 through 43” this allows the proposed language to remain in chapter 10.  This 
requirement can be referenced by any occupancy committee that needs to regulate newly 
introduced containers to provide for life safety as required without eliminating the 
requirement entirely.  The residential committee may choose not to reference this proposed 
requirement. 
 


