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Customize Your Volunteer Experience with CSI's Volunteer Portal

Are you interested in...
Reaching out to educators to bring CSI principles into the classroom?
Meeting and greeting with fellow members at Construct 2018?
Guiding others studying for the CSI certification exams – lead an online study group?
Sign up for these opportunities and more at CSI's NEW Volunteer Portal:
See all volunteer opportunities in one location
Easily apply for options that interest you and work with your schedule
Opt into the volunteering pool, sit back and have volunteering invitations come directly to you
Join your fellow members... Jump into the volunteer pool and make a difference!

See how you can volunteer today on the Volunteer Portal.

If you have any questions about volunteering, please email volunteer@csinet.org.

President’s Thinking
By Billy J. Mathis, FCSI, CDT
We are entering a critical stage in the Little Rock Chapter’s life. Many of the seasoned members who were
the bedrock this chapter stood on have retired and stepped back from leadership involvement. We have not
recruited enough new, active members to take their place and keep this Chapter running as it needs to.
What is left is a small cadre of dedicated members who will do what is necessary to keep the Chapter
running, but we need some new blood to come up and begin the leadership pathway.
I am asking each of you to look around. There are some younger people working with you that could benefit
from the training and experience that is gained from active membership in CSI. You know them and we
need them to bring the Chapter forward and keep it moving towards the future. If you have any questions
about membership, please see me or Ms. Carlie Massery your Director of Membership.
Beyond that mentioned above, the Chapter is moving steadily forward. We have a Board which is actively
pursuing ways to recruit and retain members. We currently have around 54 members, and our programs
each month attract a crowd of between 15 and 25 members and non-members. We will have at least three representatives attending
CONSTRUCT and plan to have a good showing next year at Birmingham for the Gulf States Region Leadership Conference.
How did this year’s conference go, well everyone had a great time, there was much learning going on and the Region took care of the
business at hand. All in all, it was a great success and after all the dust settled we only lost around $250 overall budget wise. This, to
me is a great success. Our goal was to show that you can to great things and still not spend the bank. We accomplished that.
What do we see for the future, well I can see the Chapter moving towards attracting younger members by being more active in the local
community while starting a social program that will give people a chance to get together, discuss common issues and solutions, while
enjoying the fellowship of their counterparts in all facets of the construction industry. I think we are on the way up and all we truly need
is the one or two younger members to get us moving in the right direction. You can be or you may know that member.

“The challenge of leadership is to be strong, but not rude; be kind, but not weak;
be bold, but not a bully; be thoughtful, but not lazy; be humble, but not timid; be
proud, but not arrogant; have humor, but without folly.”
Jim Rohn

BIDDING AN APPLE AGAINST AN ORANGE
LET’S FIX CONSTRUCTION BLOG, 8/19/2019
CONTRIBUTED BY RUSSELL HARRISON

As product reps, most of us have it pretty easy in our day-to-day lives. Sure, there are long days walking, driving, or even flying from
meeting to meeting. And don’t forget the many nights in hotels!!! But overall, our jobs aren’t too difficult.
Well, except for the one thing that we don’t have control over. When the drawings and specifications don’t agree on a project. This is
always a difficult spot to be in for a product rep. I won’t even start to cover what happens at the subcontractor level, as that’s a blog post
unto itself.
Has anyone ever wondered what happens when a manufacturer’s rep is asked to provide a bid in that instance? Many things happen,
and not necessarily all of them are good! To give you a background on what products I cover as a rep, I handle aluminum composite
materials (ACM), plate, and honeycomb panels in the Pacific Northwest. Our products are specified on a regular basis. A good number
of projects we end up working on are handled via substitution request.

