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MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman Dini
Vice Chairman Schofield
Assemblyman Craddock
Assemblyman DuBois
Assemblyman Jeffrey
Assemblyman May
Assemblyman Mello
Assemblyman Nicholas
Assemblyman Polish
Assemblyman Prengaman
Assemblyman Redelsperger

MEMBERS ABSENT: None

GUESTS PRESENT: Please refer to the guest list attached
to the minutes of this meeting.

Chairman Dini called the meeting to order at 8:07 A.M.

Mr. Dini stated that the first two bills that would be considered
would be S.B. 214 and A.B. 505. We had a subcommittee of Mr.

Jeffrey, Mr. Craddock and Mr. Redelsperger and it is now time for
(:) them to make their report to the committee.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that there were extra copies of the amendments
to be discussed at the table in the committee room.

Mr. Fred Weldon testified first and stated that if it was the
committee's wish he could just go through this section by section.

Mr. Dini stated that perhaps that would be the best way to do it.

Attached to the Minutes of this meeting is a copy of the amendments
referred to by Mr. Jeffrey as EXHIBIT A.

Mr. Weldon stated that to start off with the subcommittee proposed

a general provision that would be an overall change in the direction
of the bill, A.B. 505 and this would be to make the provision of the
bill apply only to existing buildings. Only to retrofitting, not
future. Now they also wanted to make the general provisions that
the localities may not adopt an ordinance which requires stricter
measures than are required in this bill for retrofitting of the types
of buildings and occupancies covered in this bill unless one of two
things happens. One the ordinance applies to buildings and occupan-
cies covered within this bill only when there is a change of use

or change of occupancy, or if the legislative commission approves
the ordinance.
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Mr. Weldon stated further that through existing law new buildings
are and would continue to be subject to the code adopted by the
State Fire Marshal and also the applicable local ordinances so
this would be a limit on what the local governments could do in
requiring retrofitting.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that he might mention that this has been a
problem and he was not sure that they had it resolved yet.

If you will turn to the back page of the amendment under discussion,
Fred and I talked briefly one day about the idea of limiting or
restricting the retrofitting law only to the provisions covered
in this bill and that is something we ought to discuss but the
problem we ran into with the subcommittee was some local govern-
ments have already established ordinances that are tougher than
this bill is and have been working with it for some time and I
think it is a policy decision we are going to have to make and
that is how are we goin% to handle the problem that the local
governments have in dealing with the bill in the form that we
have it and that is something that we felt needed to come back
from the subcommittee to make that policy decision.

Mr. Weldon stated that in Section 1 of the bill, there were no
changes proposed.

Section 2 defines the authority which is the authority later on
describes that the authority has several rights to give variances
to the different requirements and this authority also has the
responsibility to do a survey of all the buildings that fall

under this, so the definition of who this authority is will define
who makes these types of decisions and who does the survey. Under
the existing bill the authority is the Fire Marshal in the rural
counties and the Chief of the fire departments in the urban counties.
These amendments would make it for the fire marshal in the rural
counties and the building officer in the urban cities and the urban
counties, Washoe and Clark. So you would have the city building
officer in the cities in the two big counties and the county
building officer in Washoe and Clark so that is the change in
authority there.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that the subcommittee felt that some people want
to appoint authority between the fire department and the building
department and then there was also discussion about whether it should
be the building or the fire department. It was felt generally that
there should be one final authority that people could go to to make

a decision rather than two and in Clark County and I think in Washoe
County also, the two departments would work very well and the people
that fall under the building department and the fire department would
have to be satisfied. That is pretty much the way it is worked in
Clark County. I don't know whether they will have a dispute over
that or not but it was felt that that was one of the problem areas

we had.

Mr. Craddock stated that they would be bound by local ordinance in
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the event they have a quibble the local authority can, by ordinance
resolve the dispute.

Mr. Weldon stated that Section 3 of the bill, page 1, lines 6 through
18 would be amended. There is an except here - and the exception

was for private residences; the committee felt that it would be more
clearer to say single family detatched dwelling. Also, under sub-
section 1 they allowed the authority to review and approve so they have
the discretion on these exit corridors and the requirement is to
equip every door to an exit corridor with a device approved by the
authority which closes the door. The UBC - Uniform Building Code -
says that these should only apply to exit corridors which serve

30 or more occupants so this conclusion was here and this require-
ment would only apply to exit corridors which serve 30 or more
occupants now which is consistent with the Uniform Building

Code.

Mr. Weldon further stated that in Section 4 again there was an
inconsistency with the Uniform Building Code in that these provisions
would only apply to buildings of three stories or more under the
uniform building code so that was put in in every case, three

stories or more and condominiums were added in here because it

wasn't clear whether they should be or not under apartments and

so they were added in at three stories or more.

Mr. Redelsperger asked if it was three stories in the Uniform Building
Code.

Mr. Weldon stated that that was what they were told. Yes.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that the only exception was to the 1979 building
code where we took the 5,000 square foot requirement inside a
12,000 square foot building which comes later, and the heighth
requirement is trickier in this bill.

Mr. Dini asked what the average heighth of a multi-story building
was.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that it was approximately ten feet.

Mr. Weldon stated that Section 5, page 2, lines 1 through 13 again
condominium was inserted in here and the new language for sub-
section 1 would be: "Equip each room primarily used for sleeping
in a motel or hotel and each dwelling unit in an apartment building
or condominium with a smoke detector whose placement is approved

by the authority'. Originally this had required a smoke detector
in every sleeping room. They felt that it was appropriate to only
require it in every dwelling unit in an apartment or a condominium
rather than in every single bedroom.

Mr. Weldon stated that with regard to Section 6, Page 2, Lines 14
through 39, there are only two changes here. One is to add
condominium again and the other is to specify that we are talking
about the floors here for this 55 foot limit rather than the roof
or the peak or something like that. We are talking about 55 feet
(Committee Minutes) ’t Ty
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to the floor that humans occupy.

The provision that made it 55 feet to the floor came out of the
interim commission.

Mr. Weldon stated that on page 2, line 40, through page 3, line
6 would apply to Section 7. This gets into sprinklering of
assembly rooms primarily, at the least the first part does.
Under the existing bill it would require the owner of every
building or a portion of a building used for public assembly
except a church or theatre with fixed seating which has more
than five thousand square feet of floor area including gaming
or showrooms to have these sprinkled. The committee felt that
if you had 5,000 square feet of loor area in a free standing
building it should not be necessary to sprinkle that building.
Some one should be able to get out of a free standing building
of 5,000 square feet. The first change here was to eliminate
the excemption for churches and theatres and the second one

was to require sprinkling in room or rooms totaling more than
5,000 square feet used for public assembly within a building

of 12,000 square feet or more. So you have a big building with
assembly rooms inside of it and that is when this would trigger
the sprinkling of assembly rooms and the exemption again was
taken out for theatres and churches.

Under (b) here the original language had required sprinklers
for portions of a building where you had public assembly which
are certified for occupancy of more than 300 persons. It would
say that they shall not use any interior finishes composed of
combustible fibreboard. I think I have mixed myself up on that
one - let me start over with (b).

(b) would say that for rooms within a building or a building
itself used for a public assembly, if the occupancy was more
than 300 persons they could not use any interior finishes
composed of combustible fibreboard. The commitee felt that this
might be a little too strict and it didn't cover the subject
completely either because it did not cover other types of interior
finishes. For instance, plastics. So they proposed a change
which would read: 'which is certified for occupancy by more
than 300 persons shall (a) use interior finishes which comply
with Chapter 42 of the 1979 UBC or (b) if they don't want to
install new finishes, they can install automatic sprinklers

for protection from fire as required by regulations of state
fire marshals. There is an exception here - except in those
areas where the authority waives this requirement and the
authority may waive the requirement from any space which is
separated from these rooms by construction whose resistence

to fire has been approved by the authority. This is the local
authority.
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Mr. Dini questioned whether this terminology was in the fire
code.

Mr. Weldon stated that as he understood it it is. That was the
testimony we received.

Section 8 had no proposed changes.

Section 9 is the section which establishes the statewide board
which could give variances - the broad types of variances -

and would have the broad type of review authority. The name of

the board is changed here from Fire Safety - Board of Fire Safety -
to the Board of Building, Fire and Life Safety. The membership

is changed from nine members to eleven, as we go through the
membership, the Governor is to appoint a licensed architect.

In the old bill it was two fire marshalls and two fire chiefs.

The proposed amendment is three representatives of local fire
departments with at least being one from a fire department in

a county having a population of less than 100,000, existing
professional engineer, two representatives of gaming and lodging,
the State Fire Marshal, and two new ones here. A building official
of the local government within each county having a population of
100,000 or more and a licensed general contractor. That is the
proposed makeup of the new board with eleven members. The fire
marshal in addition to his being a member of this board would also
serve as secretary to the board.

In subsection 5 it speaks about calling of meetings and it would
say that a majority of the members can call a meeting rather
than any three members.

Section 6 is the per diem and the pay for these fellows. The new
reading would be the members of the board except those who are paid
by a public entity are entitled to receive a salary of $80.00 for
each day's attendance at a meeting of the board or a subcommittee

of the board and all members are entitled to the per diem allowances
and travel expenses provided by law. All such compensation is to

be paid from the budget of the State Fire Marshal Division.

Section 10 has the change of the name of the board again. 1In the
existing bill there is a whole laundry list of functions for this
board. The subcommittee felt that if this bill is to be strictly

a retrofitting bill that this board should be sunsetted after five
years and that they should not get into all these general functions
and they should perform only the one function that deals with retro-
fitting, so therefore the only function left in is number 6 under
section 10, that the board would hear and decide requests for variances
from and request to undertake alternate methods for achieving sub-
stantial compliance with the provisions of sections 3 to 7 inclusive
of this Act. So this board becomes a hearing and decision board

on variances.

Section 11 would add a provision that the board should collect a
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fee of $200.00 for each request for a variance and that the State
Fire Marshal should collect the fees and deposit them with the
State Treasurer for credit to the general fund. So this would not
be a revolving fund in the fire marshal's office, it would be
straight to the general fund.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that they did feel that there should be some
kind of a fee for a variance to help defray some of the expense.

Mr. Weldon stated that the recommendation for section 12 is to

delete it completely. This section was one which made the fire
board a part of the fire marshal's office. They felt this was

not appropriate if the board was going to be sunsetted.

Section 13 was to be deleted entirely as well. This section spoke
about hiring staff to perform the duties of the Board of Fire Safety.
As this bill is now written, all of the duties would fall within the
duties of the fire marshal himself as secretary and he already has
the authority to hire staff to help him perform his duties, so
section 13 is not necessary.

Section 14 changes the word "authority'. It allows the authority
to be defined as previously done with the building officials. It
changes the name of the fire board again.

Section 15 is a section which dealt with the terms of the members
of the board. It is deleted entirely, again because the board is
going to be sunsetted at five years.

Section 16 says that the Act shall become effective upon passage
and approval and that is left alone.

Two new sections are proposed. Again, one is to provide that the
board of building, fire and life safety would cease to exist on
July 1, 1985. The reason this date was picked is that in the

bill there are provisions for surveys and compliance and these
provisions are a four year schedule within the bill. Sunsetting
the board at the end of the fifth year would allow them to function
for one more year to clean up the variances and that type of thing
that they allow. It would also provide that you as legislators
would be back in in 1985 and if you saw a need you could extend
the life of this board. So that is how the 1985 date was chosen
for sunsetting.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that the reason that we sunsetted the board

was the board would hear the variances and the decisions, but

the State Fire Marshal has an advisory board that would cover the
other duties that are mentioned in the bill as drafted and we felt
it would be a duplication of effort to maintain two boards over

a longer period of time than was necessary to hear these variances.

Mr. Weldon stated that the other new section is an appropriation
from the general fund to the fire marshal division. It is consist-
ent with their fiscal note that they filed. It calls for
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$164,648 the first year, $140,627 the second year and this would
be for paying salary, per diem and travel expenses of the board
and for performing the duties given to the state fire marshal

in this bill.

The last page - there are some questions - the first one is for
a legal opinion relative to who has the actual legal authority
to enforce and how they would go about this.

The second one deals with the thirty day question for a legal
opinion and you have already outlined the discussion question.
So these are the technical aspects of the amendments.

Mr. Mello asked why A.B. 505 was processed instead of the Senate
Bill.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that there were various changes that would
have had - and Joe and I have talked about this and our intent
was to amend A.B. 505 into S.B. 214. S.B. 214 called for full
sprinklerization and we felt that A.B. 505 covered more aspects
of life safety then just sprinklerization and we wanted to get
them all into one bill. We provided smoke detectors and communi-
cations and all these other things in 505 and it was our intent
to amend A.B. 505 into S.B. 214.

Mr. Mello asked if this was still Mr. Jeffrey's intent.
Mr. Jeffrey stated with the sponsor's permission.

Mr. Mello stated that the reason he had asked that question was
because it had already cleared one house and all we had to do
was concur.

Mr. DuBois questioned the time frame. He stated that under this
bill they have twelve months to make a survey and that would put
it up to July 1, 1982 say for the longest possible period. Then
you have another six months for the owner to come back with the
plans, so now you are into December 31, 1982 and then you have

to make all these alterations within three years which could be
1984. So from a year and a half, you only have about another

year and a half for the actual construction. Is that a reasonable
period?

Mr. Jeffrey stated that they questioned that in all the aspects.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that they questioned whether there was enough
time to do the survey and whether there was enough time to do

the work after a survey was made but everybody seemed to think

they could live with that, however, the fire safety board would

have the authority to grant variances if they ran into time problems
and I think they will because with the scope of this work depending
on the local area, there may not even be enough people in the area
to do the work and they may run into problems that way, but the

fire safety board can grant variances if they run into a hardship
with those time frames, although in the subcommittee hearings we had,
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there was no objection to the time frame.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that he would think that there would probably
be a subcommittee - one from the North and one from the South -
that would meet and then get together at the monthly meeting to
ratify the action that they had taken locally. Of course they
still would have to make the decision as a whole board, but the
subcommittees could do all the work.

Mr. Prengaman stated that he was a little unclear about the uni-
form building code. This apparently was used for some of the
amendments but where does it fit in with the code that the State
Fire Marshal has. Are they two different ones? One is a fire
code and one is a building code?

Mr. Huddleston, State Fire Marshal, stated that we adopt a wide
range of model codes inclusive of the Uniform Building Code and
the Uniform Fire Code, etc., and we currently have adopted the
1976 edition. We upgrade our adoption as we have an opportunity
to do so and anticipating up to the 1979 within the next two or
three months. Hopefully after that we will be able to stay
current. There was not a broad coded option had been made
throughout the state prior to our adoption of 1978. We are just
now getting to the point where we are updating to the 1979, but
it will be consistent with that and I think it was chosen primarily
because it is state of the art at this point.

Mr. Prengaman stated that he had another question and that he had
noticed that they cut out the Fire Marshal's assistant. I am not
that familiar with his office but it looks to me like he is going
to have a full time job just retrofitting, meeting with the board
and doing the research on variances and I am not sure what his
other duties are but is one man going to be able to do all of this?

Mr. Weldon stated that the fiscal note calls for five new positions
or six. The deletion here was a deletion that called in Section

13 for him to be able to hire staff to be able to perform the duties
of the Board of Fire Safety. The duties that he needs to have staff
for are his own and the existing law already allows him to hire
staff to perform his own duties.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that they did not see the Board as having to have
any staff.

Mr. Prengaman stated that he was unclear.

Mr. Weldon stated that as the Secretary to the Board his new people
he is asking for would be performing these functions, secretarial,
technical and this type of thing.

Mr. Prengaman stated that we are taking his existing staff -

Mr. Weldon stated that he is applying for new staff, it is just
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that he doesn't need a change in the law to be able to do that.
He already has existing authority to do that.

Mr. DuBois questioned the exemption on motion picture theaters and
asked if they were pretty well protected now by exits. He noted
that they were on one floor.

Mr. Weldon stated that he did not know. He further stated that
he thought that Mr. DuBois would have to ask some of the people
who would testify later - some of the technical people - I don't
know.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that they removed the exemption on churches

and theaters, but I think that is another policy decision that

we are going to have to make. As far as theaters were concerned,
the testimony before the subcommittee was that there has been
problems with people exiting theaters - people pile up at the exits
and they are overcome by smoke and that is the reason that we elimi-
nated that one, even though they have fixed seating, but I think

the policy decision we are going to have to make is whether churches
and fraternal organizations should be exempt. I don't know how
many of them would fall under the 12,000 square foot requirement,
but I think that in some cases it could be a real hardship to
require churches and fraternal organizations to retrofit.

