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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: Technical Committee on Supervising Station Fire Alarm 
  and Signaling Systems 
 
FROM: Kim Shea 
 
DATE: February 28, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 72 ROP TC FINAL Ballot Results (A2012) 
 

 
The Final Results of the NFPA 72 (SIG-SSS) ROP Letter Ballot are as follows:  
 
26  Members Eligible to Vote  
  1  Not Returned (S. Colby) 
18  Affirmative on All  
  7  Negatives (E. Bonifas, T. Connaughton, L. Fiore, I. Papier,  R. Marts, R. Mitchell, A. 

Mucci) (on one or more proposals as noted in the attached report) 
  1  Abstentions (I. Papier) (on one or more proposals as noted in the attached report) 
 
There are two criteria necessary to pass ballot [(1) affirmative 2/3 vote and (2) simple majority]. 
 
(1) The number of affirmative votes needed for the proposal/comment to pass is 16. 

(26 eligible to vote - 1 not returned - 1 abstentions = 24 × 0.66 = 15.84) 
 
(2) In all cases, an affirmative vote of at least a simple majority of the total membership eligible to vote 

is required. This is the calculation for simple majority: 
[26 eligible ÷ 2 = 13 + 1 = (14)] 

      
 
Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot from the 
principal member was not received. 
 
According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required affirmative votes 
to pass ballot. 
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72-8 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

Entire Document (Log # CP8 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-12 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 1  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 3 and 29.7.8.1.5 (Log # 3 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Marts, R. The FCC does not require 8 hours.

Abstain

Papier, I. Digital communication technology was grudgingly by the NFPA 71 TC during the 1980s based on a complete package of attributes
that were part of the regulated PSTN. It was understood by the committee that acceptance was predicated on all elements being present.
Unfortunately deregulation has resulted in many of these elements not being there. The proper response should have been disallowing DACT.
Instead the elimination of these elements was used as an excuse to accept MFVN. I have yet to see a study of MFVN similar then what was done for
POTS to be accepted by the NFPA 71 TC.

72-26 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

3.3.52 Condition, 3.3.228 Response, and 3.3.240 Signal (Log # 498d )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-63 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 4 (Log # 117d )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-72 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 8 (Log # 333d )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-459a Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.1 through 26.5 (Log # CP800 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-460 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.1.2 (New) (Log # 211 )
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Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-461 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.1.4 (Log # 473 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Affirmative with Comment

Boyer, J. This relaxes the temperature, voltage and humidity requirements for the receiving equipment which I agree with, however there is no
reference definition for a controlled environment defined in UL 1981.  I would recommend that the current voltage requirement stand as is 120VAC
+10/-15%, the minimum temperature requirements be reduced to a range of+10 to+40C, and the minimum humidity requirement reduced to 80%.

Papier, I. Add the words "and equipment redundancy" to the 3rd line of 26.2.5 between the words "controlled environment" and "conforming to
ANSI.

72-462 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.2 (Log # 348 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-463 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 18  Negative: 7  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.2.1.1 (Log # 212 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Bonifas, E. The proposal as written allows a verification call to the protected premises unless the local fire authority Opt's Out.  In discussion at
the committee the concept of Opt-In was presented.  By rewording the proposal to require Immediate communication to the public authority unless
the Fire Authority Opts to allow verification gives both sides of this controversial issue the ability to meet their needs.  Chief Parrow, President of
the International Association of Fire Chiefs, makes a compelling case that his department studied 10,000 fire runs to alarm activations and found
less than 10 required fire suppression by the department on arrival.  I read this data to suggest that fire alarms often alert the occupants of the
building early enough to mediate the problem before the emergency response is accomplished.  The verification suggested does not delay the
response for 90 seconds, it in fact puts a 90 second cap on the time allowed to verify.  In the event that there is no answer or a fire is indicated at the
premises the few seconds for the call could provide a better response to a  full emergency.  In the event the activation is confirmed false a reduced
non emergency response by the fire service could take both the responders and the public out of harms way. Alarm verification is being successfully
deployed in residential occupancies eliminating many unnecessary emergency responses.