Typically, when a subcontractor gets an invite where one of our products are being used (material, not necessarily manufacturer specified), we’re forwarded some, or all of the information we need to get started on providing a material bid. As reps, we get to go through
the details and specs to make sure they work together and there aren’t any issues. In the last month, I’ve had eight or ten projects come
across my desk where the specs and details did not agree, even to the point of ACM rainscreen panels being specified, but the drawings calling out honeycomb barrier panels. That, kids, is an apples and oranges conversation and very difficult to negotiate at the architectural level without ruffling feathers!
The first thing that I do when providing a subcontractor request is to annotate the project spec and note where our proposed substitution is an equal or comparable, but I always include notes where there was a “miss” on the part of the architecture team to either make
sure the spec was clean or where the details don’t match the specs. Unfortunately, because my notes are on the spec, it always seems
that I’m picking on the specifier, but I’m not. Regrettably, it’s a feature of the substitution request process, since they are typically based
around the specifications.
Something interesting that has happened to me in the last few weeks is being invited into a couple of firms to discuss the “misses” on
two projects to try and clean them up via addendum. What was really interesting was that both times the design architect was who I met
with and the specifier was nowhere to be found. They were either too busy with another project or located in another office. This
seemed odd to me, only for the fact that both areas needed to be discussed, not just the drawing details. Either way, I was impressed to
be called in to discuss how the next addendum could handle the highlighted issues.
One thing I will say, is hopefully my annotated specs don’t hit the addendum as part of the sub-request package. Mainly, because it
would be like a graded paper from high school that everyone gets to see, but no one wants to show to the public. Who wants to have
their work out in the ether for everyone to review and see the mistakes? Not me, that’s for sure!
As product reps, the one thing that most of us offer, but most don’t seem to use on a regular basis, is detail and spec review of masters
and/or project specific documents. If more design teams were able to rely on their local reps with CDT after their names (prior to construction documents (CDs) being released and hopefully as early as schematic design (SDs)), the bidding phase would be cleaner,
there would be less misses, and less “I’m going to throw money at what I don’t understand to cover myself” on the subcontractor level.
Speaking as a product rep to designers: please use us…abuse us…and let us make your projects better. We love getting messy using
red pens and markers to help make projects work for everyone involved!

INTENT VS. OUTCOME IN PROJECT PURCHASING
LET’S FIX CONSTRUCTION BLOG, 9/16/2019
CONTRIBUTED BY LIX O’SULLIVAN

Purchasing for construction projects isn’t like purchasing in our personal lives.
When we buy things in our personal lives, we go to a store, or go online, find exactly what we want, and buy it. Sometimes we ask
someone else to get something for us. The very particular among us might attach a photo of exactly what we want when we send the
email or text message request for the item.
On construction projects, the architect finds out from the owner the general idea of what is required, then the architect, through the
drawings and specifications, tells the general contractor exactly what to provide. OK, so this is complicated, but it still makes sense.
What happens next is where it gets weird…
The bidding general contractors solicit bids from subcontractors and vendors, each of whom is a specialist in his or her area. These
are the people who read the documents and actually provide what the drawings and specifications require, and the general contractor
who is awarded the project coordinates all of that work. These bidders may submit bids on the specified items, or may submit substitution requests, requesting that different products be approved by the architect.
One time I was talking with a product rep at my CSI Chapter meeting about specifications for toilet partitions and lockers. The rep represents several different manufacturers. She currently has someone
working with her who is new to the construction industry.
The new person looks at specifications for all projects that have just hit
the street, to see if the specs include manufacturers they represent, or
products that they might be able to meet the spec for, even if their manufacturers aren’t specifically listed. If their manufacturers aren’t listed, but
they can meet the spec, the product rep will prepare a substitution request and submit it to the general contractor for him to submit to the architect, to see if they can get approved, and therefore be able to provide
a bid.
The new employee described this process as “the strangest way to do
business.” It is very odd, from a manufacturer’s or distributor’s point of
view. The building owner, through the architect, asks for something specific, or maybe says “provide one of these three” or maybe says “provide