Mr. DuBois asked if they felt that theaters were pretty well pro-
tected now.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that he really could not say. He stated that
he did not know whether they are covered under the 1979 Code
adequately or if the ones that have been built in the past are
unprotected or not. I don't know how much of a retrofit program
they have to get into. We really didn't have any testimony in
that regard at all.

Mr. Weldon stated that under these amendments they would have to
be sprinkled though if they were more than five thousand feet
within a building of twelve thousand square feet or more.

Mr. Redelsperger stated that in other words we would get them out
of the exemption.

Mr. Prengaman stated that the provision whereby local governments
may adopt stricter standards sort of bothers me a little. What I
am wondering is what happens if local governments want to bring
these down to smaller buildings. What we are talking about here
are basically fairly large buildings. If the local government
decides that for one reason or another they want to adopt an
ordinance calling for stricter measures for a smaller building
than covered in here, we are taking away their power to do that.

Mr. Redelsperger stated that they have regulations now outside of
this bill. This is strictly addressing itself to retrofitting and
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they do have their regulations and ordinances already to take care
of the problem - they already have the authority to do that.

Mr. Prengaman stated that suppose they want to put sprinklers in
or if they want to do something else which isn't covered by any

of their present local ordinances. In other words they want to

make it stricter.

Mr. Weldon stated that the way this is worded, this restriction
would only be required on the types of buildings and occupancies
covered in this bill, so if they wanted to pass an ordinance that
was stricter for types of buildings not covered here they could
do it the way this is worded. The wording is pretty technical
and I had a hard time even getting this many different factors
in, but the intent was to say that they could pass an ordinance
for retrofitting of buildings not covered here.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that there is no question that this is a problem
area and it has been one that has been difficult to resolve. We
felt that since it is strictly a retrofit bill and for new con-
struction they could do anything locally that they wanted to do
and be as strict as they wanted to be. That is why I say that that
is a decision I think that the whole committee needs to make. It
is a departure from the authority that local governments have to
(:) adopt an ordinance as strict as they want to. The industry was
concerned that there might be a one-upmanship being played between
entities. I really wasn't that concerned about that part of it
but I think a fear that they had and that I shared was that we
] may require by this bill that everybody retrofit and that six
months later a new ordinance would be adopted and that they may
have to make changes again and I think that is what the real fear
was.

Mr. Prengaman stated that in other words they want one standard
to work under.

Mr. Craddock stated that he had had word just late yesterday after-
noon that Clark County had adopted an ordinance more stringent

in some instances than what we have provided for here. We have
had some history of upmanship and competition in the housing in-
dustry in Clark County in the area of flood control. Mr. Craddock
stated that he had had some second thoughts about what we had

said yesterday and I did not talk to Jack about this, but we may
elect to change the general provisions there to where local
ordinances may not be enforced.

Mr. Dini stated that Douglas County had already adopted one two
weeks ago.

(::> Mr. Jeffrey stated that Clark County was working on one and he did
not know whether that had been adopted or not -
Mr. Huddleston stated that it was adopted yesterday. -ifr?éi
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Mr. Polish asked how far the committee had taken a look into the
electrical field. He stated that he had spoken to Jack (Jeffrey)
about this and that he had an electrical engineer that told him
that there was real question with regard to the MGM and the new
wiring and some of the plastic even in the conduit. He stated
that he did not see anything in the bill on that.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that as far as the electrical problem is con-
cerned they would be covered under the existing ordinances. They
don't have anything to do with this bill. And I think as a matter
of course, of course how far they get into the electrical, change

of occupancy or change of use, is another question, but they do

go through them. The problem in my mind and I don't know that the
cause of the fire at the MGM has really ever been established, but
the most common cause of electrical fire is due to improper ground-
ing which are difficult to detect even on inspection of the building
in change of use or change of occupancy. Unfortunately the way

they are usually found is when there is a problem with them but

if the electrical work is done properly and everything is closed

off properly the fires should be contained in'the box that it starts
in. I was told, and this is strictly hearsay, that one of the prob-
lems at the MGM was that the those junction boxes were not closed
and that they had been working on some of that stuff and left them
open, but I don't know that that's the case, but that is the most
common cause of electrical fires, but this bill does not address
that problem. The local ordinances do.

Mr. Polish stated that his question was that almost by feeling
and touching you can almost tell that a box had some heat there
above normal.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that usually when you can do that in an inspec-
tion, the fire is about to break out anyway.

Mr. DuBois asked if the paging and alarm system could be described.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that he could tell him generally what it is.

They call for one in each room and that is going to be an expensive
proposition too and they are generally zoned so that they don't

alarm the whole building and try to get everybody out of the building
at once if it is not necessary, but it is communications in each
room and that is basically what it amounts to.

Mr. DuBois asked if that was a loudspeaker. He asked if it would
be a whole new system.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that he thought it would be and that it would be
a system that most everybody would have to put in and that he did
not believe that there were many of those in place now.

Mr. Dini asked if Senator Neal had any comments he wished to make.

Senator Neal stated that he did not have any comments because if

you send the bill back it will probably have to go to conferen?f;‘
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anyway.

Mr. Dini asked if Don Huddleston, the fire marshal, wanted to
comment on the bill.

Mr. Huddleston stated that he would be glad to, however, you
have a great many people in the audience I think that have input
and perhaps I could hold my conversation until later and add

to what they have to say rather than try to cover their areas

of concern. Either way - I can sit down right now.

Mr. Huddleston, Nevada State Fire Marshal testified next. Mr.
Huddleston stated that as he said you are going to have a great

deal of discussion with people in the audience that have some
concerns about portions of the bill. I have some concerns myself
that I will voice with your permission. I think on page 2 of the
draft outline I have, Section 2, it speaks to the question of the
authority involved. In effect, it would appear that the sub-
committee has seen fit to name the authority, or limit the authority
for enforcement and approval on these items to the building depart-
ments within those jurisdictions and counties of 100,000 and more.

I feel that in the number of years that I have been in the code
writing and code enforcement business, that the more of a concensus
decision making process you can have impacting decisions on impact-
ing decisions on application of things of this nature, the better
off you are. 1It's currently a practice within the local entities

to require sign offs on plans and approvals by both fire and
building departments. However you have by law restricted this

type of authority to the building officials only. I have spoken
with the building officials in the Washoe County area and also

in the Clark County area and they are totally in agreement that

it can well be written into this law and they have no problem

with a joint enforcement effort being called out in the law.

I would like to point out that in the instance of the MGM hotel,
there was a good question at that time, at the time it was built,

on the part of both the fire department and the building department
on application of sprinkler systems in the casino portion of that
facility and the fire department's advocation at that time was that
the 12,000 square foot rule for display area that was contained
within the casino under the Uniform Building Code required sprinkler
protection. The building official, despite two requests by the Fire
Department, made an ultimate decision at that time that it did not
apply. As a consequence, we ended up without the MGM casino being
sprinklered. Obviously, after the fire when the question was raised
within a National Conference of Building Officials on what that
application should have been, they came back and said absolutely

it should have been sprinkled under the 12,000 foot rule.

I think in that instance had we had some type of joint input, then
obviously there was a stand-off there and we could have sat down

and reached some kind of a reasonable understanding of that point
through the advent perhaps of the International Conference of
Building Officials at that point. So I think that type of concensus
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decision making process is important and I think it takes all of
the entities that are involved, subdivisions if you will within

the entities, that are involved in the business to make those types
of decisions so I would advocate that there be some wording here in
these counties over 100,000 that would allow joint fire department
and building department enforcement and ultimate approval of what-
ever plans are generated after this.

I guess in Section 4 as I move on down the page -
Mr. Craddock asked if Mr. Jeffrey would like to comment on that.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that he did not have any particular problem
with who should be the enforcement authority, whether it be the
building department or fire department. However, my feeling is
that the surveys would be made basically based on the 1979 Code
and the concern that I felt that we had was when we get into the
areas like in Section 3 and we talk about equipping every exit
corridor with emergency lighting, etc., and when we get into these
things that are approved by the authority we felt that there should
be one authority to make that decision ultimately. That was the
reason we came up with building department because they will be
inspecting the work on an ongoing basis as the work is being per-
formed. It doesn't really make any difference to me which way it
goes,

Mr. Jeffrey stated that as far as the enforcement is concerned
of the fire code and the building code, I don't think that there
is any doubt in my mind and probably in most people's mind that
each entity will be authorized to enforce their own codes.

Mr. Huddleston stated that certainly whatever the pleasure of the
committee is, I will live with that. The only comment I would
have is that I would ask that you note that all of the items
contained within this bill that are to be applied retroactively
deal strictly with fire and life safety. They do not deal with
building protection or building safety they deal strictly with
fire and life safety and I feel like that is more properly the
concern of a joint effort on the part of fire and building. That
is my own comment.

Mr. Craddock stated that if his memory served him we have had
some considerable difficulties and resistance toward upsurping
local authority in any form or fashion and my feeling was that
the building department would probably would probably be more
capable than the fire department on an ongoing basis to keep
up with the modifications that were taking place and we might
also note the escape valve that we have built in and that is
that the local authority can by ordinance prescribe what Tom
(Huddleston) is talking about if they want to.

Mr. Dini stated that the problem has been with enforcement.
We probably wouldn't have had any problems in Southern Nevad%E(
or any where in the State of Nevada if they had enforced the J@i
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code they had there anyway. When they took the State Fire Marshal
out of Clark County and Washoe County because the political por-
tions did not want him interfering they caused 90% of their problems
and that was done a couple of sessions ago.

Mr. Craddock stated that he would do something he rarely does, and
stated that he would respectfully disagree with Mr. Dini.

Mr. Huddleston stated that he guessed his other comment would be
in Section 4 and in subsequent sections where they have added
condominium I have no problem with it and I think the protection
should be there and I question the enforcement aspects of trying
to apply these things retroactively to a condominium since it is
somewhat constitutionally protected as a private residence, I can
foresee the potential if you will for the authority whatever that
may be having to get administrative warrants from a judge in order
to be able to get into a private residence to see whether or not
in fact these things have taken place and whether or not they comply
with the law. That would be my only comment toward that.

I think the change is good under Section 5 on the smoke detectors
as far as the approval of placement simply because in a situation
where you have apartments or in the event of condominiums you do
not necessarily want those detectors placed within the sleeping
room itself. That certainly is true where you have a one room
situation in a hotel, motel or something of that nature in the
event that you have a larger unit involved, a dwelling type unit
with several rooms, the advocation for placement under N.F.P.A.
72E is that those detectors be placed in the corridors outside

or leading to the bedroom areas in the path of air exchange so
that they can be a little quicker to trigger an alarm as

opposed to waiting unti l the smoke has infiltrated the bedroom
itself before setting off that alarm so I am totally in agreement
with that.

Mr. Huddleston stated that generally speaking he had covered the
areas that I am concerned about. I would point out that under
Section 10 where they have deleted items 1 through 6 I can only

say that those items as considered by the Governor's Commission

on Fire Safety Codes were essential to this program for the longe
range ramification of giving consideration to new technology and
finding methods for developing for more adequate or succinct
enforcement practices and as an aid to both state and local
jurisdictions. These functions are not performed by my advisory
board. My advisory board at this point primarily acts as a hearing
board if you will for industry disputes on the industries that we
regulate and give me advice upon policy in dealing with the day to
day working of the office. They have not functioned in these other
areas and that is one of the reasons the governor's commission on
fire safety codes advocated those duties to the Boards. Certainly
whatever your pleasure is.

Mr. Huddleston stated that he did not think that he had any other
real questions with the bill at this point other than what I have
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stated and I would be glad to try to answer any questions you
might have.

Mr. May referred to page 1, line 12, immediately provides adequate
facilities. How do you interpret that immediately as adequate?

Mr. Huddleston stated that the intent of the commission when

they advocated that particular wording was for the type of situation
that the enforcement authority gets into when they go on a premises
and they can find anything from doors changed or blocked, blocked by
tables, blocked by bus trays, or inadequate seating arrangements

for example in a showroom or something where there has been something
usually some physical obstruction moved into the path of exit so that
they had the right to go in and immediately demand that whatever
methods be taken, whether that involves simply moving some furniture
around or whether it involved in some instances some physical change
to that facility at that time that they at least start the process
for getting adequate exiting in there on an immediate basis as
opposed to perhaps a 30 day notification process which really does
not meet the requirements for immediate life safety that is involved
in exiting patterns.

Mr. May stated that the bill of course is written to be effective
on passage and approval but the appropriation doesn't start until
July lst. What do you anticipate doing for the rest of May on the
anticipation that it would apply some time this month - May and
June.

Mr. Huddleston stated that it is going to be a real problem. 1If
in fact additional personnel are brought aboard by virtue of approp-
riation, we are going to have to start to identify candidates, get
them in and get them trained as quickly as possible. Obviously
we can set up the process and have everything ready to go so that
we can start the hiring process on July 1. Outside of that we are
really dead in the water until some time around August or September
because even after we get the people aboard it is going to take

us a period of time to get those people trained and ready to go
out in the field even if we keep their training at this point
totally simplistic and point it strictly toward this bill. It

is still going to require a generated amount of time to get those
people qualified to go do the work. So we have a real lag time
there. I anticipated that in the fiscal impact note and asked

for two plans checkers in addition to the staff, if you will, the
staff and clerical position to serve this board itself. Two

plans checkers and two deputies to try to keep up with the work-
load and we anticipate even at that that the two deputies are
going to have to manage to get through and survey approximately
seven to ten towns a month in the remaining time period in order
to adequately address the problem within the time frames we have
been given.

Mr. May suggested that perhaps State Personnel could get those
people in and perhaps interview them.
1983
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Mr. Huddleston stated that they have tried to anticipate as much
of that as possible and get the procedure set up with State Per-
sonnel. Approximately at the outside, we are hoping no more than
a two month lag time which would take us on in. Hopefully we can
everything set up and ready to go even to the extent of having the
testing done and perhaps be down to the final selection of candi-
date process close to that July 1 date so that we can immediately
bring them aboard and go on with the program.

Mr. Prengaman stated that if he understood Mr. Huddleston's comments
about the deletions in Section 10, you have a broader view of what
the Board should be doing. 1In other words, it should not be just

a retrofitting Board, it should be a Board which examines for in-
stances architectural changes, other areas such as schools, am I
correct?

Mr. Huddleston stated yes. It was the feeling of the Commission -
the Governor's Commission on fire safety codes as we went through
the problems that number 1, the time constraints were such on that
commission that they did not have time to adequately address all
of these areas, and particularly the areas of how you identify

a vehicle for incorporation of new technology to deal with the
problems that we see in these facilities on a day to day basis.

We have been absolutely diluged since the MGM and the Hilton
disasters by probably several thousand outside interests that
either have inventions or have some product that might have some
innerface on the problem and we feel like there should be some
identified vehicle in terms of this Board to try to digest some

of that information and at least give somebody some input on which
direction they think we should go. The same holds true with the
development of programs, everything from public education programs
to consideration of some other facilities that were not addressed
that may have just a serious ramifications in terms of fire safety
as the facilities that the Board was able to address within their
time constraints, and they felt that overall these other duties
were probably as important to the ultimate ability to rectify

the problems that we have found as the advocations in the bill
itself for the physical protection to take place in the next

three or four years.

Mr. Prengaman stated that the Commission identified schools
particularly as an area in developing fire safety programs
and I am just wondering why. Aren't they covered now. Don't
your fire departments routinely check schools and hold fire
drills.

Mr. Huddleston stated certainly and absolutely and they do an
excellent job. I think that overall with department budgets

having the constraints they have and certainly on the state

level it is has been a rather disjointed effort and we are

not sure that all of the best ways of going about accomplishing
that type of education if you will to the public. Certainly
schools are one way to do that. We try to start the kids out

and get to them in kindergarten, first,second or third grade 1384
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and then take them on up through at least until they start in the
junior high school with a year by year education if you will

of awareness programs. I think there needs to be some type of
joint effort to look at this thing and try to identify it perhaps
by some more successful vehicles for perhaps imparting that education
so that we can not only to schools but to the general public and
certainly there was an advocation within this commission for this
particular Board to take a look at training programs for operating
staff within the hotel facilities for example and some of the other
areas including perhaps even to the fire services of the building
departments themselves in terms of identifying resources and the
availability of new programs that can have an impact on the overall
problem.