Connaughton, T. The evidence in of Substantiation is on the IAFC web site and was verbally at the TC meeting, that verification of
commercial fire alarm, as allowed for residential fire alarms since the 2002 Edition of this Code, is viable and should be allowed. The proposer at
our TC meeting added the "opt in" provision for any AHJ that did not agree with this proposal. As such the committee action should be reversed and
the "opt in" provision should be added at the ROC phase. In addition it is suggested that verbiage be installed in the code so that in the event of
"multiple signals such as a smoke detector and water flow, or sprinkler activation or multiple detectors activate no verification is warranted and
immediate dispatch will occur"

Fiore, L. The proposer has provided ample evidence in his Substantiation, on the IAFC website and verbally at the TC meeting, that
verification of commercial fire alarm, as allowed for residential fire alarms since the 2002 Edition of this Code, is viable and should be
allowed. The proposer at our TC meeting added the "opt in" provision for any AHJ that did not agree with this proposal. As such the
committee action should be reversed and the "opt in" provision should be added at the ROC phase

Marts, R. We believe this is one of the better submissions from IAFC.  The 90 second delay is acceptable and it would cut down on unwanted
alarms.
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Mitchell, R. 90 second delay is acceptable and would cut down on unwanted events and allows an “opt in” provision.

Mucci, A. The initial committee action was to accept in principal by changing the original proposal from a required verified response unless the
AHJ chooses not to (opt-out), to not requiring verified response unless the AHJ chooses to do so (opt-in). Also considered was to include
circumstances to over-ride verification such as other indicators including multiple detector alarms, significant water flow changes, sprinkler
activation, and independent witness.  It also needs to be clear that the verification period must occur within 90 seconds and not an additional 90
seconds beyond the current required handling time.
However because of external circumstance, the final committee action through a peculiar process resulted with a Reject. The Committee Chair

stepped down for this particular proposal because of issues relative to his position outside of the TC. It is a general RoR rule that no one can vote on
a question in which they have a direct personal or pecuniary interest, so it was not completely clear why the Chair who typically does not vote
anyway stepped down. NFPA selected one of the TC members to act as Chair, but in doing so it was thought that the temporary Chair was not
permitted to vote.  RoR says that if the Chair is a member of the committee they are entitled to vote if they choose to. The motion on the floor was
to accept in principal, the temporary Chair did not vote, and the result was a tie. RoR holds a tie vote as a failed motion or in this case, Reject. The
motion to accept the Reject was put to a vote and won by a large majority. If the official Chair would have remained in position without voting and
the TC did not act as Chair but instead voted, the result may have been different. There was much information provided at the meeting that may
have been overlooked during this peculiar procedure.
At the meeting, the  IAFC presented reasons that described how this would not only assist in false alarm reduction but most importantly will

improve the quality of the action taken by the FD to dispatch at the appropriate severity level with adequate manpower and equipment, and assist in
better utilization of constrained resources.  A scenario was demonstrated where a non-verified dispatch could take up to 20 minutes to arrive at the
scene while verification occurring within 90 seconds after the alarm company receives a signal could result in the FD arriving to the scene within 10
minutes. This requirement has been in place with residential fire alarms since the 2002 edition of NFPA 72. the IAFC has stated that jurisdictions
have implemented verification independently of NFPA code and for example Clark County, NV has not experienced adverse consequences but
instead are experiencing greater efficiency and more targeted response to real threats.
The committee action should be reversed to Accept in Principal to include “opt-in” and override indicators.