one of these three” or maybe says “provide this, or something equal.” Then the manufacturer, distributor, or subcontractor goes
through a process which looks a bit like begging to be allowed to play, too.
This isn’t actually that strange when the documents are clear.
The intent, and the outcome, of this process is that the design team can research one, two, or three products that will work on the project, indicate the important characteristics of the desired products, and allow competitive bidding through the substitution request and
review process. This can result in a fair price for the owner, set up clear quality requirements so that bidding is fair for contractors, and
allow the open competition that is usually required for government projects.
But when the specifications are poorly written, this process actually IS one of the strangest, most inefficient, ridiculous ways to do
business.
Sometimes subs and vendors have to play a guessing game, trying to figure out exactly what products are desired or allowed. Sometimes, bad specifications call for discontinued products, or worse, products by manufacturers who went out of business years ago.
Sometimes, bad specifications are uncompleted master specification sections, with multiple options (that were intended to be deleted)
indicated. (That looks something like this, with [brackets] and bold text: Toilet-Enclosure Style: [Overhead braced] [Floor anchored]
[Ceiling hung] [Floor and ceiling anchored].) Sometimes, bad specifications indicate a mix-and-match monster of a product that isn’t
available, such as when “manufacturer’s standard polymer integral hinge” is specified for steel toilet compartment doors. (A sub knows
the architect doesn’t really want polymer “integral” hinges for a steel door, because there is no such animal, but has no idea if the architect wants hinges that are stainless steel, aluminum, or “chrome-plated zamac.”)
Now, toilet compartments aren’t a huge percentage of construction cost for a whole building. But it’s an easy example. Imagine the
confusion and wasted time when errors like this are made in the masonry spec section for a large brick building with CMU backup. For
a project that’s bid by several general contractors, there could easily be three bidding subs for each of three bidding generals – so
there could be nine confused subs who have gone back to their three generals, who have gone back to the architect (another confused
person) who goes back to whomever wrote the spec. And the person who wrote the spec now has to do what should have been done
in the first place – figure out exactly what is needed, and clearly communicate that to the bidders. It’s easier for the specifier to do it
right the first time, but it’s not only his or her own time that’s wasted – there could easily be more than a dozen additional people who
are all trying to figure out the same thing.
That really is the strangest way to do business – trying to figure out something that lots of other people are also trying to figure out,
merely in order to submit an accurate bid that would allow them to deliver what is required, at a fair price, and to make a fair profit.
Bidding for, and building, a construction project shouldn’t be a guessing game in which one tries to interpret documents that make no
sense. When the documents are good, and clearly indicate the requirements for a constructible building, bidding goes more smoothly
because there are fewer addenda, bids are closer to each other (demonstrating that the owner is getting a fair price), and construction
goes more smoothly. Less time is wasted on the design team side and on the construction team side. The design team should get it all
figured out in the design phases; changes made in the design phases cost much less than changes made in the construction phase.
When the documents are good, both the design team and the construction team have more profit, and the owner has fewer change
orders to deal with and pay for. Isn’t this what we all want?

WHEN A PERM ISN'T A PERM
LET’S FIX CONSTRUCTION BLOG, 8/26/2019
CONTRIBUTED BY ROY SCHAUFFELE

One of my favorite movie lines is “you’re killing me, Smalls”, from the baseball movie, 'The
Sandlot'.
Well in today’s world, especially specifications for air barriers, the construction industry is killing me. I have written about this item before on #FixConstruction, but to no avail. One of the
technical data points I hear design folks dig their feet in on is the “perm rating”. Permeance is
a measurement of water vapor transmission through a material, often based on testing performed in accordance to ASTM E96, either Procedure A (dry cup or desiccant) or Procedure B
(the wet cup). Big note here, the IBC (International Building Code) in Chapter 2, only references Procedure A.
For the record, I love good reproducible usable data, but the ASTM E96 method of testing
leaves me flat. At this moment, I’m sitting here looking at the same material, tested by two different accredited laboratories and there is a 300% difference between the two labs between
both two (2) Procedure A samples and two (2) Procedure B samples. With that type of difference, how can one rely on this type of data?
The ASTM E96 standard itself states, in part, “A permeance value obtained under one set of conditions may not indicate the value in
another set of conditions”. Based on a round-robin testing effort, ASTM reports E96 has about 20% lab-to-lab variability. I bet you are
going to have to think fairly hard about another part of your project manual where you’d allow a 20% variability in testing data.
Permeance data is not an evaluation criterion for ABAA (Air Barrier Association of America). The data is listed by ABAA because the
design community has requested it.
Going back to the code definitions, the language used in the air barrier business is constantly changing as the industry and technology
evolve. Nowhere is this more evident than in Building Code language, which now fully defines Vapor Retarders and Vapor Permeable
in Chapter 2 of the 2015 & 2018 IBC (International Building Code).
The new code lexicon does not contain the terms of Vapor Barrier, Vapor Impermeable, breathable or nonbreathable. There is only one
reference to vapor permeable and three (3) references to vapor retarder. The new definitions are based, and only based, on ASTM
E96, Method A (dry cup method). The dry cup method places a desiccant in the bottom of a cup which creates a 0% RH environment,
and the environment above the membrane is 90% RH. The material being tested is placed between these two RH% conditions and the
whole assembly is maintained at 100°F for the duration of the test.