Mr. Craddock asked Mr. Jeffrey if he made a mistake in expressing
his own feelings on this for Mr. Jeffrey to please express his own
opinion on this.

Mr. Craddock stated that his feelings when they reviewed this was
that this was the responsibility of more property belonging with
the fire chief and the fire authorities on an ongoing basis rather
than -

Mr. Jeffrey stated that we felt that the bulk of the work that this
Board would be doing would be the variance requests and there wasn't
anybody - there was no opposition to the proposal we had in committee
although Tom was not there, but we felt that again and I was under
the impression that these areas could be under the present law
covered by the advisory board and if they can't be, then maybe they
should be, but I don't see any reason really for two boards performing
functions that are in my mind duplicated and if we are going to get
into this area then we either ought to do away with the Advisory
Board or we ought to expand their duties or whatever. But I don't
think that we should have two boards on an ongoing basis doing bas-
ically the same type of work. If this board needs to be a permanent
board, then we ought to consider getting rid of the advisory board.

Mr. Huddleston stated they have a problem with priority and we have
a problem with invitation by local authority to come in and evaluate
that process and I don't blame them for that at all.

Mr. Huddleston stated that please understand that this advocation
comes from the entire commission and was not my advocation and that
was the feeling of that commission after they studied the available
relevant material. I might point out that the local authority was
represented on that commission so it certainly speaks for itself.

Mr. Redelsperger stated that he just might add that we have some
time restraints here and this board is going to be quite busy and
we have got to get everything taken care of in a four year period
and if we start going off into all of these other areas we are not
going to take care of the primary problem which is retrofitting.

1985
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Mr. Prengaman stated that he would just like to comment briefly
that he thought that what has happened in Nevada in the past couple
of years demands more of a commitment than just retrofitting. It
requires an ongoing evaluation and I am not sure where it belongs
whether it belongs in the existing advisory board or whether it
belongs in this board that we are setting up. Hopefully if we
don't adopt it now, by 1985 the legislature again will ask the
question of whether we are doing it or not - it is just my opinion
that we have to do more than just retrofit. We have to have some
sort of ongoing evaluation.

Mr. Craddock stated that he would like to respond to that if he
may. He informed Mr. Prengaman that this retrofitting is a
separate project and you know that local governments are restricted
as to what they can do. Mr. Craddock stated that safety to him
was a relevant term and there are some evaluations that have to
made and if we look at the statement of some of the gaming
establishments and recognize that they have done up to this point
in time a good job as relates to fire safety in spite of the fact
that we have had a few bad accidents we have still done a good job.
We are trying to put together something that can be absorbed by
the industry. This is the unhappy balance that we are trying

to reach.

Mr. Prengaman stated that he guessed it boiled down to your faith
in local governments.

Mr. DuBois asked Mr. Huddleston on the matter of condominiums
take the case of a high rise like say the Jockey Club in Las
Vegas where you have 14 or 16 stories. Wouldn't that be a tre-
mendous physical problem. You have all of these common walls
and every unit is individually owned, everyone is contracting
on his own for their own separate system, wouldn't it be extreme-
ly complicated to bring the pipes up the high rise?

Mr. Huddleston stated that in that particular instance it certainly
would be. However, I think in most instances when you have condom-
iniums you have some type of an association that has overall re-
sponsibility and coordination of whatever takes place and it usually
requires the concurrence of that association or a form of that
association for whatever changes take place within the condominiums
themselves. In other words, certainly on that type of basis whether
or not that applies in all instances I really couldn't say and cer-
tainly if that were the case where you ended up with the situation
of each individual condominium owner contracting separately for his
own system, then certainly you've got more problems than you can
handle. It would not necessarily be a practical way to approach

it.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that as far as the condominiums are concerned

we may have a problem and it never came up in the subcommittee

when we get into each individual unit but I don't see a problem

in the commonly held areas and those are the areas that this;%i%§ .

primarily deals with. As far as smoke detectors in those unit¥’, 6
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that may be a problem. As far as the sprinklers inside the door

to protect the exits that may be a problem, but the corridors and
lobbies and areas held in common should not be a problem. It

just never came up in the subcommittee and we may have to address

the individual ownership problem but the common areas in all the con-
dominiums that I am aware of are held in common. They are not
privately held.

Mr. Huddleston stated that probably the biggest impact would be
this portion that requires retrofitting of those units with
voice communication potential.

Mr. DuBois inquired about town houses.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that town houses would probably be exempt be-
cause most of the ones that know of have only two stories.

We did feel that town houses were covered under the condominium
section, but they would have to be three stories to come under
this bill.

Mr. Dini asked if there was any further testimony. He asked
that the comments be confined to S.B. 214 and the amendments to
A.B. 505.

Mr. Vern Balderston, the Business Representative of Local Union

669 of the United Association, A.F. of L., C.I.0. Plumbing,

Pipe Fitting and Fire Protection Industry of the United States

and Canada testified next. He stated that he has been associated
with automatic fire protection sprinkler systems for some 25 years.
I have obtained much knowledge and documentation in that period

of time. I think it is a shame that too often in this country,

many people die at a major intersection until the officials have

a stop sign put in place. I think the same thing is happening

in this country in our fire traps where automatic fire protection
systems should be installed and I can cite you some statistics

that will support my feelings. During the Viet Nam 10 year conflict
we lost 45,950 Americans. However, during that very same 10 year
period we lost 143,550 Americans to fire, and an annual fire loss
property damage in excess of $14,000,000,000, and incidentally there
has never been a single fatality in a totally sprinklered high rise
structure and 98.6% of all such fires have either been extinguished
and/or controlled by the time the fire department arrives. I might
interject that the A.F. of L. C.I.0. did an extensive study recently
and concluded that the firefighters and fireman had the most hazar-
dous occupation on earth. Fire sprinkler systems not only save
lives. They save the owners large sums of money due to a reduction
in their insurance rates. They also save the taxpayers millions

of dollars as a result of a reduction in fire departments, fire
fighting equipment and fire fighters needed to serve the community.

I have a letter that is a classic example. Mr. Balderston stated

that this letter is for immediate release regarding automatic

sprinklers in Downtown Fresno. A copy of this letter is attached

to the minutes of this meeting as EXHIBIT B. Mr. Balderston read
(Committee Minutes)
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the letter to the committee.

Mr. Balderston stated that most of us are aware of some of the
fires that have happened in the past several months and it is
my understanding that most of these have been equipped with
smoke detectors. The Nursing Home Fire, the MGM Fire, the
Hilton Fire, the Stauffers Inn Hotel Fire, the Nursing Home
fire in New Jersey, the Viet Namese Childrens fire in Salt
Lake City, Utah, the Inn on the Park Hotel fire in New York
Ontario, three separate Holiday Inn fires, the Beverly Hills
Supper Club Fire and many more. The point that I wanted to
make there was, that I also have a copy of the report from

the Edmonton City Council. It is a very comprehensive and
dynamic report. It is a comprehensive study on human behavior
in fire situations; it deals with track records on fire
suppression systems and also it deals with track records
relating to smoke detection systems. Mr. Balderstan quoted

a couple of exerpts from this report, which is attached to the
minutes of this meeting as EXHIBIT C.

Mr. Balderston stated that the extensive studies that have been
done on those buildings equipped with fire protection systems
have been outstanding - their track record. However, the track
record on smoke detection systems in multiple situations has
been very dismal. The quote from the National Fire Protection
Association states that detection equipment neither protects
fires nor does it put fires out. In North America sprinklers
have been successful in controlling or extinguishing 96.5% of
fires in such buildings. 1In Australia and New Zeeland where
sprinkler systems have been in use for the past 82 years, records
show that 99.5% of fires in high rise buildings were controlled
or extinguished by these systems.

In concluding, A.B. 505, I take issue with some of the proposals
in there in contrast to S.B. 214,where it restricts the local
authorities from providing a more stringent application for fire
codes than does A.B. 505. I question the application of that.

In closing, the final question is: When will there be a mandate

to implement the installation of automatic fire protection sprinkler
systems to stop these needless deaths and I would be glad to enter-
tain any questions.

Mr. Schofield referred to Mr. Balderston's reference to smoke
detectors. He stated that there was some testimony the committee
had heard when they first heard S.B. 214 concerning the temperature
that it would take to activate the sprinklers under that automatic
system. By the time the temperature got that way because of the
heat, any lives in there could have been lost.

Mr. Balderston stated negative and that he took issue with that
because there are several different types of sprinkler heads
with fixed temperature ratings and it depends upon the occupancy
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and the hazard involved.

For example if you are in a cleaners where the temperature is already
180 degrees the sprinkler heads would probably be set at 212 degrees
and/or 250 or 286 degree temperature rating. However, in an or-
dinary occupancy such as we are right now, the temperature of that
particular head may be set at 135 degrees or 165 degrees and when

the temperature reached that temperature, it would fuse that par-
ticular sprinkler head and as a result it would extinguish the fire.

The temperatures in the MGM fire as I understand reached in excess
of 2,600 degrees. Now the portion of that building between the
casino and the tower that was provided with fire sprinklers did

in fact stop the fire from proceeding to the tower even though the
smoke filtrated on through and killed 86 people. The impact of
those sprinklers was very dynamic inasmuch as there was one room
with two sprinkler heads in it. They measured the temperature

on the outside of that room of 2600 degrees. The inside of that
room had hardly any damage whatsoever to the wallpaper other than
water damage. Both heads were fused and this is just one of the
impacts that the sprinkler affords. I believe and I am convinced
that if that building had been properly sprinklered we would not
be discussing this now, because the sprinkler would have went off
and it would have put the fire out and we would have been just
like the Harrah's Hotel situation. The sprinkler put that fire
out and I think it barely made the news media. Had there been

no sprinklers there it would have made the news media because
several people probably would have been succombed and inflicted

by injuries as a result of the fire.

Mr. Schofield stated that he thought that the most important thing
that Mr. Balderston was addressing was the saving of lives.

Mr. Balderston stated absolutely.

Mr. Schofield stated that this would also include the possible fire
protection.

Mr. Balderston stated that he has had some experiences with smoke
detectors and I can give you a relative example. In two different
situations right here in Reno, Nevada we had people come in from
out of town and they are not too much different from other people
that come in here and gamble for an extended period of time - day
and night sometimes. He advised us to wake him up the following
morning so that we could have breakfast at 7:00 A.M. We rang the
phone and let it ring and ring and ring. No answer. So we went
and beat on his door and then we assumed that he had already

gone to breakfast. We proceeded to breakfast and he was not there.
Later, as our meeting started he came in and gave us kinds of heck
because we didn't wake him up. These are some of the situations
that you will face in a smoke detector alarm situation. Especially
in the State of Nevada.
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Mr. Balderston stated he had one more thing to emphasize. I
hear additional reports from various communities that we

need more firefighters and more firefighting equipment. I

have some photographs that were taken within two blocks of a
major fire department that was manned 24 hours a day, seven
days a week, three hundred and sixty five days a year and these
buildings were fully engulfed and consumed by fire. If you would
like me to pass these around, one is a major fire at which one
of the firemen in this particular case died in this particular
fire. Mr. Balderston stated that this was just a point that

he wanted to emphasize that even though the fire department is
within three blocks, it does not answer the question of well
we've got a fire department there and it will put the fire out.
Mr. Balderston stated that that was not necessarily true. He
passed the pictures out to the committee for their perusal.

Mr. Brad L. Huberger, one of the owners of H & S Fire Protection
testified next. He stated that for obvious reasons he would

like to see this bill passed, but beyond that, one of the biggest
problems that I would like to bring to your attention right now

is the restriction that the local authorities have on jurisdiction
of adopting the code above and beyond what this 501 wants to bring
up. I feel the local authorities under your UBC, your national

fire code, right now they are the ones having the authority. I

feel Tom Huddleston's office should still have the authority and

I think the local fire department should have the authority to go
above and beyond. They know the fire traps. Say there is an

8,000 square foot building, fifty years with no conduit and it

is not brought up to code, it is a complete wood structure and

they should be able to adopt the ordinance within their area.

This is my feeling, to be able to bring it up to code or make

them retrofit that particular occupancy. Another problem that I
have run into and we are going to see it happen more and more
especially if this bill was to pass is you do have a local authority
having jurisdiction. I did a small job down in Candeleria Silver
Mine. The local authority having jurisdiction was the only one

that approved this. Here is a man sitting a volunteer fire department
who drives the ambulance for the government. He looked at them and
said these are beautiful. Where do you want me to approve them.

He said this is the first set of sprinkler drawings he had ever
seen. I feel that they should have gone through Tom Huddleston -
someone that knows what they are looking at, someone that knows

what they are doing because more and more people are going to try
and jump in on this and there will be a lot of sprinkler contractors
coming out of the woodwork and there will be a lot of plumbers that
work out of their garage and have a pick up and they can thread

pipe and they will start to put systems in. I feel it is a good
idea that we do have a committee and we have someone that can review
these drawing and come up with the recommendations, but I don't
think it should be restricted to 501 or to Tom Huddleston. I feel
that the City of Reno, the City of Sparks and Douglas County want

to adopt stricter codes then what this law is asking for, I feel

it should be left up to their jurisdiction also. As far as some

of the other codes and other problems that we are running into,
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the condominiums, I feel that Douglas County must adopt a mandatory
sprinkler code for condominiums. Under this bill, if I understand
it, they can get by with a life safety system - corridors and a head
in each room. If Douglas County says we want to totally sprinkler
the building and will not accept a life safety building, they point
out well sixty percent of your fires are somebody smoking in bed
and we want a head over the bedroom and not just over the exit -
not just over the corridor - we want to control that fire with the
first head - about 98.57% of those fires are controlled with the
first head and about 957 of them are out when the fire department
arrives. I feel that since he pretty well has his mind made up
that is what Douglas County wants. I don't feel it should be
restricted to only a life safety code. For obvious reasons and
because of being a sprinkler contractor and owner and a sprinkler
company I would like to see this passed. As far as any other
ordinances, I would go along with them 1007 but I feel the State

of Nevada has a black eye now from MGM and Hilton. If non-trained
and non-skilled people get in there without having the proper
authorities checking their plans, the local authorities checking
their plans, the state fire marshal with plan checkers that know
what they are doing checking the plans, my industry is going to

end up with a black eye also and we will all look bad, especially
what would happen if a prinklered building burns because of not
being properly sprinkled. That is going to hurt us all.

Mr. Dini asked if anyone who was here from Local 669 wanted to
testify too?

Mr. Bruce Kanoff, Tahoe Douglas Fire Chief testified next.

Mr. Kanoff stated that the Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District
supports retrofitting of sprinklers for fire protection in casinos,
high rise hotels, office buildings and condominiums. We feel it is
imperative that such retrofitting be accomplished to NFPA Standard
13 which is fully sprinklered. This provides the building owners
with the mechanism of recovering their installation costs from
reduced insurance premiums while providing the greatest known
degree of safety to the occupants of those buildings. The retro-
fitting as detailed in A.B. 505 does not provide the building owner
with the mechanism to recover installation costs through insurance
savings nor does it provide the greatest known degree of safety

to the occupants, nor do we support language in any legislation
that prevents local code adoption and enforcement. Each county
area or district has its own special problems and must be dealt
with locally. Douglas County has amended their sprinkler ordinance
to include retrofitting of sprinklers for fire protection in high
rise buildings. Our winter weather precludes speedy response when
time is of the essence, and in accordance with the recent tax
relief legislation, it is important that fire protection costs in
these high rise monsters be transferred from the public to the
private sector.

We feel the local code enforcement is of great importance. We have
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ski lodges for instance that are on top of the mountain and

we have condominiums that have been built that we are currently
enforcing retrofitting of sprinklers in. We would hate to see
this lost. I think this applies Statewide. All areas or dis-
tricts have their own special problems that have to be dealt
with.

Mr. Dini asked with regard to the Douglas County Ordinance that
was just adopted a couple of weeks ago, how much time did you
give everybody to get retrofitted.

Mr. Kanoff stated that they gave them one year from the date
after the adoption of the ordinance which goes in effect - the
final publication on that ordinance is tomorrow, so they will
have one year from tomorrow.

Mr. Dini asked when Douglas County considered the ordinance,
did they consider the fiscal impact?

Mr. Kanoff stated yes and that they talked to all of the people
concerned in Douglas County, that is the major casinos and they
agreed and put the money in the budget. In fact, one of the
casinos involved agreed to bring the building up totally to the
1979 Uniform Fire Code. They have exceed our ordinance actually.

Mr. Dini asked what the ordinance was based on, 1976?
Mr. Kanoff stated no it is based on 1979 UBC.

