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PARTICIPATION COMMENTS FOR THE NOTICE DATED MARCH 13, 2008
Written comments are to be sent fo the above address.

WRITTEN COMMENT DEADLINE: MAY 12, 2008

Date:  April 30, 2008

From:  Wiliam Hall

Name {Print or Type)

Portland Cement Association

Agency, jurisdiction, chapter, company, association, individual, etc.

7233 Cold Cove Mechanicsville VA 23111

Street City State Zip

iwe [} (do) [X] (do not) agree with:

The Agency proposed modifications As Submitted on Section No. 704.5
and request that this section or reference provision be recommended:

[7] Approved  [X] Disapproved[ ] Held for Further Study [ ] Approved as Amended
by the proposing state agency.

Suggested Revisions to the Text of the Regulations:

Reason:

The public interest requires the adoption of the building standards. In other words, the public interest is not being served by
the adoption of this proposed amendment since it reduces the level of fire safety. On that basis it does not satisfy point 3 of
the 9-point criteria.

This proposed amendment should be disapproved. In effect, it reduces the level of fire safety provided o the exterior walls of
buildings which are essential not only for structural stability of the buildings but also for prevention of fire spread to or from
adjacent buildings so as to minimize the potential for a conflagration. This is especially important in California where seismic
events may result in disruption of water supplies for fire fighting purposes, as well as for supplying automatic sprinkler
systems. They will also impede the fire department’s ability to respond in a timely manner to fires that will certainly occur
after such a seismic event. Therefore, it is very important that buildings be able to stand on their own and resist fire spread not
only from adjacent buildings, but from spreading fire beyond the perimeter of the building and subsequently exposing other
buildings.

It should also be noted that the CSFM’s rationale contained in the Initial Statement of Reasons indicates that the purpose of
the amendment is to bring the exterior fire exposure criteria back to what was required under the 2001 CBC as contained in
Table 5-A of that code. It further states that the provisions for testing the fire-resistance rated exterior walls from both sides
generally only applied to fire separation distances of 20 feet or less except where noncombustible construction was required.



Regarding the proposed amendment to Exception 6 which excludes the Group I-2 occupancies from the option of using
elevator hoistway pressurization in lieu of the required enclosed elevator lobbies, we also support that amendment. We believe
that the pressurization of elevator hoistways is problematic and is certainly not desirable in Group I-2 occupancies. The
pressurization system may drive dust and other contaminants within the air stream used to pressurize the elevator shafis into
the building into areas where it may be very detrimental to the patients. Furthermore, in these type occupancies the patients
will most likely remain in place and/or be relocated to an adjacent smoke zone on the same story where they will remain until
they can be rescued and evacuated or moved to another safe location by the responding fire department. In such cases it is
more desirable to rely on a passive type elevator lobby enclosure protection system rather than an active type air
pressurization system for the elevator hoistways.