Papier, I. Additional information provided by IAFC in a letter with attachments dated 3 February 2011.
A project has been proposed to FPRF to study this issue from the perspective of improved response based on verification. If the project is complete
and the findings support the proposal it should be accepted. I believe this should be an APR

72-464 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.2.1.2 (New) (Log # 213 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Marts, R. We believe this is one of the better submissions from IAFC.  The 90 second delay is acceptable and it would cut down on unwanted
alarms.

Papier, I. Additional information provided by IAFC in a letter with attachments dated 3 February 2011.
A project has been proposed to FPRF to study this issue from the perspective of improved response based on verification. If the project is complete
and the findings support the proposal it should be accepted. I believe this should be an APR

Affirmative with Comment

Bonifas, E. This proposal represents some of the details that should be reconsidered if the concepts in Proposal 72-463 Log 212 are adopted.

72-465 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.2.3 (Log # 344 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.
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72-466 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.2.3 (New) (Log # 538 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-466a Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.2.3.1 (Log # 614 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-467 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.2.3.4 (New) (Log # 217 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-468 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.2.3.4 and A.26.2.3.4 (New) (Log # 216 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-469 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.3.2 (Log # 319 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-470 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.3.3 (Log # 318 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-471 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.3.3.2.7 (Log # 345 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-472 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.3.4.9 (New) (Log # 19 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.
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72-473 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.3.7.1.2(1) (Log # 219 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Marts, R. We believe this is one of the better submissions from IAFC.  The 90 second delay is acceptable and it would cut down on unwanted
alarms.

Papier, I. Additional information provided by IAFC in a letter with attachments dated 3 February 2011.
A project has been proposed to FPRF to study this issue from the perspective of improved response based on verification. If the project is complete
and the findings support the proposal it should be accepted. I believe this should be an APR

Affirmative with Comment

Bonifas, E. This proposal represents some of the details that should be reconsidered if the concepts in Proposal 72-463 Log 212 are adopted.

72-473a Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.3.7.4(4) (Log # 615 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-473b Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 24  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.3.7.6 (New) (Log # 619 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Papier, I. The title of NFPA 72 was changed to "National Fire Alarm and Signaling Code therefore the committee statement is wrong
It is now common for CO alarm signals to be sent to the central station and therefore a process for dealing with these signals must be included.
Action on this item should have been accept.

72-474 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.4.2.3 (New) (Log # 221 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-474a Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.4.2.4 (Log # 616 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-475 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.4.3.5 (Log # 6 )

Not Returned
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Colby, S.

72-476 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.4.5.6 (Log # 349 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-477 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.4.5.6.1(1) (Log # 222 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Marts, R. We believe this is one of the better submissions from IAFC.  The 90 second delay is acceptable and it would cut down on unwanted
alarms.

Papier, I. Additional information provided by IAFC in a letter with attachments dated 3 February 2011.
A project has been proposed to FPRF to study this issue from the perspective of improved response based on verification. If the project is complete
and the findings support the proposal it should be accepted. I believe this should be an APR

Affirmative with Comment

Bonifas, E. This proposal represents some of the details that should be reconsidered if the concepts in Proposal 72-463 Log 212 are adopted.

72-477a Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 24  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.4.5.6.5 (New) (Log # 620 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Papier, I. See my comment for 72-437b

72-478 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.5.1.2 (New) (Log # 223 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-479 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 22  Negative: 3  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.5.3.1.2 (Log # 547 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative
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Bonifas, E. The Committee substantiation that the proposal is beyond the scope of NFPA 72 is incorrect.  The proposal deals with requirements
for government only in situations where the entity is being used as a supervising station for the purpose of receiving fire alarms.  The minimum
requirements of equipment and personnel described in the code should be followed by any facility taking on the responsibility of alarm monitoring.
Two trained operators, redundant equipment, and back up power should be the expectation of all building occupants of properties monitored in
compliance with NFPA 72. This code rightly had no control of other than alarm monitoring functions performed at the public facility.