Mr. Kanoff further stated that Douglas County has adopted the

1979 UBC Code. The amendment to the sprinkler ordinance only
dealt with retrofitting of sprinklers in those high rise build-
ings. We have applied it in some condominiums. We have a lot

of condominiums up there that are being converted into time

share units. Instead of having four occupants in a four-plex,

you will find that you will have one occupant per week for

fifty weeks out of the year and the other two used for maintenance
and some of these are on ten foot narrow roads that may or may

not be plowed and with the great use of them, we are finding

that two parking spaces per unit is just not adequate. We can't
get apparatus into them so we have requested that these units

be retrofitted with sprinklers. We would hate to lose that
particular section of the bill. We would hate to see any legis-
lation that prevented local governments from enforcing their own
code, especially since our budget is going to get cut $125,000
this year from our tentative budget and that isn't going to allow
for any more firemen and we will have to rely on the public sector
picking up some of the fire protection costs, or rather the private
sector picking it up from the public.

Mr. Dini stated that he thought that were picking it all up anyway.
They are paying the taxes.

Mr. Kanoff stated that is true but once you put the fireman gggﬁg&a
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tailboard his costs continue to escalate every year. The sprink-
ling system is a one time cost to the builder and it actually
precludes you from increasing your fire staff. 1If you can get
everything sprinklered you can reduce as they did in Fresno,

you can reduce the number of firemen so it does actually reduce
the cost to the public. It passes it to the private sector as

a one time cost.

Mr. Dini asked how much it would cost to retrofit the casinos
up at Stateline?

Mr. Kanoff stated that surprisingly some of the bids that I saw
come in weren't as high as we had figured. 1In the case of Sahara
Tahoe which has two towers, I believe it is around $350,000. We
had figured it would probably cost them up to $1,000,000. It is
hard - you can't really base it on square footage cost. You have
got to take each individual building as the ones in Tahoe were
built where the floor is the ceiling, for instance, in Harrah's,
because of the TRPA's heighth limitation on the building, so

they are going to use wall pendants. We have this ordinance

in and the casinos are working on it and are getting bids.
Harvey's was completely retrofitted.

Mr. Nicholas asked if Mr. Kanoff could tell him where he was
putting the sprinkler heads for example in the Sahara retrofitting.
Are there stipulations for just one head inside the door?

Mr. Kanoff stated no that this was in accordance with NFPA standard
13 and it would be fully sprinklered. The heads will come out of
the hallways in which the ceilings are generally dropped and will
come into the entranceway in the bathrooms and there will be flush
heads in there and then they will go out on wall pendant heads.

My suggestion to them was that they not attempt to hide the pipes
but they paint them bright red and advertise that they are
sprinklered, because I think that people are beginning to pay atten-
tion to sprinklered buildings.

Mr. Nicholas stated that he had one last question again as to the
Sahara, are they having to deal with all floors above the main
floor?

Mr. Kanoff stated no. The second floor is their convention area
and it is currently sprinklered. The basement through the second
floor in all of the casinos were sprinklered. The Sahara is
dealing only with the tower from the third floor up.

Mr. Nicholas asked if Mr. Kanoff knew how many rooms were involved.
Mr. Kanoff stated it was three hundred and fifty some rooms.
Mr. Balderston asked if he could interject one thing. The fact

that a building is totally sprinklered will probably reduce
that insurance rating and save the owner anywhere from 20 to

1993
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607 of his net annual liability.

Mr. Redelsperger stated that there is nothing in this bill that
would preclude him from sprinklering that whole room. Mr.
Redelsperger stated that we were concerned if they were solid
concrete and had to drill in with one sprinkler but as he de-
scribed it they could come into the bathroom and run the pipes
on the ceiling, if they can go ahead and sprinkler it and save
some money, they have the option to do it.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that we discussed this in the committee

and felt that most of the major hotels would probably choose

to be wholly sprinklered because of the cost savings. They are
going to be into the room anyway. Then the question is and we
were concerned about life safety primarily is getting the people
out and we felt that most of the major hotels would probably
sprinkler the rooms in order to get into cost savings with
insurance but in other areas where they are all concrete and

I know of several that are it would be very difficult but that
is a decision that they would have to make at that time.

Mr. Craddock stated that there is a shortage of time to make any
personal investigation, even if we had the data we wouldn't have
sufficient time to go through everything we had, but we are led
to believe, and I firmly believe that there are areas where the
adequacy of the water supply is in question.

Mr. Balderston stated that they have a storage facility for those
water systems called a tank.

Mr. Jerry Adams representing the Nevada Hotel and Motel Association
testified next. I would like to go to the general portion of the
bill that says that this is only for retrofitting existing buildings.
Any codes and ordinances that can be mandated into new existing
buildings are probably being done so right now and again going

back to this, this is only applying to retrofitting. We support

the majority of the bill and we would even like to point out also
that the bill is addressing itself, in Section 3, to getting the
people out after there is a problem with the emergency lighting

and sealing out the areas that are involved in fire with the

self improved closing devices. We also addressed alarm systems
which again addresses to the people that there is a problem.

The mandate to have smoke detectors in accordance with the sprinkler
system in the room and what we are talking about is basically the
average hotel room is less than 150 square feet so we are

addressing the fact that if we are going to have a problem it is
going to be in the bedroom and the early warning with the smoke
detection is going to be working also with the sprinkler that

is in the room and the comments that Mr. Jeffrey made that the

Hotel Association has tried in Nevada to keep up with the trend

and I was with the fire department in Incline Village for several
years and I know we had very little problems bringing any life
safety problems that we brought to the Hotel Association or the
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managers because that is their business and they have to take
care of it. We adopted ordinances that again addressed the
fact that we have interior finishes of lowest combustibility
and lowest smoke production on any of their remodels so these
are things that the industry is doing that not everybody is
against this. We would go one step farther with at least one
sprinkler above the door and instead of protecting the door,
coming out into the room and addressing the fact that the
majority of your problems are going to be in the bedroom at
the bed or in that area. You have go, on an average in an
occupancy like that, less than 10 pounds of combustibles per
square foot and those sprinkler heads are designed to react

to say 135 to 165. If you have the smoke detection previous
to the head being set off you have a double safety standard
there. You have protected the hallway and you have the paging
system in there to warn occupants of problems next door or down
the hall or whatever. Again you are addressing the situation
and you are trying to get the people out and minimize any life
safety. You are taking care of the hallways in the bill. You
have taken care of your assembly rooms and again this is 505 I
am talking about.

I think what we have to take into consideration also is that

this is providing minimum life safety for sure but it is some-
thing that we can do again in retrofitting buildings. With the
new buildings that are being done and I think all of the attention
that has needed to be brought to these codes and ordinances or
adoptions thereof, I think Nevada is probably ahead of the
community or the country because our buildings are newer and

we don't have so many - take California, they have got 100 year
old buildings down there. The majority of our buildings are
fairly new. They are sectioned off and we already have some

of those life safety factors involved so if we do go back to

the basis of this whole bill and that is the retrofitting part

of it and deal with that only and not try to get so much involved
in it and then maybe not even get the thing passed to be applying
to the existing buildings. I think that is the important thing
of this bill.

Mr. Dini asked if there were any questions.

Mr. DuBois questioned Mr. Adams and asked if he had spoken about
the paging system.

Mr. Adams stated that it was addressed in here.

Mr. Adams stated that he thought it was good and it allows the
notification of anybody that is not in an involved area that there
is a problem.

Mr. DuBois stated that the hotels that have gone through this retro-
fitting in South Tahoe are they putting in paging systems?

Mr. Adams stated that he is not familiar with South Tahoe but that
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he was with North Lake Tahoe.
Mr. DuBois questioned the hotels in North Lake Tahoe.

Mr. Adams stated that in North Lake Tahoe they had a paging
system on all floors and you can direct any information to
any particular floor - it is not an all call. If you say
you have a problem on the seventh floor you can address the
seventh floor.

Mr. DuBois asked if this was in the corridors.

Mr. Adams stated that the ones that we have now are in the
corridor.

Mr. DuBois asked if that was effective in reaching people in
the rooms.

Mr. Adams stated it has in the past, but I noticed when I was
talking to Mr. Huddleston that the reference to the State
Fire Marshal's bill was that it would be in the rooms.

Mr. DuBois asked if Mr. Adams thought it would be necessary
to have them in the rooms.

Mr. Adams stated that that would be on a basis that they would
take on each individual building, because if you can address
the people on a floor by the corridors and they are responding
to it then maybe they would not have to go into the rooms. It
has worked for us there.

Mr. Redelsperger stated that he would just like to add that if you
have eighteen stories or so and the alarms go off and everybody
starts coming down the stairs at the same time, you have congestion
and it is a hazard. This way, through the intercom, they can just
notify the people on that floor and the floor below it and above
it, and they can get out and get out of the fire danger.

Mr. Adams stated that you have to control your access or the
fire department's access also. If you've got everybody coming
down those corridors or those stairwells and the equipment is
trying to go up it does impede the fire department capabilities.

The committee took a five minute recess.

Mrs. Barbara Kahnle, a concerned citizen testified next. She

stated that she wished to voice her support of S.B. 214 for the

purpose of saving lives. Sprinkler systems estinguish fires and

save lives whereas smoke detectors do not. I know none of you

want another MGM fire to disgrace Nevada again and to rob the

casinos of any more revenue. Any fire expert will tell you

the more complete sprinkler systems the more lives will be

saved, especially above the fifth floor. I would just like to

add, please give us the sprinkler systems we need. X
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Mr. Robbins Cahill, representing the Nevada Resort Association,
testified next. He stated that Mr. Higgins who has testified
before this committee and representing the Northern Gaming
Industry Association and I are very closely associated and 1
think any representation we make here can be made on behalf of
both of us. Mr. Bud Schweitzer at my right is the technical
fire consultant for both the Gaming Industry Association and
the Nevada Resort Association and I think we rely on him for
the technical aspects of this bill. He has testified before
this committee and other committees including the local committees
and I think he has some observations.

In conclusion, I would like to make this brief observation.

Mr. Bud Schweitzer stated that one of the problems that has been
addressed here today that I think is very pertinent both to the
local authorities and to the gaming and hotel industry is the
general statement to the effect that local entities cannot
impose any stricter measures than are encompassed in this law,
A.B. 505 if it is passed and I think that there are some very
Tegitimate concerns on both sides of the fence regarding this.
The local entities are concerned about their economy and the
possibility that they may recognize needs that have not been
fully addressed either in this bill or by the governor's

(:) committee and I think that the Gaming Industry and the hotel
owners are concerned about the fact that we do have to have
some limits and some uniformity as to what is going to be required
in the way of retrofit fire protection. While this statement
does give the local authorities an option of going to the legisla-
tive commission for any requirements they may have which exceed
the requirements stated in this bill that may be in their opinion
a little bit unwieldy I was going to suggest that what might be
more acceptable to both sides would be that if a local entity
had a concern or problems they felt needed to be addressed, that
instead of going to the legislative commission if they could go
to the Fire Safety Board that is being established as a part of
A.B. 505, it may be a way for them to get an answer more quickly
and be less unwieldy than having to go through the legislative
commission, and I think that this arrangement that has been
indicated to me that this arrangement would be more acceptable
to them and would certainly be acceptable to the owners because
it is a board of appeal that would work in both directions for
the owner or for the fire authority having jurisdiction if there
were a problem that could not be resolved any other way. I think
that the other question might be addressed was one that Mr.
Craddock mentioned a little earlier and that is that as this is
now written, it says that local entities may not adopt an ordinance
which requires stricter measures. We know that there have been
ordinances previously adopted which do have stricter measures.

(:) Clark County had one yesterday. We know that Douglas County's
testimony here has indicated that Douglas County has one and for
the sake of clarity I think that if this provision is going to
stay in the bill, it should probably read that State and local
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entities may not adopt an ordinance which may not adopt or
enforce an ordinance which requires stricter measures and 1
think this would then take any ambiguities out of the statement
so that if there was an ordinance in effect we would not have

a problem with that ordinance being enforce because it had been
adopted prior to this so I think that both of these items are
worthy of some consideration and that they will remove some
ambiguity and I think that appeal to the fire board instead

of the Legislative Commission would be a more acceptable alter-
native although I am not speaking for the fire and local
authorities. It has just been indicated to me that this might
be more acceptable to them.

Mr. Cahill stated that he merely would like to voice some of

our concerns with you, not that we have any absolute solutions,
but we might share them with you and possibly get a better
resolution than we have now. I think that we should recognize
this as one of the areas between State and local governments

to where there is a little duplication where most areas of

State and local areas are pretty well defined and we recognize
them. We recognize that local government has certain functions
to perform. I have been a part of local government and I recognize
their problems. On the other hand this is also a concern of the
State. In our industry, we happen to be in that position also
in administration of the gaming laws, so we have had a little
exposure and experience with it and our concern primarily is not
what has happened at present, but the fact that I think it should
be recognized that our industry particularly and many others in
a similar position are kind of in between the two governments.

In other words we have a dual exposure or even possibly which is
not shown at this time, a dual jeopardy and we think that there
are some ways that we can get at this and hopefully come up with
some sort of a solution that will solve this to some degree.
While I haven't had completely to Clark County's ordinance that
was just passed yesterday, Douglas County's ordinance was passed
a couple of weeks ago, but I have the distinct gut feeling that
the people involved can live with both of those ordinance although
they are more restrictive than the present consideration on the
State level. Our concern because we do have a dual exposure, is
possibly with what might happen in the future which is always a
concern of ours and we feel that if possible some sort of a cap
or some sort of a protection should be provided for to see that
the possibility of one upmanship which has not raised its head
at this point, might exist in the future and there should be
some sort of cap on the activities and the ordinances of local
governments beyond the ones that they have covered to this point.
That is basically our concern. I might request or suggest that
possibly if we had a little time, not too much time, recognizing
time elements in the session, possibly that if Mr. Schweitzer

on our behalf could get together with the local people involved
and maybe your subcommittee and see if there is any possiblility
more to the satisfaction of both areas, because we think that in
both areas there is a genuine concern. Maybe we could work this
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out. Maybe we could work it out as Mr. Schweitzer has brought

up - further restrictions beyond those that are adopted now could
be mediated in this fire and safety board or something of that
nature. If we could just get some restriction of caps and some
assurances as to what might happen to us in the future, I think
this problem could be worked out.

Mr. Dini asked Mr. Cahill if the industry has made a survey of
the insurance savings and liability savings.

Mr. Cahill stated that he thought that Mr. Schweitzer could
probably answer that better than I could.

Mr. Schweitzer stated that some of the individual owners have
done this and have elected to go ahead with a full sprinkler
system. As earlier testimony has stated there is an insurance
saving and it is a way to amortize the cost of sprinkers over
a long enough period of time. The amount of savings is not
uniform throughout the State or throughout the industry. It
depends upon the fire department that is responding, the
national board classification of your city, the adequacy of your
system that you install and the type of construction of the
building that the system is being put into and what type of
function goes on in that building so there are a lot of
variables so you can't make a general statement saying that

it is going to reduce it by '"x" percentage of ''x'" number of

dollars.

Mr. Cahill asked if that saving wouldn't be spread over quite
a long period of time.

Mr. Schweitzer stated that the saving goes on as long as your
sprinkler system is there and is operable and the savings con-
tinue so that hopefully over a long enough period of time any
system would be amortized. I have seen systems that were
amortized in less than two years. But that is not the norm.
The norm is probably closer to 12 years - or 8 to 12 years -

I would guess.

Mr. Cahill stated that another thing in that area that he thought
might be pointed out that may have been pointed out in some of
these committees before, is that in considering the cost of a
sprinkler system particularly to our industry, there is a business
interruption factor there. In many instances, this exceeds the
original estimate of the installtion of the system itself because
of the nature of the gaming business and because of the
interruption that goes on in installing these systems. Some-
times the cost is greater than the initial cost of providing

the systemn.

Mr. Craddock questioned pending legislation in congress. He asked
if there was any update on that.
1399

(Committee Milnutes)

0 <>




@

Minutes of the Nevada State Legislature
Assembly Committee on...... GOVERNMENT. AFFAIRS
Date:...May 6, 1981

Page: 3 2

Mr. Cahill stated no, but that he thought that Jerry was getting in
contact with Senator Cannon's office who is sponsoring this legisla-
tion.

Necessarily, from all we can find to this point, the processes in
the Federal Government evolve pretty slowly and we think that
probably it will be some time time, but we will keep up with it
and if anything develops we will let you know about it.