The Vapor Retarder Classifications included in the IBC are:
•

Class I – 0.1 perm or less

•

Class II – 0.1< to ≤1.0 perm

•

Class III – 1.0<perm and ≤10 perm

NOTE: there is a definition in the code to call anything with a perm of 5.0 perms or high a Vapor Permeable membrane when tested to
Procedure A.
It is suggested that these definitions should be considered for the next round of literature printing by manufacturers in an attempt to
comply with code definitions and to remove some of the misleading labeling of material properties.
The air barrier is just one component of an Evaluated Assembly (air, thermal, vapor and water control). Don’t hang your hat on such a
difficult to reproduce and highly variable point of testing data such as the “perm”. With the ever-growing use of CI (continuous insulation), the perm rating of the air barrier takes on an ever diminishing and substantially reduced significance. Please remember that the
mold issue had many parents, and the more dominant parents were the almighty R-value of insulation and its relationship to vapor retarders. So, don’t get caught in that same trap again with over reliance on perm data. Please remember that today’s science tells us that
unimpeded air infiltration can move 32 to 64 times more moisture into a building than can water vapor transmission alone and that is
why the development of air barrier technology was so critical.
SPECIAL THANKS to Andrew Dunlap, AIA, CDT, LEED AP, NCARB, Principal at The SmithGroupJJR for technically reviewing and critiquing this brief article and for translating my Texan to English.

QUOTE OF THE MONTH - CHANGE
Why do you go away? So that you can come back. So that you can see the place you came from with
new eyes and extra colors. And the people there see you differently, too. Coming back to where you
started is not the same as never leaving.”
― Terry Pratchett, A Hat Full of Sky

ACCESSIBILITY STANDARDS
PUBLISHED IN “I DIG HARDWARE” BLOG, Contributed by Lori Greene

The accessibility standards that are most commonly used in the US are the 2010 ADA Standards for Accessible Design, and the 2009
edition of ICC A117.1 – Accessible and Usable Buildings and Facilities. An updated version of ICC A117.1 has been published (the
2017 edition), which will likely be referenced by the next edition of the International Building Code (IBC). These standards include the
requirements for doors and hardware in Chapter 4, but information applicable to door openings is sometimes found in other
chapters. For the provisions related to thresholds, we need to refer to Chapters 3 and 4 of the standards.
Changes in level at the floor surface can make it more difficult for a person using a wheelchair to maneuver through a door opening. To
help mitigate these challenges, the ADA standards and ICC A117.1 contain similar requirements regarding thresholds and changes in
level within an accessible route. While door openings are not required by the standards to have thresholds, if a threshold is provided,
Chapter 4 limits the height to 1/2-inch, maximum. The threshold requirements apply to both manually-operated doors and automatic
doors – in swinging, sliding, or folding configurations.
Existing or altered thresholds may be up to 3/4-inch in height, as long as the threshold is beveled on each side, with a maximum slope
of 1:2 for the height exceeding 1/4-inch. In order to be considered an existing threshold, the installation would typically have to predate
the adoption of a code or standard which limited the threshold to 1/2 inch. While this exception accounts for some existing conditions
that would otherwise be difficult to remedy, compliance with the maximum height and slope mandated by the standards will help to
ensure that doors are usable by the majority of people.
In addition to the maximum allowable height, the accessibility standards require raised thresholds and changes in level at doorways to
comply with Section 302 – Floor Surfaces and 303 – Changes in Level. These sections are found in Chapter 3 – Building Blocks, which
describes core requirements that are referenced by other chapters of the standards. Section 302 requires floor surfaces to be stable,
firm, and slip-resistant, and limits openings in floor surfaces to a size that does not allow a 1/2-inch diameter sphere to pass through
(with some exceptions).
Although Section 302 requires walking surfaces to be slip-resistant, the standards do not currently include prescriptive requirements to
establish whether thresholds and ramps used in doorways are required to be treated for slip-resistance. Most thresholds and ramps are
grooved to provide some level of slip-resistance, and many manufacturers have optional finishes which create even more friction. These
treatments may be helpful for particularly wide thresholds or ramps, or for those that would otherwise be smooth and could pose a
hazard to building occupants.
Section 303 establishes the maximum slope for changes in level, dividing the requirements into three sections:

Vertical: A change in level of up to 1/4-inch is allowed to be vertical.