Fiore, L. First of all, the committee statement is incorrect. This is entirely within the scope of this Code. Second,
rejecting the proposal says that a fire station or governmental agency (which are actually a remote
stations) does not have to follow the dictates of this Code.

Mitchell, R. This is within the scope of the code.

72-480 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 22  Negative: 3  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.5.3.1.3 (Log # 548 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Bonifas, E. This proposal correctly clarifies that if an alternate location is allowed is shall follow the requirements of the chapter.  The only
requirement in the existing text is that it be approved by the AHJ.

Fiore, L. While the committee statement is correct, the new text does give additional reeinforcement and should be added to eliminate
confusion.

Mitchell, R. Additional text does give reinforcement and should be added to eliminate confusion.

72-481 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.5.4 (Log # 350 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-482 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 22  Negative: 3  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.5.5.2 (Log # 549 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Bonifas, E. The code is full of requirements for notification, response, repair, testing of premises fire alarm systems.  During unoccupied
periods the supervising station is the only entity aware that a system requires the attention of the building owner or their representative.  This
proposal corrects an inappropriate carve out of the responsibility of notifying the owner, in one type of supervising station only.  I would ask if the
supervising station (in this instance the communications center) does not notify the owner, who will?

Fiore, L. First of all, the committee statement is incorrect. This is entirely within the scope of this Code. Second,rejecting the proposal says that
a communications center (which is actually a remote station) does not have to follow the dictates of this Code.

Mitchell, R. Committee statement is incorrect.  This is within the scope of the code.

72-482a Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.5.5.2 (Log # 617 )

Not Returned
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Colby, S.

72-482b Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 24  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.5.5.3 (New) (Log # 621 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Papier, I. See my comments on 72-473b

72-482c Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.5.7.2 (New) (Log # 618 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-483 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.6 (Log # 351 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Affirmative with Comment

Bonifas, E. I agree with almost everything in this proposal.  My comments in 72-483a address my concerns with a change to 6 hour test signals
on DACT and if accepted should be incorporated into this proposal.

Buckley, R. I am in agreement with all items except extending the annunciation time for a communications path(s) failure from 5 minutes to 6
hours in 26.6.3.1.4.1 and 26.6.3.1.4.2 weakens the intent of monitoring for communications integrity.  All technologies that utilize communication
mediums should monitor for conditions that would have an adverse effect on the reporting of an alarm or supervisory signal.  As an example, if an
RF frequency is being used as the communications channel or path, the technology (whether utilizing single or multiple parts) should be monitoring
the frequency for harmful interference.

Fiore, L. The two main issues presented with this proposal is the fact that DACT must be used in combination with another technology and the
fact that DARS (not to be confused with One-Way Private Radio) is removed.
Regarding the first, amply evidence is available that the POTS or MFVN is not as reliable as when the DACT was first placed in this Code. This has
been discussed at TC meetings. Additionally, the evidence is available and has been
presented to the TC that the traditional PSTN connection is dwindling and will soon disappear altogether.
On the second point, the DARS, a one way radio system that transmit without acknowledgement, is an old technology that has never been used in
this service. It causes confusion with the popular One-Way Private Radio and should be removed from the Code.

Olsen, W. 1) Sections 26.6.3.1.5 Single Communications Path, 26.6.3.1.6 Multiple Communications Paths, and 26.6.3.1.7 Single Technology
should be placed as subsections to 26.6.3.1.4 Communications Integrity as 26.6.3.1.4.1 through 26.6.3.1.4.3 respectively.  The committee discussed
this issue during the session feeling that the change would result in fewer subsections which was the intent of a committee task group, but in
reviewing the change it would appear that, for the sake of clarity, the three sections should be under 26.6.3.1.4 with the remainder of 26.6.3.1 being
renumbered accordingly.
2) Section 26.6.3.1.2 Recording and Display Rate of Subsequent Alarms, was numbered incorrectly and should be numbered 26.6.3.1.12 with the
following sections renumbered accordingly.
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Papier, I. Add a second exception to 26.6.3.1.14.1 (2)
"Exception to (2) Where dual communications technology is provided and the first technology uses shared  actively used on premise

communications equipment and the second technology does not, standby power  for actively shared communications equipment is not required, and
the standby power requirements for the second technology shall be evaluated under (1)."
The problem with shared equipment is that it is managed by the IT department and access to modify and add standby power is not an option.