We think it is a pretty slow process at this point in getting
congress in Washington to consider the problems of Nevada
particularly.

Mr. Redelsperger stated that going back to the local governments
going back to the Fire Safety Board, we have discussed that and
we have quite a bit of testimony on it and we feel that they are
going to be really busy as it is with variances and so forth
and again we have time restraints here and in essence this is
why we brought in the legislative commission.

Mr. Schweitzer stated that in response to Mr. Redelsperger's
statement he agreed with what he said. I think the difference

is that the State Fire Board is going to comsist of people who

are involved in this problem. There are fire authorities and
building authorities and owners' representatives who have a
certain amount of communication already built in and a recognition
of problems that have been brought forth before and solutions and
I think that this would enable the State Board to be more readily
accessible to both sides and to more readily come to a conclusion
acceptable to both sides when there was an issue, whereas the Legis-
lative Commission would have to be briefed on the problem in its
entirety and would be a little bit less accessible by virtue of
the fact that the Board is meeting on a continuous basis, so

I think that the only advantage is that perhaps this proposal
would be a little less unwieldy than having to go to the Legisla-
tive Commission.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that he did not have any problem with the Fire
Safety Board and I think you are probably right that they are
better able to do that than the Legislative Commission. The number
of ordinances that they would be looking at I don't think will
amount to that much. There are 17 incorporated cities and 17
counties and most of the counties probably will adopt the ordinance
so I think we are looking at probably in the neighborhood of 20 to
25 ordinances no matter who adopts it and the Legislative
Commission is going to be fairly busy too as far as that is con-
cerned, but I wasn't concerned too much about that part because

I don't think we are going to be looking at that many ordinance
changes.

Mr. Schweitzer stated that he thought that the industry's position
is that we recognize that there may be problems which should
legitimately be addressed and have not been identified as yet.
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So we would not object to consideration of additional requirements
where they are warranted. We would just like to have a procedure
set up so that this cannot run wild, with the so-called one up-
manship and I think that this would provide a means of addressing
the problems and finding solutions to them and still maintain a
general uniformity of requirements throughout the State.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that he agreed and that one of the things that
he was concerned about was that there are a lot of things that

we don't address in the bill. If we don't allow any deviation
then we may find a problem that may cause a serious life safety
hazard and if we haven't addressed it we won't have anybody doing
anything about it. I have been concerned about that from the
beginning and this may be the answer.

Mr. Craddock stated that of course the expertise within the Board
that we are establishing is recognized and that is why we selected
the people that we did and that is why even some of the fire people
have indicated to me privately that they think maybe we have too
many fire people involved in it. I still in my own judgment tend
to disagree with that because of the possibility of breaking up
into subcommittees but I will, of course, encourage comments

from them along these lines. Mr. Craddock stated that during

the time that the subcommittee met and before he knew that Clark
County was in the process of adopting a more stringent code and

at that time I did not know that Douglas County had done so,

but my idea in selecting the Legislative Commission was to dis-
courage this kind of upmanship so to speak. I am certainly
receptive to that.

Mr. Schweitzer stated that there are two types of solutions.

I might point out that there are two areas. One is the technical
area that this Fire Safety Board addresses and there are those
solutions that are, for the want of a better word, a political
solution, a solution of elective boards reacting to public and
public pressures and that is a solution in an area that concerns us
a little in the future - the possibility of that developing and
if there could just be some 1lid even if the areas that were de-
fined that could be placed on that so we would feel that once
this thing had been address that we were not under the jeopardy
of other situations arising that would put us through it all over
again and as I pointed out, we answered both boards. I think it
is possible between your subcommittee and the people involved to
possibly with a little time, come up with something in that area.

Mr. May referred to an ordinance adopted by elected officials at
local levels subject to a veto by an appointed board appointed by
the Executive Department that Mr. Schweitzer had referred to.

Mr. May thought that perhaps the Committee should review and make
recommendations regarding the ordinance and of course then refer
it to the Legislative Commission, but you might run into a con-
stitutional problem if you have the appointment body with veto
power over local officials. They should certainly have input into
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I agree.

Mr. Cahill stated that he thought that he might point out that

a normal solution of this problem between State and local govern-
ments is the State agency defining the perimeters - the general
limits and not the specific individual things that come up because
rightfully they point out that each area may have somewhat different
problems and they should have flexibility to be able to deal with
that and maybe this doesn't lend itself to that solution - defining
the general perimeters and general rules, but I hope I have voiced
the concern that we have and the hope that there might be some
security given to the people involved.

Mr. DuBois stated that as a matter of approval on the local level
this bill would have the building official doing that. Mr.
Huddleston expressed some concern about that. Mr. DuBois

asked if Mr. Cahill had any feelings about that.

Mr. Schweitzer stated yes, that he agreed with Tom Huddleston's
position. He thought that as it now stands the fire chief has
the authority in all jurisdictions relative to fire and life
safety and in this bill it is still the fire marshal or the
fire authority who has that responsibility in areas of less than
100,000 people and I think that if we are going to make a different
(:) arrangement for entities with over 100,000 population that it should
at least include the fire authority. I feel that there is a certain
amount of input that is necessary on the part of the building de-
| partment, but historically it is the fire authority who makes the
ongoing inspection of these facilities for fire and life safety
and have policed the occupancies when they are being used, so I
feel that they should have a direct say in that so that we don't
lose the benefit that we now derive from their going into the field
and making these inspections and identifying the problems and
bringing them back.

Mr. DuBois stated that the Board also calls for one more member

to be a professional engineer. Do you feel that should be spelled
out as to what kind of an engineer? We might get a civil engineer.
Are there any engineers that specialize in this?

Mr. Schweitzer stated yes and that he was a registered fire protection
engineer in the State of California. This discipline does not

exist in the State of Nevada and I believe I am being objective

but still would like to see a requirement that there be a registered

| fire protection engineer on this Board because I do feel that they

| have some expertise that they can contribute that would not necessar-
ily be available through a structural engineer or a mechanical or
electrical engineer.

(:) Mr. Redelsperger stated that they had discussed that a little bit
but that they felt that they should leave some of the discretion
up to the Governor. He is going to appoint the engineer and I
am sure that he will take that under consideration.
200<
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Mr. Schweitzer stated that he had no problem with the make up
as it now exists, but as long as the question was addressed to
me I felt that I had to answer it as I did.

Mr. May addressed Mr. Schweitzer and stated that so we can get
some kind of a cost benefit concept as we are looking at this,
there was a reference made this morning to an ordinance adopted
by Douglas County using a specific hotel in South Lake Tahoe.

I got the impression the cost - or at least one bid - may run
approximately $1,000 per room. Is that a reasonably acceptable
ballpark figure?

Mr. Schweitzer stated that this is a very difficult thing to get
a handle on, however, recognizing that I think that we have some
figures offered this morning which were probably factual. The
hotel in question apparently was sprinklered at the ground floor
and the second level. This means that they had their underground
supplies and the water connections and fire pumps if they were
necessary and so forth in place. Now they probably are also
going to utilize existing dry standpipe which run the heighth
of the building and make that a combination supply for the hose
and for the sprinkler system. Under these conditions, I have
had another hotel in Las Vegas that quoted approximately the
same figure of $1,000 a room. There is another hotel that is
(:) already under contract where they had to bring in their water
supplies and put in their fire pumps and so forth, and that was
running $2,000 a room exclusive, and I think this one may be
exclusive of the necessary cutting and patching and repairing
that is done to accomodate the running of pipes and/or the
concealing of pipes. Now the thing - if we say $1,000 a room
where there is an existing water supply and the casino area is
completed, and perhaps $2,000 a room in the areas in buildings
where there are no sprinklers, the other thing that you have
to consider is that in order to install these sprinklers they
will probably on a floor by floor basis will have to close down
and cease to operate, so their revenue is being reduced and the
loss of revenue is probably going to equal or exceed the cost
of the sprinkler system in an existing occupancy. So I think
the figure that was given to us was right and correct and 1 agree
with it, except that there are other costs that have not been
identified.

Mr. Cahill stated that to give you an example at the other end -
the other extreme - and I don't think there would be any reason
for the people involved to object to it being quoted, I have
heard figures from an inn of about 150 rooms that we could almost
hit with a rock that because of the all steel construction, the
all cement construction steel, there are no sub-floors, they have
had a cursory inspection and analysis of the cost and it runs

<:> closer to $1,000,000. Now that sounds like a lot of money, but
they assure me that because of the construction and what they
have been up against that the figure could run closer to that
than the $1,000 per room.
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Mr. Jeffrey stated that it was a question of whether they were
concealed or on the surface. Any of those who conceal, and

I have been associated with quite a bit of it, will be very
expensive to conceal.

Mr. Schweitzer stated that one other aspect that has a great
impact on this that is not generally recognized, is that when
you talk about the cost of sprinklering per square foot, this

is per square foot of sprinklered area. There are buildings
where they have an occupiable attic or a combustible material

or construction in the attic which would require a double layer
of sprinklers. You have to put a full layer of sprinklers in the
attic and a full layer of sprinklers under the ceiling in this
case. Now if an owner hears a figure that it is going to cost
him $2.50 per square foot to sprinkler, he automatica%ly thinks
of the number of square foot that he has on the floor. 1In
reality it is going to cost him twice this much because he is
going to have 10,000 square foot of floor space which has to

be sprinklered and another 10,000 square foot of attic space

that has to be sprinkler if there are combustible materials in
the attic. So the variables that are so great that even people
in the business many years, cannot come up with a figure that
they really feel comfortable with in giving a quote. They always
have to qualify this so much that it becomes meaningless. I think
that is where we are right now.

Mr. Craddock stated that he personally had spent many years as
project manager on several multi-million dollar projects and to

get a handle on this was virtually impossible as relates to the
varying conditions that you encounter in the course of performing

the work. One of the things that interests me in this is the
willingness of the gaming community to come forward and on the

record state the attitude that they have. Maybe that is one of

the reasons that I am anxious to see to it that they don't get
involved in an absolute upmanship type operation as relates to

local government. I think the competition within the industry

that has been indicated here and the willingness of them to cooperate
will minimize a lot of the problems that relate to the local politi-
cal subdivision quibble that we had going here. I think these things
will resolve themselves as time goes on. The gaming industry will
have to solve some of these problems and they fully recognize that
and have demonstrated it on the record.

Mr. Jim Harris, Batallion Chief Fire Marshall, Truckee Meadows
Fire District in Washoe County. I will try not to be too redundent
on the testimony already given but I do have some concerns but first
of all I would like to say that Truckee Meadows does support A.B. 505
in its general provisions. I would like to say one word about
S.B. 21%. We did work and testify on that bill and work on a sub-
committee and we find some significant differences in the two bills
and in addressing the issues of the general statement on A.B. 505,
and I appreciate the concerns of the committee in trying to protect
the industry somewhat from some overlayering and some excessgxq(pgd
maybe some unreasonable local ordinances. =
(Committee Mlnntes)

516 <




Minutes of the Nevada State Legislature
Assemmbly Commitgos o, GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

Date:..... May t ’ 01981

A Form 70

I haven't seen that happen in our history in Nevada. I think

we are speaking of probably a handfull of local entities who

have by statute in their charters, provided the responsibility

to provide for fire and life safety ultimately at the local

level and they need the tools to be able to deal with their

local special problems and I think the whole business of fire

and life safety as a result of the MGM and Hilton disasters

was to come up with some form of comprehensive legislation that
would enable the local entities to deal with their local problems.

S.B. 214 differs quite a bit from A.B. 505 in that philosophy.
S.B. 214 not only permitted local entities to adopt strict or
more stricter ordinances, but mandated it. And here in A.B. 505
we are getting into at least the way I interpret this genera
statement a philosophy of mini-maxi codes, which I do not support.
I think we are all looking for some workable minimum regulations
that could be implemented and there was some technical problems
with the implementation, but we were not looking for maximum

lids on regulations. I think on the local level in the normal
ordinance adopting process, there are plenty of checks and
balances. I have heard recently the one-upmanship term but I
have not seen it in effect work. I don't know of any local
community and especially in Washoe County, that could adopt a
local ordinance that would create a hardship beyond reasonableness
on any local industry because we depend so much on our local in-
dustries and I have never seen yet local governing bodies act
irresponsible in that regard. I would support the idea

that I don't feel that we have the one-upmanship problem. I

do not feel that we necessarily have excessive ordinances being
adopted currently and I would hope that this bill as it is finally
adopted would allow local entities to continue to deal with their
local conditions in a reasonable manner.

Moving into Section 2, I do have a concern with the authority.

Not to be redundent, but to reinforce the fire marshal's testimony,
I feel that we should share the responsibility with the building
official when it gets down to the building permit phase of this
retroactive application but everybody I think realizes that the

type of system we are addressing retroactively for fire and life
safety have always come under the jurisdiction of the fire authority
in the plan checks approvals and the on site inspections and the
acceptance and the continuing inspections with the building after
installation for the maintenance. Building officials to my knowledge
don't routinely check sprinkler plans. Fire officials do this and
have had the authority in 477 up until now. I think if we change
the authority, we are going to take NRS 477 out of context. The
authority in the local jurisdictions and counties over 100,000 today
are required by 477(2) to enforce fire marshal regulations. What

we will have is different sets of regulations in %77 with the auth-
ority being different people.

I would like to say as far as my knowledge is in Washoe County, there
is complete cooperation between building and fire officials. on05
o
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Mr. Harris stated that in Section 6 he would like to point out

a technical problem. In the first paragraph preceding subsection
1, where it speaks to buildings where human occupancy is permitted
on floors more than 55 feet, the word permitted presents a tech-
nical problem in my opinion and that is that this leaves a point
that can be argued with building owners and operators as to what
levels they permit occupancy. HyPothecally, a person could have
a 10 story building and say I don't permit occupancy above the
fourth floor and then we have six floors unprotected. It is a
hard thing to enforce and it would be a hard thing to deal with

in a retroactive application. It is open immediately to variances
and appeals. I would recommend that the term ''permitted' on
"human occupancy permitted'" be deleted.

In Section 9 in the makeup of the Fire Board, I don't have any
particular problem with the title of the Board but I see through
the subcommittee's actions on the bill we have gone from qualifying
statements on the makeup, we went from two fire chiefs and two
fire marshals all the way back now to three representatives. 1
would recommend that if we are going to have fire people represent-
ative, that they have a qualifier in there that at least they be
a fire marshal or a fire chief - something to qualify them by
expertise. This may be a technical thing and maybe I am concerned
without any real reason, but this would imply that just about any-
(:> body could be a representative and could be appointed.

I agree with the representation on that fire board of a building
official.

In Section 10 I would also like to testify that I have concerns
with dropping the scope and objectives of the Fire Board of
Safety and I think it was the intent of the Governor's Commission
on Fire Codes to provide for such a board that had some broad
scope, more of a permissive scope to allow them to deal in the
technical matters and not to restrict them to only being an appeal
board. I would hope that this piece of legislation is reasonable
enough in its final form that there won't be that many appeals
but that there might be variances needed to be heard. I don't
think that Board can deal with these technical problems that the
Commission put in their report. That they did not have time to
do the constraints to address so many of the technical problems
and implementation and I believe that Board needs this scope to
deal effectively. I would hope that those provisions of Section
10 could be reimplemented into the bill.

Mr. DuBois asked if Mr. Harris saw any problems in making a survey
in his area - Washoe within a twelve month period?

Mr. Harris stated no. There are no problems in our area that I
C:) see. I do want to say that it hasn't been talked about much and
that is who is going to actually do the survey and I think it has
been fairly recognized and at least accepted with the fire
officials is that they expected to be the ones to do those surx&gﬁjei
b '
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to identify these particular buildings and identify the kinds
of retroactive provisions would be needed to be implemented.
Going back to that authority thing, if we place the authority
with the building official we may have some differences in
opinion. Just technical.

Mr. Dini stated that he did not think so. Mr. Dini stated

that 477.130 provides that counties over 100,000, the local
ys have the jurisdiction and in counties of less than
00,000 the fire marshal has it.

Mr. Harris stated that the designated person in counties of
over 100,000 is the fire chief and not the building official
in 477 and that has always been that way.

Mr. Dini asked if there was any more testimony. He indicated
that the rest of the testimony would have to be taken quickly
as the committee had ten minutes before the Assembly went into
session.