………………………….
Beveled: A change in level of 1/4 inch to 1/2 inch must be beveled with a slope not greater than 1:2.

Ramps: For changes in level greater than 1/2-inch, a ramp with a slope no greater than 1:12 must be used (with exceptions for some
existing locations – see below).

In existing buildings where space is an issue, the accessibility standards allow a steeper slope for ramps. If the rise is 3 inches or less,
the slope must not be steeper than 1:8. When the rise is 6 inches or less, the slope may be a maximum of 1:10. A ramp with a slope
greater than 1:8 is not allowed.
The limitations on changes in level help to ensure that the small caster wheels on a wheelchair do not have difficulty navigating the floor
surface. When the change in level is greater than 1/4 inch, the caster wheels may catch on the vertical rise. This can also become a
tripping hazard, as the tip of a crutch or the toe of a shoe may contact the vertical portion. When the rise is greater than 1/4-inch, it is
preferable for the entire height to be beveled, although the standards do allow a portion of the rise (up to 1/4-inch) to be vertical and the
remainder of the rise (1/4-inch to 1/2-inch) to be beveled. Based on past interpretations, a threshold consisting of multiple vertical
“steps” that are each 1/4-inch in height would not typically meet the intent of the standards.
The accessibility standards include additional requirements for ramps and sloped walkways, beyond what is addressed here with regard
to changes of level within a doorway. The US Access Board publishes an online guide which explains the requirements of the 2010
ADA standards. Chapter 3 is titled Floor and Ground Surfaces, and covers surface characteristics, flooring, openings, and changes in

level. Chapter 4 addresses Accessible Routes, including a section on Entrances, Doors, and Gates which contains the requirements for
thresholds. In addition, the International Code Council publishes a Commentary version of ICC A117.1, which includes explanatory
information and graphics to help clarify the intent of the standard.
Many states have adopted accessibility standards which include modifications to the ADA standards and/or ICC A117.1. These
requirements may be more stringent than what is included in the model codes and standards, so the applicable publications should be
consulted for project-specific information. The Authority Having Jurisdiction (AHJ) may also be able to assist with questions related to a
particular location.
Article soon to appear in:

NFPA 101 CHANGES
I Dig Hardware Article, 9/17/19. Contributed by Lori Greene

Background:
Many of you will remember that in 2017, there was talk of making a change to NFPA 101-2018 regarding the allowable number of
releasing operations for egress doors in schools. The change would have allowed classroom doors in existing educational occupancies
to have hardware that requires two releasing operations, instead of the one operation to unlatch the door that has been required for
decades. To recap what occurred:
This Decoded article and this guest blog post from Joe Hendry (now with the ALICE Training Institute) outline the concerns associated
with two releasing operations.
At NFPA’s annual meeting, the vast majority of voters opted for a single operation to unlatch the door, but appeals were filed by a
barricade device manufacturer.
Stakeholders submitted their positions on the issue during the appeal process, and the appeals were denied by the NFPA Standards
Council. The language allowing two releasing operations was not included in the 2018 edition of NFPA 101.
Through the entire process and in the years since, this quote from the NFPA 101 Technical Committee on Means of Egress stuck with
me:
“It is the position of the TC on Means of Egress that increasing the number of latch/lock releasing operations is dangerous
and could create a hazard to occupants. Technology exists that will meet the current code requirement for not more than one
latch/lock releasing operation. The need for multiple operations is contrary to decades of experience resulting in fatalities in
schools and other buildings. Single-action egress is an important aspect of life safety for all emergencies.”
Earlier this year, a school district in Maryland submitted a TIA to revise the 2018 edition of NFPA 101. A TIA is a Tentative Interim
Amendment – a change that may be proposed as a revision to an existing standard, to address a problem that is of an emergency
nature. TIA 1436 proposed the addition of a line of text in the section addressing classroom doors in existing schools: “(3) Two nonsimultaneous releasing operations shall be permitted.“
Despite opposition to the change and an appeal from the Builders Hardware Manufacturers Association (BHMA), and testimony from
the Massachusetts State Fire Marshal on behalf of the National Association of State Fire Marshals (NASFM), the TIA has been
approved. Language allowing two non-simultaneous releasing operations on classroom doors in existing schools will be added to the
2018 edition of NFPA 101.