Realistically the IT department is charged with making sure the system is available and running reliability so that the business continues to operate.
Any service disruption is regarded as stopping business operations and therefore fast restoration is the top priority.

72-483a Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 4  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.6.3.2.1.5(6) (Log # 622 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Bonifas, E. Through action in proposal 72-483 DACT is planned to only accept one phone number and the second side of the DACT connected
to another technology.  This should greatly improve the likely hood of a successful transmit.  Submitter has provided no report, test, or indication
that alarm communication has suffered from the current 24 hour test requirement.  DACT unlike other technologies does create measurable traffic
in a supervising station and interferes with the owners use of their phone lines.  Quadrupling this traffic ties up monitoring center resources (People
and lines and receivers) with no measurable benefit to the performance of the system.

Connaughton, T. Increasing that rate to 6 hours (4 per day) will take many of these supervisory signals to business hours which will cause
interference with the telephone system at the the premises, creating discontent with customers. In addition no evidence has been presented that,
while the DACT systems are less reliable than in the past, the failure of DACT ever created a failure to transmit a fire alarm.

Fiore, L. The 24 hour supervisory rate will create issues for supervising stations. These supervisory signals are usually transmitted in the
middle of the night. Increasing that rate to 6 hours (4 per day) will take many of these signals to business hours, interfering with the
telephone system of the premises, creating discontent with customers. Additionally no evidence has been presented that, while the DACT systems
are less reliable than in the past, the failure of DACT ever created a failure to transmit a fire alarm.

Mitchell, R. There was no evidence that the present 24 hour test requirement is not meeting requirements.  So therefore, no need to increase to
6 hours.

72-484 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

26.6.5.2 (Log # 346 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-597 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

A.26.2.1.1 (New) (Log # 214 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Marts, R. We believe this is one of the better submissions from IAFC.  The 90 second delay is acceptable and it would cut down on unwanted
alarms.

Papier, I. Additional information provided by IAFC in a letter with attachments dated 3 February 2011.
A project has been proposed to FPRF to study this issue from the perspective of improved response based on verification. If the project is complete
and the findings support the proposal it should be accepted. I believe this should be an APR

Affirmative with Comment

Bonifas, E. This proposal represents some of the details that should be reconsidered if the concepts in Proposal 72-463 Log 212 are adopted.
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72-598 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

A.26.2.1.2 (New) (Log # 215 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Marts, R. We believe this is one of the better submissions from IAFC.  The 90 second delay is acceptable and it would cut down on unwanted
alarms.

Papier, I. Additional information provided by IAFC in a letter with attachments dated 3 February 2011.
A project has been proposed to FPRF to study this issue from the perspective of improved response based on verification. If the project is complete
and the findings support the proposal it should be accepted. I believe this should be an APR

Affirmative with Comment

Bonifas, E. This proposal represents some of the details that should be reconsidered if the concepts in Proposal 72-463 Log 212 are adopted.

Mitchell, R. Again 90 second delay is acceptable and it would reduce unwanted events.

72-599 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

A.26.2.3.4 (New) (Log # 218 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-600 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 24  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

A.26.3.7.1.2(1) (Log # 220 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

Negative

Marts, R. We believe this is one of the better submissions from IAFC.  The 90 second delay is acceptable and it would cut down on unwanted
alarms.

72-600a Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

A.26.4.2.4 (Log # 607 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

72-601 Eligible To Vote:26  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

A.26.6.3.1.11 (Log # 347 )

Not Returned

Colby, S.

10