Mr. Bob Sears, Chief of the Fire Department in Boulder City,
testified next. He stated that he is in favor of A.B. 505

but that he had some questions that pertain my entity and the
number one question is this general provision here which states
that local entities may not have ordinances stricter than this
particular ordinance. Boulder City does have and has had retro-
active ordinances since 1979 which would create a serious impact
on our operations should this be allowed to remain in here.

The reason that we went to the retroactive type of ordinance
was for cost effective measures so that we could offer a more
cost effective operation to the citizens of Boulder City.

Should we have to go with this and redo the present ordinance
that we have, I can anticipate many problems. One other area
that I am concerned with is the one that Chief Harris mentioned
here and that is in Section 2 where the building officials in
counties of more than 100,000 are in charge of this particular
section. The problem that I see here is that probably the fire
departments check all these buildings on an annual basis at least.
They do know what is in the building and the maintenance of the
building as such. I, from 30 years experience, know that the
fire departments look much closer at the safety features in a
building because we are the guys that are putting our lives on
the line when we go into that building if it is on fire. 1In
our particular situation in Boulder City, the Fire Department

is the final say in any safety as far as fire is concerned in
any of these buildings, but I do see that it could create a
serious problem in other entities because of this.

The other section that I have some concern about is Section 9
where we have put in there three representatives of the local
fire department. I do feel that those should be specified as
to what position they are so that - I think they should be the
fire marshals or fire chiefs or people that are well versed in o7
this subject. 0
(Committee Minutes)
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Other than that the bill looks like a very good bill. If you
have any questions I will try to answer them.

There were no questions.

Mr. Roy Parrish, Clark County Fire Chief, Las Vegas, Nevada,
testified next. He stated that he thought that what we were
discussing in retrofitting is what I have experienced in the
last six months. What we are talking about is the older
buildings. The older buildings are the problem. It is not
the newer buildings. The older buildings are the ones that
don't have the sprinkler system. We don't have the paging
systems - don't have the detection systems - don't have the
smoke control - those are the problems. So as we all discuss
these particular items and go through these particular areas
we are talking about the real problems. You can go prior to
the MGM and in my 22 years of service on that department, we
have never lost a citizen or tourist on the Las Vegas Strip.
That record is gone. Let's talk about new now. Our real
problem is the older buildings and it is redundent for me

to go through the items as you are short on time, but I do
support a dual fire/building responsibility and I think all
the other testimony is well and good but I feel that I was the
one that was talking to Mr. Craddock about having five fire
people on that board. I think that is a little bit top heavy.
I think the Governor should have the authority to appoint those
individuals he deems necessary if he wants to appoint two fire
marshals and one fire chief or whatever, they could be spelled
out. I don't have a problem with that either, but Clark County
passed an ordinance yesterday that is more stringent than

A.B. 505, but I support the concept of A.B. 505.

Mr. Craddock referred to the actual mechanics of drilling holes

in structural beams and that coupled with the fact that the build-
ing department is generally in charge of building construction,

I was perfectly satisfied to leave the local authority to define
any problem that they have and to authorize the assistance by

the fire department when necessary. That turns it back to the
local people. Mr. Jeffrey and I, I think will have to agree

that the local people have the authority to bring the fire de-
partment in at will. I thought that involvement of the safety

of the building, the actual mechanics involved in installing

the equipment were more along the lines of the building department's
typical responsibility than was the fire department, and that the
local people can bring the fire department in at will. Do you have
a problem with that if that is our concept?

Mr. Roy Parrish stated that he could go back to 1973 - MGM.
Sprinkling of the casino. It is over 12,000 square feet - it
met the criteria as far as the fire department was concerned,
the building official overruled us - he had the jurisdiction
and the authority and it was not sprinkled.

(Committee Minutes)
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Mr. Craddock asked if Mr. Parrish did not think that we had all
learned a little between then and now. Don't you think that the
building department will be a little more careful as will the
county commission in the event that they were derelict?

Mr. Parrish stated that he still had reservations and still
thought it should be a dual responsibility. I think that

we are the one that has to take the heat and responsibility
when a fire occurs; we are the one that has to go in annually
and take a look at these particular type of buildings, and so
I feel that it is necessary that we have a dual responsibility.

Mr. Redelsperger stated that if they had a joint authority and

then they were in disagreement, how do you visualize that being
worked out. Could they perhaps go to the commission and let the
commission be the judge of which direction they should go in if
there is a joint authority. We have heard lots of testimony in

the subcommittee and here and there was quite a bit of disagreement
between the fire representatives and the building departments and

I can see that there is going to be a conflict if there is a joint
authority. Maybe you could elaborate on how, if there is an impasse,
it can be resolved.

Mr. Parrish stated that he thought that maybe the alternative is to
take it to the group of people here. ICBO was the major factor in
ruling at the MGM and they said that it should have been sprinkled
but the local authorities said it wasn't sprinkled. So there are
going to be conflicts, I agree with that because you have different
philosophies. We are talking about life safety - they are talking
about building integrity and when you get into those different
types of philosophies, yes you are going to have a difference of

‘opinion. But that is where you are going to have to work those par-

A Form 70

ticular items out.

Mr. Redelsperger stated that it was just another item that was going
to come to that Board again too and we are really going to have to
consider the makeup of that Board and its responsibilities.

Mr. Craddock stated that he did not have any real problem with that.

Mr. Redelsperger stated that he would rather see it go to the
commission. Mr. Redelsperger stated that the Fire Safety Board
would be overloaded as it is.

Mr. Jeffrey stated that we should not get the authorities confused
though because the authority we are talking about in the bill is
the local authority or the fire marshal, not the State Board. The
State Board will only be there to hear the variances.

Mr. Redelsperger stated that the thought that the county commission
of the local subdivision has jurisdiction.
20U
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Mr. Tony Taramena, Chief Building Inspector for Washoe County
testified next.

He stated that he was going to be brief and would just address
himself to the business of authority. In Washoe County we work
with three different entities. We work with the North Lake Tahoe
Fire Protection District, Truckee Meadows and the Nevada Division
of Forestry and I think it would be difficult if you have dual
authority to make this work in all cases because some of the fire
districts may not have the expertise of the building division and

I think it would be more difficult. We have an excellent rapport
with Truckee Meadows and the others, but I think with the personnel
we have it would be better for the building departments would be
the authority in those cases over 100,000. We are just not working
with one, we are working with three of them now. We submit the
plans to them. When we receive those plans, those plans go to
those fire protection districts for their approval. Now we would
never issue those permits until they had signed off. We would
have to work it out because we couldn't possibly issue those
without their signatures on those plans, so that would be taken
care of in meetings and we would resolve the problems.

Mr. Dini asked Mr. Taramena what if you had the philosophical
problem like you had at the MGM where the fire department says
you have got to have sprinklers and who would make that final
judgment.

Mr. Taramena stated that they would have brought in an expert
from ICBO in that particular case. That is what we do all the
time. If we don't have an answer, we belong to this organization
and we will contact them and get a reading on it.

Mr. Dini stated that it may be done in Washoe County, but that they
may not do it statewide.

Mr. Taramena stated that that was possible.

Mr. Marty Richard, Fire Marshal of the City of Reno, testified next.
Once again I will make it very brief and state that we have talked
to our people - our building official - and there were a couple

of comments that he wanted to make. He is sorry that he was not
able to attend this meeting. He'd like, and I myself as well, would
like to put the word in on the first page, Item #l, provide or
business license. In other words, it would read, when there was

a change of use or a change of occupancy of the building or a
business license change, that that would also comply and I think

Mr. Jeffrey did mentioned it earlier that that was a portion of

the intent, but the words are left out.

Mr. Dini asked what line that was on.

Mr. Richard stated it would be in the amendments.

2019
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Mr. Richard stated that he agreed with the comments that have
just recently been made and the comments from the Reno building
official and that he would support a dual jurisdiction there
where it should read on line 3, of Section 2: The building

and fire official within cities within counties of 100,000 or
more.

Mr. Richard stated that he believed that the rest of it has
already been addressed in previous comments.

Mr. Dini stated that there were two more bills on the agenda
today which the committee could not hear. He stated they were
A.B. 584 and A.B. 588 and that the committee would hear those
Monday morning with the rest of the schedule.

Mr. Dini stated that the committee would have a general work
session on Friday on the retrofitting bill. He stated that the
committee at that time would not take any testimony but would
just have a work session, get the amendments ordered and drafted
and we will get a reprint on the bill and then we will have
continued hearings on the bill next week on the redraft. Mr.
Dini asked if that met with the committee's approval.

in the name of the Board, I realize that most of us really haven't
taken an issue as to what you call the Board but I have heard

it mentioned now at least a dozen times as the Fire Safety Board
and I think that has been an amended change to the Building,

Fire and Life Safety Board and just for the sake of convenience,
it probably ought to go back to the same title that it had before
of just calling it the Fire Safety Board rather than to encumber
it with the Building, Fire and Life Safety Board.

(:) Mr. Richard asked if he could make one quick comment. He stated

There being no further business to come before the meeting, the
meeting adjourned at 11:03 A.M.

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara Gomez a

Assembly Attache

(Committce Migates)
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MEMORANDUM - REVISED

TO: Chairman and Members of the Assembly Committee on
Government Affairs

FROM: Assemblyman Jack Jeffrey
SUBJECT: Revised Compilation of Amendments to A.B. 505
Following is a revised compilation of the proposed amend-
ments to A.B. 505:
GENERAL

Make the provisions of the bill apply only to existing
buildings (retrofitting). State that local entities may not
adopt an ordinance which requires stricter measures than are
required in this bill for retrofitting of the types of
buildings and occupancies covered within this bill, unless:
(1) The ordinance applies to buildings and occupancies

covered within this bill only when there is a change

of use or a change of occupancy of the building, or
(2) The legislative commission approves the ordinance.
(Through existing law, new buildings are and would continue
to be subject to the code adopted by the state fire marshal
and applicable local ordinances.)

SECTION 1

No changes.




Page 2.
SECTION 2

Page 1 lines 3~-5 Amend section 2 to read as follows:

SEC. 2. "Authority" means:

1. The state fire marshal in counties having a population
of less than 100,000;

2. The building official, for the unincorporated portion
of the county, in counties of 100,000 or more, unless other-
wise defined by local ordinance; and

3. The building official in cities within counties of
100,000 or more, unless otherwise defined by local ordinance.

SECTION 3
Page 1 lines 6~18 Amend section 3 as follows:

SEC. 3. The owner or operator of any building, except a
[private residence] single-family detached dwelling, shall:

1. Equip every exit corridor and other means of exit with
emergency lighting to permit the safe evacuation of the
building, as approved by the authority.

2. Equlp every door to an exit corridor which serves 30

or more occupants with a device, approved by the authority,
which closes the door.

3. Immediately provide adequate facilities for exit.

4. If the building has three stories or more, enclose
every open stairway or vertical shaft with:

(a) Construction whose resistance to fire has been
approved by the authority; or

(b) Alternate means approved by the authority which afford
equivalent protection to life and property from fire.

SECTION 4

Page 1 lines 19-23 Amend section 4 as follows:

SEC. 4. The owner or operator of every hotel or motel of
three stories or more which contains 20 or more guest rooms,
apartment building or condominium of three stories or more
with 15 or more [apartments] dwelling units or any office
building of three stories or more shall equip the building
with fire alarms in compliance with paragraph 2 of section
1202B of the 1979 edition of the Uniform Building Code.

3]




Page 3.
SECTION S

Page 2 lines 1-13 2Amend section 5 as follows:

SEC. S. The owner or operator of every hotel or motel
which contains at least six guest rooms, or apartment
building or condominium with at least three fapartments]
dwelling units, shail:

1. Equlp each room primarily used for sleeping in a motel
or hotel and each dwelling unit in an apartment bullding or
condominium with a smoke-getectOt whose placement 18 approved
by the authority.

2. Seal any opening used to supply air from a corridor to
a guest room or to an apartment unless:

(a) The corridor contains smoke-detectors as required by
regulation of the state fire marshal;

(b) Activation of any two detectors causes the supply of
air to cease and seals the opening between the room and the
corridor; and

(c) He obtains the approval of the authority to supply air
in this manner.

SECTION- 6

Page 2 lines 14-39 Amend section 6 as follows:

SEC. 6. The owner or operator of every hotel, motel,
condominium, office and apartment building where human occu-
pancy 1s permitted on floors more than 55 feet above the
lowest level of ground accessible to vehicles of a fire
department shall:

1. Equip each exit corridor of the building with fire
sprinklers as required by regulations of the state fire
marshal;

2. Equip each room with at least one fire sprinkler above
each door opening into an exit corridor of the building;

3. Equip every elevator so as to permit it to be recalled
automatically, in compliance with section A 17.1 of the 1978
edition of the American National Standards Institute and sec-
tion 211.3 of the 1981 amendments to that edition, to the
first floor or, if necessary, to any other floor of the
building not affected by fire;

4. Post the number of each floor in every stairwell and in
every lobby adjacent to an elevator;
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S. Equip the heating, ventilating and air-conditioning
system with an automatic device to shut it off as prescribed
in section 1009 of the 1979 edition of the Uniform Mechanical
Code, and with an additional smoke-detector as required by
the 1978 edition of National Pire Protection Association
Standard 90A; and

6. In each room primarily used for sleeping:

(a) Post in a prominent location an explanation of the
route to use for evacuation of the building; and

(b) Install a paging alarm system which conforms to the
regqulations of the state fire marshal, to permit vocal
warning and instructions to the occupants.

SECTION 7

Page 2 line 40 - Page 3 line 6 Amend section 7 as follows:

SEC. 7. 1. The owner or operator of every building or
portion of a building used for public assembly [, except a
church or a theater with fixed seating]:

(a) Which has [more than 5,000 square feet of floor area,
including any gaming areas and showrooms] a room or rooms
totaling more than 5,000 square feet in floor area used for

ublic assembly, wItﬁIn a guIIEIn of 12,000 square feet or
more, shall Install automatlic spr?nkIers for protection from
flre as required by requlation of the state fire marshal,
except in those areas where the authority waives this
requirement. The authority may waive this requirement for
any space which is separated from this area by construction
whose resistance to fire has been approved by the authority.

(b) Which is certified for occupancy by more than 300 per-
sons shall [not use any interior finishes composed of com-
bustible fiber board}: _

(A.) Use interior finishes which comply with chapter 42 of
the 1979 edltion of the Uniform Bullding Code relative to
flame spread ratin or

(B.) Install automatic sgrinklers foEIprotection from fire

red b

as re requlation of the state re marshal, except
in those areas where the authorlity walves this re ufrement.
The authority may waive this re u*rement for any space which
1s separated from this area by construction whose resistance
to fire has been aggrovea by the authorItx.

2.

For the purposes of this section, a building or a por-
tion of a building is used for public assembly if S0 or more
persons assemble there for any purpose other than in the

normal course of their employment.
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SECTION 8

No changes.

SECTION 9

Page 3 lines 13-32 Amend section 9 as follows:

SEC. 9. 1. The board of buildin fire and life safety,
consisting of [nine] eleven members appointed by the governor,
is herby created.

2. The governor shall appoint:

(a) A licensed architect;

(b) [Two fire marshals of full-time, paid fire
departments;

(c) T™wo fire chiefs of full-time, paid fire departments;]

Three representatives of local fire departments, with at
least one BeIng from a fire department in a county having a
ulation o ess than 000;
iﬁ] lﬁl A professional engineer;
t fe) (d) Two representatives of gaming and lodging enterprises;
and}
[£) (e) The state fire marshal(,];

£f) A building official of a loc f overnment within each
1 ulation of 100,000 or more; and

county having a
A cense eneral contractor,
to Ee boar;. Ego mem;er other than the state fire marshal

may serve for more than two consecutive terms.])

3. In addition to being a member of the board, the state
fiTe marshal shall serve as the secretary for the board.
3.3 4. The board shall select a cEa%rman from among

its members to serve for 1l year.

f4.] 5. The board shall meet approximately once each
month or at least eight times a year or on the call of the
chairman, the state fire marshal or fany three members] a_

majority of the members.
ig 3 3 The members of the board, except [the state fire

marshal] those who are paid b ublic entity, are entitled
to receive a salary o 40 80 or eac ay's attendance

at a meeting of the board or a subcommittee of the board, and
all members are entitled to the per diem allowances and

travel expenses provided by law. All such compensation is to
be paid from the budget of the state fire marshal dlvision.
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SECTION 10

Page 3 line 33 - Page 4 line 2 Amend section 10 as follows:

SEC. 10. The board of buildin fire and life safety shallf:
1. Consider the necessity of requiring various features
in existing buildings to promote fire prevention, fire pro-

tection and safety of human life.