It might seem like this change was proposed in order to allow classroom barricade devices – that was
not the intent. The school district would like the ability to add deadbolts to existing classroom doors,
and the substantiation for the proposed TIA specifically states, “The use of dangerous, noncompliant barricade devices will continue to proliferate until the Code offers a reasonable
solution such as that offered by this TIA.”
The full proposal and substantiation can be read here, but this paragraph further addresses the
proponent’s concerns about classroom barricade devices:
“Lacking the provision for two releasing operations on existing classroom doors, some
schools are opting to purchase aftermarket barricade devices or utilize other ‘homemade’
solutions (e.g., sliding sections of fire hose over the door closer arm, rope, wedges, etc.),
which restrict entry by a would-be assailant, but also restrict emergency egress and entry by
school staff and emergency responders. Barricade devices can also be utilized by an assailant
to contain occupants in a classroom and prevent assistance from entering.”
The transcript of the NFPA hearing has been posted here, and the section on the NFPA 101 TIA begins on page 324.
~~~

NFPA 101-2018 – Revised
The revised section in Chapter 15 – Existing Educational Occupancies states:
15.2.2.2.4* Classroom Door Locking to Prevent Unwanted Entry. Classroom doors shall be permitted to be locked to prevent
unwanted entry provided that the locking means is approved and all of the following conditions are met:
(1) The locking means shall be capable of being engaged without opening the door.
(2) The unlocking and unlatching from the classroom side of the door can be accomplished without the use of a key, tool, or special
knowledge or effort.
(3) Two non-simultaneous releasing operations shall be permitted.
(4) The releasing mechanisms for unlocking and unlatching shall be located at a height not less than 34 in. (865 mm) and not
exceeding 48 in. (1220 mm) above the finished floor.

(5) Locks, if remotely engaged, shall be unlockable from the classroom side of the door without the use of a key, tool, or special
knowledge or effort.
(6) The door shall be capable of being unlocked and opened from outside the room with the necessary key or other credential.
(7) The locking means shall not modify the door closer, panic hardware, or fire exit hardware.
(8) Modifications to fire door assemblies, including door hardware, shall be in accordance with NFPA 80.
(9) The emergency action plan, required by 15.7.1, shall address the use of the locking and unlocking means from within and outside
the room.
(10) Staff shall be drilled in the engagement and release of the locking means, from within and outside the room, as part of the emergency egress drills required by 15.7.2.
~~~

Take Note
ALL requirements must be met: Locking devices used on classroom doors must meet ALL of the requirements of this section. For
example:
The releasing hardware must be mounted between 34 and 48 inches above the floor. Security devices which mount at the bottom of
the door or wrap the closer arm would not typically have their releasing hardware within the allowable range, and would not be compliant with this section.
The door must be able to be unlocked from the outside with a key or other credential – like an access control card, code, or fob. Devices which barricade the door from the inside and can not be removed by an authorized person from the outside are not compliant.
If the classroom door is a fire door assembly, all hardware must be listed to UL 10C and preparations for retrofit security devices must
be acceptable per NFPA 80. Job-site preparations for hardware on fire door assemblies is typically limited to 1-inch-diameter holes unless the preparation is allowed by the listings of the door, frame, and hardware manufacturers, or approval for a field modification is obtained in advance from the listing laboratory.
The two operations to unlatch the door must not be required to be performed simultaneously. Two self-latching devices with latchbolts
that must be retracted at the same time would not comply.