2. Evaluate technological developments, new architectural
designs and laws relating to fire prevention, protection and
safety and advise the state fire marshal of the results of
its evaluation.

3. Develop a method to evaluate the adequacy of practices
relating to the enforcement of fire codes, including without
limitation, conferences before a building is designed,
review of architectural plans, inspections of construction
sites, other regular inspections and any other practices
relating to the enforcement of fire codes by all authorities
within the state.

4. 1Identify any unfulfilled needs for additional person-
nel, equipment or other resources and for statutory changes
and develop and distribute guidelines for use by the
authorities.

5. Develop programs in fire protection, fire prevention
and life safety for use by schools, the public and all per-
sons employed in buildings subject to sections 3 to 7,
inclusive, of this act.

6. Hear) hear and decide requests for variances from
and requests to undertake alternate methods for achieving
substantial co ance with the provisions of sections 3 to

7, inclusive, of this act.

SECTION 11

Add a provision that the board shall collect a fee of $200
for each request for a variance which is filed. The state
fire marshal should collect the fees and deposit them with
the state treasurer for credit to the general fund.

SECTION 12

Delete section 12 entirely.
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SECTION 13

Delete section 13 entirely.

SECTION 14

Page 4 lines 25-44 Amend section 14 as follows:

SEC. 14. 1. Each authority ([responsible for enforcement
under subsection 1 of NRS 447.030] shall, within 12 months
after the effective date of this act, complete a survey of
each building within its jurisdiction subject to the provi-
sions of sections 3 to 7, inclusive, of this act.

2. When the authority completes its survey of a building,
it shall immediately furnish a copy of the survey to the
owner or operator of the building.

3. The owner or operator shall:

(a) Purnish to the authority within 6 months after
receiving the copy of the survey his plans to effect the
corrections identified by the survey as necessary for
compliance with sections 3 to 7, inclusive, of this act.

(b) Make all of those corrections within 36 months after
the effective date of this act.

4. The board of buildin fire and life safety may waive
the times prescribed In th?s section for:

(a) Completion of surveys by a responsible authority; and

(b) Submission of plans or completion of work, or both, by
an owner or operator,
if the applicant for the waiver demonstrates an appropriate
effort and a genuine inability to comply within the time
prescribed.

SECTION 15

Delete section 15 entirely.

SECTION 16

No changes.
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I. Provide that the board of building, fire and life
safety will cease to exist on July 1, 198S.

NEW_SECTIONS

II. There is hereby appropriated from the state general
fund to the state fire marshal division of the state
department of commerce the sum of $164,648 for the fiscal
year beginning July 1, 1981, and $140,627 for the fiscal
year beginning July 1, 1982, for the purposes of paying
salary, per diem and travel expenses of the board of
building, fire and life safety and for performing the
duties given to the state fire marshal in this bill.
The unencumbered balances of the appropriations for the
fiscal years beginning July 1, 1981, and July 1, 1982,
may not be committed for expenditure after June 30,
1982, and June 30, 1983, respectively, and revert to
the state general fund as soon as all payments of money
committed have been made.
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I.

II.

UESTIONS

A legal opinion or interpretation is needed on the
following points and any related matters:

A. Who has authority for enforcement of A.B. 505?
B. Would a violation be a civil or criminal violation?

C. Would an administratively levied fine be allowable
under this law, or would a court action be
necessary to force compliance?

D. Who would have the authority to initiate a court
action for a building owner or operator not
complying with this law or a directive/decision
from one of the entities which may make such
directives/decisions?

E. Does placement of this new language in chapter 477
of NRS versus placement in some other chapter have
any effect on the answers to the previous
questions?

Under section 11, would the board have to act on the
request within 30 days or only grant a hearing within
30 days?

DISCUSSION

Should the restriction on local government ordinances
outlined in the "general®™ section (page 1) only apply
to the types of measures covered in this bill?

Explanation: The currently proposed language under the
"general®" section would not allow a local government to
require retrofitting of measures (like number of exits)
which are not addressed in the bill. Should the
restriction on local government ordinances apply to
retrofitting of these "non-related®” types of measures?

FWW:jlc:4.2. ASB5051
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March 10, 1980

Contact: Richard Borgardt
(::> Fresno Fire Department
488-1023

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

AUTOMATIC SPRINKLERS IN DOWNTOWN FRESNO

There has been a significant reduction in fire loss for the downtown
Fresno area as a result of automatic fire sprinklers.
The City's program, which began in 1961, is utilizing automatic
fire sprinklers in place of large numbers of public firefighters, saving
- large sums of tax monies. In 1970, the City had 41.8 square miles and
69 firefighters on duty protecting it. In December of 1979, on-duty
(:) firefighters had been reduced to 68, however, Fresno's boundaries
exceeded 60 square miles.

During the 1970's, fifty-three fires occurred in downtown Fresno
resulting in a total fire loss of $42,126. This fire loss averages to
$795 per fire compared to a current City-wide average loss per fire of
$4,690. Fire loss consists of damage caused by fire, smoke, and water
used in extinguishing the fire, both by the Fire Department and automatic
sprinkler systems.

During this period, Fresno has maintained an insurance industry rating
of Class Two, on a scale of one to ten, with one being perfect and ten
having no fire protection at all.

The Fresno Fire Department expects this trend to continue due to the

(::) sprinkler ordinance adopted by the City in February of 1979,

. a
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7.7
THE NEED FOR LEGISLATED AUTOMATIC
FIRE DETECTION AND SUPPRESSION SYSTEMS
A Report to the Public Affairs
Committee of Edmonton City Council
de2q
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A BRIEF DEALING WITH THE NEED FOR LEGISLATED
AUTOMATIC FIRE DETECTION AND SUPPRESSION SYSTEMS

INTRODUCTION

In the past few months there have been five multiple death fires
in North America that have attracted much public attention.

They are the Mississauga Nursing Home fire, the MGM Grand Hotel
fire, Las Vegas; Stouffers Inn Hotel fire in New York State, a
Nursing Home in New Jersey and the Inn on the Park Hotel fire

in North York, Ontario.

The most dramatic fire was the MGM Grand where 84 people died,

but the fire with the most serious implications occurred in

the Nursing Home in Mississauga where 25 people died in a building
that met the major requirements of current building codes for

fire safety. All of these fires have led to a public questioning
of the adequacy and effectiveness of current codes.

This report has been prepared as a result of concerns regarding
the Alberta Building Code expressed by the Edmonton City Council.

The report discusses the significance of large loss fires from
the point of view of WQere multiple death fires are occurring,
why they are occurring, the implications of these deaths on

code requirements, a review of the Alberta Building Code fire
safety requirements now in place, which relate to the above, and
recommendations for change. There is also a brief presentation
on the economic effects of the recommendations.

Much of the statistical data used preparing this report is based
on experience in the United States. This is by default. Similar
data are just not available for Canada. Nevertheless, the
conclusions drawn from our information are applicable to Canada
inasmuch as our buildings are built under similar, if not
identical, building codes.
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The Province of Alberta has an opportunity to take the steps
necessary to reduce the probability of multiple death fires, and

to reduce fire losses from all fires. These objectives can be
achieved by making amendments to ‘the Alberta Building Code and

by applying these changes retroactively to many buildings requiring
upgrading. Experience elsewhere indicates that significant
reauction in multiple death fires can be expected by applying

new requirements retroactively. The same observation holds

true for all fire losses.

MULTIPLE DEATH FIRES

This section of the report will address where large life loss
fires occur, the comparison between multiple death fires and
overall fire deaths, and the relationship between multiple death
fires and current building codes. The data are drawn mainly
from a series of articles in the National Fire Protection
Association publication, "Fire Journal".

Since 1975 N.F.P.A. has annually analv:zed multiple death fires
which occurred in the preceding vear. 1In the N.F.P.A. series, a
multiple death fire is one which causes three or more fire deaths.
Their records show that multiple death fires represent less than
1710 of 1% of all fires, but generally result in approximately

15% of the fire deaths in any given year.

Between 85% and 95% of the deaths in multiple death fires occur
in residential occupancies.

A most interesting observation is that large life loss does not
necessarily occur in old buildings. The Mississauga Nursing
Home was only eleven years old, and the MGM Grand was only seven
years old when their respective fires occurred in late 1980.
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The N.F.P.A. report on the Mississauga Nursing Home fire proves
that there is the possibility of large life loss in the event

of fire in buildings built under current building codes. 1In

this instance, there were no major departures from building code
requirements. The factors that contributed to the large life loss
were rapid fire development, failure to extinguish the fire in

its incipient stage, improper actions of the staff, and delayed
alarm to the Fire Department. Experience indicates that most

of these factors would have been mitigated by a complete automatic
sprinkler system alarmed to the Fire Department.

The MGM Grand Hotel in Las Vegas was partially sprinklered.
Between the unsprinklered casino and the sprinklered show rooms,
the fire was stopped by the sprinkler system. On the basis of
this observation, one of the teams investigating this fire has
stated that a more extensive sprinkler system would have prevented
most of the life loss.

We have little information, other than newspaper reports, on

the recent Nursing Home fire in New Jersey, the Hotel fire in

New York, and the Hotel fire in North York, Ontario. These
reports suggest that the New Jersey Nursing Home was a fairly

new building which met all the requirements of the local building
code except for full automatic sprinkler protection. The New
York Hotel was only partially sprinklered, and the fire started
in an unsprinklered area.

From the above data it would appear that multiple death fires
occur mainly in buildings which are not protected by automatic
sprinkler systems or which are only partially protected by

such systems. Buildings which conform substantially to current
or relatively recent building codes are not immune to multiple
death fires.
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FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO MULTIPLE DEATH FIRES

This section is concerned with those major factors, exclusive of

fire causes, which appear to contribute to multiple death fires -
human behaviour in fire situations, human behaviour and building

safety systems, and building furnishings and fuel load.

Human Behaviour in Fire Situations

Building Codes are intended to permit the safe use and occupancy
of buildings. Recent research sponsored by the National Research
Council of Canada dealing with human behaviour has indicated,
however, that the assumptions on which certain life safety
measures are based are incorrect. About 1970, human behaviour
factors received attention as part of the concern for life safety
in high rise buildings, and through the systems approach to

fire safety being explored by the U.S. General Services Administratior
These studies also indicated that there is sufficient evidence to
question many previous assumptions about human behaviour in

fire situations.

It is apparent that the occupants' knowledge of the building is
an important factor to consider in designing fire safety
provisions. For instance, an exit that is not normally used by
the occupants may not be seen to exist in an emergency situation.
It has been suggested that such an exit will carry significantly
fewer people in an emergency evacuation, than one which is used
on a day tc day basis. However, in calculating building code
requirements relative to exiting, this factor is not recognized.

Further, in establishing exiting standards, we have failed to
take into account the fact that increasingly large numbers of
disabled persons are now part of all types of building occupancies,




and require special evacuation consideration. Such consideration

5 not only related to building design features, but it must
be remembered that extended evacuation time is required, as well,
in emergency situations.

In order to provide sufficient time for those unfamiliar with
e disabied persons housed in the building,
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If we are to recogni:ze these human behavioural traits which
may compromise fire safety provision, we must develop building
and fire codes which take these factors into consideration by
building into a structure its own fire protection features.

Furnishinas and Fuel Load

It 1s generally recognized that a major change tock place in
pullding construction and furnishings around 1970. Since that
time, there has been a rapid increase in the use of plastics

in interior {inishing materials fcr buildings and particularly

in furniture and equipment. These materials are, for the purpose
of this report, characterized by their rapid and intense fire
development and their smoke and toxic gas generation. It has
been estimated that such materials represent a doubling of the

ruel lead wnhich could normally be expected to be found in buildings.

There is now less time for building occupants to take appropriate
action and it is more difficult for firefighters to find and
extinguish the fire and assist building occupants in their escape.
Many of the toxic gases released by these materials are absorbed
1nto the buiiding and then released over a period of time after
the fire is extinguished. Thus, building occupants are at risk
for longer pericds of time if they have not been able tc evacuare.

To summarize - it appears that fire safety provisions in building
codes have been based on incorrec: assumptions regarding human
behaviour in emergency situations. The normal cperations of

an cccupancy are also not properly considered in these require-

ments.

) -
v waf 1t
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The integrity of building fire safety features is often compromised
with time due to building modifications. These compromised
situations are often undetected until a fire emergency occurs.

Many fire safety requirements that are now considered necessary
0 provide a reasonable level of fire safety are not retroactively
arrlied to existing buildings.

¢ rarid increase in the use of plastics within buildings has
2rastically increased fuel loading.

Therefeore, it appears that only built-in automatic <ire detection
iand suppression systems can adequately counteract the human
tehaviour and fuel loading problems which contribute tc multiple
Jdeath fires.

<C32
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THE CURRENT BUILDING CODE APPROACH TO FIRE SAFETY

The primary objective of the modern building code is to ensure
a high degree of life safety within buildings constructed under
the code. The majority of the measures taken in connection
with this objective deal with fire safety. A further objective
is to ensure that a fire in one building does not impinge on
thcse structures which are adiacent to it.

From their approaches to building code development, it is

aprarent that code writing bodies believe that a legislated

building code should not be overly concerned with fire protecticn

as it relates to the building itself. Unless a protection

feature has a significant life safety component, therefore,

it is not likely to be considered as a code requirement. Exceptions
to this are very large structures which, if they collapsed or
experienced a large fire could seriously affect adjacent

properties; buildings with a very large fire load; or structures
which are intended for hazardous .occupancy.

“he Alberta Building Code, in considering the approaches outlined
above, has relied mainly on requirements dealing with
compartmentation, provisions for exiting, detection and alarm
systems, and manual suppression systems. For large buildings

the code requires non-combustible construction ané smoke control
systems. Only for buildings with a very large fire load, and

for those with hazardous occupancies does the Alberta Building
Code require automatic sprinkler protection.

Compartmentation

To achieve fire safety within structures, the Alberta Building
Code relies heavily on the concept of compartmentation. The
principle is to contain the fire, through the use of fire
rated enclosures, to one area of the building until it can be
extinguished.




Numerous problems with this concept are becoming apparent. For
cne, the compartment itself may encompass too large an area
1o pernit effective firefighting. The allowable areas designated
in the Code do not fhlly consider varying fire loads, ease of
azcess or water availability. Yet all these factors will affect
the likelihood of controlling a fire.
“hers Is an implied assumption in the Building Code that the
>ntrolied within the structure. This often proves
e and dangerous, especially in a high-rise
Suliling. Jnce a fire treaks through to the extericr, it can
spread rapidly upward through windows or along the exterral

wall covering itseif.

There are numerous ways that the compartment itself{ can be
rendered ineffective. Even though the fire stops are complete
initially, they mav be breached at a later date by further
construction or remodelling. Concrete enclosures for electrical
and mechanical rooms are commonly penetrated bv plumbing and
¢lectrical services. These holes are often lers: cpen or improperly
Yilled with non-fire-rated materials.

.!;
The Ccde requires that any opening inja fire wall must be
properly protected by an approved fire doer with an automatic
closer or fusible link to ensure closure during a fire condition.
fowever, these doors are frequently propped open by occupants,
or nlocked by objects so as to be rendered useless, and thus the

intezrity of the compartment is Jestroved.

These problems emphasize the need for additionai protection.
The installation of sprinklers could compensate for shortcomings
1n these compartments. They might also promote construction

T savings by making larger compartments more acceptabile.

n a i RO
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There are numerous examples of the effectiveness of sprinklers

in containing fire spread, where compartments have failed.
However, it is not our purpose to indicate that there is no

value in compartmentation. Properly constructed and maintained
fire separations are helpful in containing a fire. They do not
provide detection or extinguishment. On the other hand, provided
that it is properly designed and maintained, the sprinkler

svstem is the fire safety feature that is usualliy credited with
controlling or extinguishing a fire.

A very effective approach is the combination of sprinkler
systems and compartmentation. The firestopping assists the
sprinklers and the sprinklers can protect defects in the
firestopping, plus actively fighting the fire.

Exiting

Another strong concept of the Building Code is the provision
for exiting. The emphasis for life safety suggests thet if
¥ou previde a certain amount of exit width, all occupants can
evacuate safely regardless of the severity of the fire. The
following discussion will point out why these calculations are
unrealistic and inadequate in actual fire conditions.

Recent studies have demonstrated that present methods of
determining exit requirements are generally optimistic. Exit
capacity is calculated as so many persons per 56 cm. of exit
width. This implies that if the exit width is 112 cm., the
capacity is doubled. This conclusion is not borne out by
field observation.