Applies to NFPA 101 only: The International Building Code (IBC) and International Fire Code (IFC) limit releasing operations for
egress doors to one operation to unlatch the door (all latches simultaneously). The extra releasing operation allowed by the TIA would
only apply to jurisdictions that have adopted NFPA 101-2018 – and only to existing buildings. Classroom doors in new buildings are
limited to one operation to unlatch the door by Chapter 14 of NFPA 101.
Chapter 15 addresses existing K-12 schools: NFPA 101 includes other chapters which address existing day care facilities and college classrooms, so technically this change can be applied only to existing K-12 schools. The change was not made to the other chapters.
Accessibility requirements: The ADA Standards for Accessible Design require door hardware to be operable without tight grasping,
pinching, or twisting of the wrist, so security devices on classroom doors must be operable in this manner.
Do not install with panic hardware: In my interpretation, doors required to be equipped with panic hardware are not allowed to have
any additional locking devices, per this section of NFPA 101:
7.2.1.5.12* Devices shall not be installed in connection with any door assembly on which panic hardware or fire exit hardware is required where such devices prevent or are intended to prevent the free use of the leaf for purposes of egress, unless otherwise provided
in 7.2.1.6.
~~~
There are many concerns associated with the use of retrofit security products, as outlined in the Decoded article – Classroom
Security Considerations. School districts should carefully consider their options, as they may already have sufficient security
or may be able to upgrade existing locksets using code-compliant conversion kits.

Ciceronian - adjective [sis-uh-roh-nee-uhn]
Definition:

characterized by melodious language, clarity, and forcefulness of presentation, as in the style of
Cicero: Ciceronian invective.

History:

The adjective Ciceronian comes from Latin Cicerōniānus “pertaining to Cicero,” an adjective coined by
the Stoic author and philosopher Seneca. The Roman orator, statesman, and man of letters Marcus Tullius Cicero
(106–43 b.c.) made Roman oratory the equal of Greek, especially of Demosthenes, the last great Athenian orator,
as Greek rhetoricians themselves admitted. Ancient critics said of the styles of Demosthenes and Cicero that Demosthenes was so lean and spare that nothing could be taken away, that Cicero was so full and ample that nothing
could be added. For as long as Latin was the chief cultural language of Western civilization (up to the 18th or 19th
century), Cicero in prose (like Vergil in poetry) was held up as a model to be imitated or an idol to be cast down.
There are still several million former teenagers who after a martini or two can recite from memory the opening sentence of Cicero’sFirst Oration Against Catiline from their junior year in high school: Quōūsque tandem abūtēre, Catilīna, patientiā nostrā? ("How long, Catiline, will you abuse our patience?") Ciceronian entered English in the second
half of the 17th century.

How is Ciceronian used?
.. those who could not follow her reasoning were nonetheless able to enjoy her Ciceronian eloquence. “She spoke
like an angel,” one of the Frenchmen commented.MASSIMO MAZZOTTI, "FROM GENIUS TO WITCH: THE RISE
AND FALL OF A FILOSOFESSA," LOS ANGELES REVIEW OF BOOKS, JULY 11, 2018
Its rhetoric was powerful, even Ciceronian, I thought, with the grand sweep of its opening line: “Great triumphs and
great tragedies can redirect the course of a people’s destiny.”WILLEM MARX, "MISINFORMATION INTERN," HARPER'S MAGAZINE, AUGUST 23, 2019

If you are interested in following the Little Rock Chapter, our links are as follows (for Facebook and
LinkedIn look for the CSI Little Rock Chapter):
Website: https://csilittlerock.org
Facebook: www.facebook.com
LinkedIn: www.linkedin.com
If you are interested in Joining CSI or if you are just interested in keeping up with the information
provided by CSI, follow this link to the Institute Website Membership Pages:
For Membership Information:
https://www.csiresources.org/communities/membership/individual-membership
To Join CSI:
https://higherlogicdownload.s3.amazonaws.com/CSIRESOURCES/143a718d-6df6-484a-8a7976d79635b741/UploadedImages/PDFs/CSI_MembershipFormFY18.pdf
To See what CSI is all about:
https://higherlogicdownload.s3.amazonaws.com/CSIRESOURCES/143a718d-6df6-484a-8a7976d79635b741/UploadedImages/CSI_ResourcesCatalogFinalLowRes.pdf

LITTLE ROCK CHAPTER INFORMATION
Chapter Officers
President:
President-Elect:
Immediate Past President:
Secretary:
Treasurer:
Directors
Operations
Honors
Membership
Education / Certification
Chapter Info

T

Billy J. Mathis, FCSI, CDT
Melissa Aguiar, CSI, CCS, CDT, SCIP
Open
Melissa Aguiar, CSI, CCS, CDT, SCIP
Billy J. Mathis, FCSI, CDT
Rachal Belanger, CSI
Melissa Aguiar, CSI, CCS, CDT, SCIP
Carlie Massery, CSI
Open

Chapter Website:

https://csilittlerock.org

Chapter Newsletter:

SpecWork

Chapter Meeting Day and Time:

2nd Wednesday of Each Month unless otherwise specified by the
Chapter President

Chapter Board Meeting Day and Time:

1st Friday of each Month unless otherwise specified by Chapter
President

If you are interested in Joining CSI or if you are just interested in keeping up with the information provided by CSI, See the slides
shown from the “Why CSI” presentation