/11
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The density of evacuees is influenced by each individual's
psychological desire for space and interpersonal separation.
Most evacuees choose to occupy an average space of two stair
treads of a typical 112 cm. wide exit stair. As

density increases, the speed of flow of people decreases
substantially as well.

J
3 auls of the N.R.C. states: "The resuits
>f this studvy seem to confirm that scme long standing
misconceptions have greativ influenced Building Code exit
stairway requirements......The conventionally accepted flcw
: 45 persons per minute per 56 c¢m. of stairway width appears
to be over-optimistic by 50 to 100 percent or more, especially
for mid-winter total evacuations in cold climates'.

This generally accepted exit capacity does not adequately allow
fcr age differences, physical or mental handicaps, pecple falling,
Sr the presence of heat or smoke, all of which can considerably

reduce the amount of pecztle anm exit can “andle ia g diven tinme.

Another false assumption is that people will commence evacuation
as soon as. the fire begins. 1In the first place, the fire may

not be discovered in its early stages unless proper detection
devices are in place. Also, the perscn or persons who initially
discover the fire can delay the notification of other occupants
because theyv fail to reali:e the serious danger, may rirst
altempt to fight the fire, or mav lack the knowiedge of equipment
to quickly notify all endangered pecpie. They may alsc filee

the building without attempting to notity anyvone, Or may be
overcome by smoke or heat.

a -
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In the Beverly Hills Supper Club Fire, Southgate, Kentucky,

1677 05 28, the majority of the 164 people who were killed, died
in the Cabaret Room. The staff initially attempted to fight

the fire. When this was not successful, evacuation was started
oy word of mouth as the building lacked a fire alarm. The
occupants of the Cabaret Room were not notified until twenty
minutes after the fire was discovered. Even after the
jrnnouncement to leave the building was made, patrons were

ctant to leave until smoke began pouring into the area.

2y this time it was too late to safeiyv evacuate all the occupants.

er alil toc ccmmen habit of building occupants is to reduce
re effectiveness of available exits, or completely eliminate
em by unauthcrized remodelling, the placing of goods or furniture
in exit corridors, or simply by locking doors for security
reasons.

Calculations for exiting also assume that people will make

full use of all available exits. This idea is usually incorrect.
“he large majority of people usually attempt to use one exit,
alternatives that are sometimes closer. The chosen

exit 1s usually the largest, the closest or the most familiar
cne. The herd instinct of human beings also dictates that one

ws the majority with the feeling that so manyv people can't

A pooular building design trend today in high-rise buildings is
a tral core f{or elevators and stairwavs, with
surrounding curtain walls. This provides for only marginal
etween exits. A fire in the central core, or fire
t open, could easily eliminate both exits. This
nate design feature is prevalent in most modern high-rise
s throughout North America, with Alberta being no
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The above discussion is intended to show that in many fire
situations, exiting may be impossible or require a great deal
longer to achieve than expected. To ensure that occupants
have sufficient time to evacuate, buildings require both

smoke detection and automatic extinguishing equipment. The
detection equipment will alert them at an early stage of smoke
development, and the sprinkler svstem has the capacitv to

prevent rapid fire development,

Smoke Control

The National Building Ccde, and hence the Alberta Building Cocde,
have placed considerable emphasis on smcke control measures.
However, in comparison to other construction techniques, the
technology of smoke control is relatively new. There is

little actual experience with major fires in buildings having
smoke control systems. This makes it difficult to properly
assess their performance. In the few fires that have occurred,
and under test conditions, the systems have been largely
ineffective due to design or mechanical faults.

There are two basic possibilities for smoke control: one,
dilution, and two, exhaust and confinement.

Dilution involves reducing the concentration of smoke to a
tolerable and safe level. Calculations show that this would
require huge volumes of air. The National Research Council}

of Canada technical paper No. 443 states "It is doubtful
whether, for Canadian winter conditions, dilution is the

Mmost economic approach'. '"Some materials produce smoke at

a rate of the order of five to fifteen times that of the smoke
production of wood heated under the same conditions., It is

.. /14




clear, that if such materials were present in the building
in significant quantities, much more air would be required to
dilute the smoke than is practical".

Most design solutions involve a combination of exhaust and
confinement. To provide exhausting in a high-rise building,

a smoke shaft is incorporated in the building design. A smoke
shaft is a vertical, non-combustible enciosure, that is dampered
cn all floors.

in a fire condition, the damper con the fire floor opens, the
roor hatch activates and the exhaust fan starts. At the same
time, the building's Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioring
Svstems must shut down, and all the HVAC dampers on the fire
floor must close to prevent the natural flow of air currents
carrying smoke.

There are several problems with this design. First, the quality
of construction must be very high to prevent large air leaks.
This level of workmanship is seldom seen with tcday's rapid
construction practices.
|
A second problem is the electrical and mechanical reliabilityv.
The system relies on the correct operation of numerous fans,
motors, hatches, dampers and relay switches. The failure of
cuY single component would seriously affect successful exhausting.

‘he other aspect of this design is confinement. Using only
phvsical barriers has not proven effective. The high heat
generated by a fire creates sufficient pressure to push smoke
past commonly used barriers.
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To augment the existing compartment features, pressurization of
all areas,other than the fire floor is maintained. This means
pressurizing all floor levels and all vertical shafts including

stairwells.

The protlem here is again lack of air-tight enciosures. If
numerous stairwell doors are orpened and particularly the grade

level Joors, pressure is sccn lost. Tests nave also shown that
withcut proper design procedures, the force needed tc open sonme
stalirweil doors exceeds thirty pounds This could be problem

Another potential trouble spot is the supply fans. In
Canadian winter conditions, when the tans are drawing 1J0 percent
Sresh air, the freeze protection circuits will shut down the

fans unless the heating coils have a very high capacity.

incther quote from Technical Paper No. 443 states "Uncertain
Tuotors, such as inside and cutside temperature, wind, open deers,
aniuecsluracy Of leakage-area assumptions, may alter the
these measures. The extreme variability and
u H crs make it difficult to devise measures that
consistently work as contemplated. [t is possible, however,
1 o} that have a high probability of success'’.

nis general theme is present in many papers. The ccncept of
smoxe control 15 feasible from a theoretical analvsis. FHowever,

f
ue te unexpected conditions, s

LE i ubtle or major design alternatives,
DecT sonstruction techniques and faulty equipment, smoke control
nas very few documented success stories.

.../ 106
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.nese systems are inherently much too complex to ever achieve
a reliabiiity factor close to sprinkler svstems. As such they
can only be considerec as a useful aid, if functional at the
time of the fire, but not as an essential ingredient to the
tctal fire protection of the structure.

‘nicrtunately, with a few exceptions, the curren: reguirements
are not retroactive for many existing buildings. The Alberta
Controlled Buildings and Residential Occupancy Building
Regulation 317/79 requires alarm systems to be upgraded onlv

nd

t
th

emblv, schools, hespitals and group homes. There are

v

v

0
«t
(]

MaEnY o alarn

ms In existing residential, o <ice, warehouse
and manufaciuring complexes that are inadequate . todav's

standards. There is no current legislation <o enforce the
upgrading cr these systems.

“he controliled Building Regulations also requires the instalilat:on
of smcke alarms and smoke detectors in the suites and corridors of
existing residential builldings other than one and twd ramiiy
dwellings




The philescphy behind earlyv detection and an adequate alarm
s¥sten is simple. It assumes that, if people are informed of

a rire situation quickly, they will respond proverly to either
extinguish a small fire or evacuate if necessary. Unfortunately
there are a substantial number of incidents which prove that
thecry incorrect.

A 1873 report by researchers from zhe New York Medical Centr

States tiut "people dec not alwars realize that their lives ave
-0 ocanger when warned of a fire, and 3o nos diwavs htehave
Gosordiagly™.  Individuals tend to overestimars the Si-e of

.J

1ing, and to underestimate

t i¢ d
how quickiy a fire :carn iatensify and spread.

Cccupants may be frightened by the presence of a iarge fire or
epelied by high heat, but perceive little danger rrom smoke,
vet over eighty percent of fire fatalities are caused by smoke

inhalation. Many of todayv's synthetic materials create high

Tox1c rumes which can be faztal after a short exposure. As
vell, Wil Tires generate carbon monoxide which Sdn swiftiv
1npdlir “ne's iudgment and co-crdination.

Obviousiv, early detection is essen tial to life safety, but

can ¢cnlv be effective in itself if coupled with the 1mmediate
iritiation of proper response.

The N.F.P.A. has stated that "detecticn equipment nelther
prevents fires nor puts fires out. All the detecticn equip-
Tment can do is warn occupants tha: there is a Fire and they

nad better leave the cullding - fast, 1[I the dccupants are

.../18
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unresponsive, if thev don't know how to react in a fire, if
they have not developed an escape plan, the detection equipment

may do them littie good".

n the majority of cases, smoke alarms are effective but their
success rate is by nco means 1003, and therefore they ca.anot be

—

considered acceptatie as the sole protection system. A
<omratible combination of ear.y detection alarms and automacic

extinguishing would best provide for fire safety, beth for

l1fe znd propertv.

Manual Suppression

(4]
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fo
(=
23

The Alberta Zuiiding Code requires the installiation of ¢
ipme

P
(R
(2]

©
ct

firefighting eqgu nt for use by building occupants. E
for one and two tamily dwellings, the -ode requires the

installation cf fire extinguishers, the number and location

cf which are determined by building size and occupancy. Also,

many puildings, there is a requirement for occupant access

]

¢ standpipe hoselines.

“ith this equipment, it is assumed that the building oclupants
will te 3bie to extinguish, or at least contrci many types o
fire without, or until, the arrival of trained firefighters.
However, in the experience of the Fire Service, untrained or
semi-trained persons are liable to Overestimate the size o*

a fire thev can fight themselves. They also do not appear to
appreciate the speed with which 3 tire can grow. If these
rnisiudgments are coupled with a delav in contacting the Fire

L)

¢partment, and evacuaticn of the puilding, the scene is ses
r

or 3 large life and/or property loss,

"t
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Further, because of the materials now commonly used for interior

turnishings, firefighting by occupants can pose particular

dangers.
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s well as firefighting equipment for use by the buildin

tuel, the ¢

solyvpropylene

most residences,

the Albert

a

cTAGUIN I 1o
JrvelLlnTer access,
ritution suste

n
e to start app
£ I evacuati
pper rlno

PR g
egudiral
nlsz

]

3.

I
>

wWhnich <an be tfcund

Building Code contains provisions that

o

ucu

wat
o bal
e n

1

< Fire

Depart

mencs

P
SarTiculaviy tnhes
L = P . 3
i LTuerrnal o osTans
i nasilopronise,
- - - Sk

valter T a4 rIre
BB v vy iipd
LS . P
oy g S A
tae TlMe reculrag
3 * -~ P -y

! Lv Take the 2
. - . ~ -
rtY the tire; i

. .
“ca o o meVve nea vy
- N S S - - -
s VeI Three stUlr

=N

n vyt
)

s N .

-
)

their

Y

i

fighting

firse
manuslls
'i;“t ]

<044



Rapid fire develcpment in open areas of the size permitted
under the Building Code can result in fire of such magnitude
that it severely taxes the abilities of firefighters who must
suppress it by manual means. Such fires require large numbers
of firefighters merely for fire control. One such recorded
high-rise buiiding fire which occurred in Los Angeles reguired
30T firefighters btefcre extinguishment was achieved. Evep-with

-

~is number of men, the fire spreac to the floor above. Hac a

ot

5]

escue cperation alsc been required at this incident, with its

ot

oo
8|
(1]

delay factecr, it is difficult te rredict what the end
t

-1

esul

o

might have bdeen,

©0 undertake a manual fire suppression operation of this si:e
woulcd be beyvond the capabilities of manv Fire Departments.

rcr example, the Fire Department in Lethbridge attempted to

et an automatic sprinkler system installed in a 14 storey
enior Citizen's Apartment. The Department's Justification

cr this was a recognition that they did not have the resources
ully core with a fire emergency in that ruilding.
rta Housing Corpcration, argued tha-

ing Coce did nct regquire an automatic

ck an occupancy, there was no need to

[ oS

s

i
. The courts supported the Alberta Housing Corporation.

-oE CASE FCR AUTOMATIC DETECTION AND SUPPRESSION SYSTEMS

e

this report have outlined the implication
ife safety of human behaviour in fire situations, how
le abuse presently required fire grotection svstems in
dings, and the dangers posed by the furnishings and fuel
rried within modern structures. Further, the fire

")
o
e
9]




safety provisions of the Alberta Building Code have been
discussed, and differences between their theoretical and
rractical applications have been considered.

=
r
[ 8}
rt
1

arly detection of a fire situation is imperative to 1if

sarelv, goes withcut guestion. Automatic ear.y warning svstenm

7ave already proven their worsh in savi ing lives. However, in

isclation, these early detection Hevices nave a

es due tc the effects ¢

the reference teo the N.F.D.A. statement in this report on Page 17,
10 i r

n_equipment neither prevents fires ror Tu
e

cut....If the occurants are unresponsive, if theyv don't know
N ——

Kno
how to react in a fire, if they have nct developed an escape
rian, the detection equipment may do them little g

This gives rise to the contention that the necessary adjunct
e automatic early detection svstems, therefore, must te
autcmatic early suprression. Crerating in tandem, these svstems

cornoresrond well to the pretlenms posed Sy adverse human

€haViiur pati:srns, both in abuse of fire seprarations in
“ulllings and in response to fire situation S further, they
<an responc well to the dangers posed by furnishings ané fuel
ical fourd in modern buildings, and can overcome those
weaknesses discussed in this report in fire safsty Code require-

menis as theyv presently exist.

he Record of Automatic Suppression Svstems

Autematic sprinkler svstems have b“een providing a high level of

¢ticn 1n industrial and commericai dccupancies for

ne hundred vears. n_North America, sprinklers have
uJ 2]

96.5% of the

~

1 in controlling or extinguishing
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ires in such btuildings. In Australia and New Zealand, where

ri
rl

0

o3

o kler svstems have been in use for the past eighty-two
e

vears, records show that 99.5% of fires in high rise buildings

were controlled or e;?zhguished b;'these systems.

Althouzh primarily intended for rcroperty protection, automati

scrinkler svstems have also achleved an excellent recers for life

Trotaction in those tuildings in which thev have beern installed
coce appesrs To

3
. . . ~
TTimari.y a3 means of preperty rrectecticon. whereas the (ode iz
T 4 - i b - gyt i

ToTCoIvVel 19 D2 2 1ife safety dJdocument.
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s been placed on protection of

a
1 properties relative

ia to strinkler
svstems, mest of the standards for the design arnd installation of
suck svstems have been oriented toward this application. Withia
TRe past Jew veors, however, eSfarts have heern mzle oo TTEnET
i srrinxler desigrn and instaliaticn stancdard fhy secifentlal
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es. Also,
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1T nas been determined that the sprinkler heacds used in commercis

TCCuUPEniles weuid net react guickly encugh in residential
- Tl 3 - £ = - b o~ - 3" LA e et - o~ -
arr.:caticns.  Therefcre, several sc-calied “eoulilk acting” sprinkis

hedds nave been Jeveloped, designel tc react befcrs ¢

and toxic gases have huilt up to

Basec on a program sponsored bv the !'nited States Zire Administratis-

sronemical sprinkler svstems for all residentiazl uses Rave now
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cecore a reality. Used with the smoke detectors which, over
recent vears have been incorporated intc many Building Codes

as essential to residential occupancies, these systems appear
o be the most practicable wayv to achieve the optimum level

cr life safety currently available.

zconenric Considerations

A sophisticatad econermic analysis of wvaricus Sire cretecticn
measures is bevend :the s:cope of this report. It should “e noted,
newever, that some attempts to do such analvses of fire safety
strateglies have “een made by other bodies. Twe ¢f these, which
focus on the subject ¢f iutomatic Detection and Suppression

are as follows:

e

e

the University of Maryland, a studv was conducted on the

etfectiveness of improving the resistance of upholstery fabrics

tc ignition by cigarettes.
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as second in effectiveness. Smoke detectors
te alarn feature was the least effective tut
ed with substantial benefits.

les is not so much the results thar
hat thev procduced results which ar

[@ V1]

cumantary ey ‘.'er‘ce as to erfectiveness an
e

snovonsidering the matter ©f 220n0mics relative teo Fire
SUELYTIS, e lnllirect costs 9 fire canncti be ignored
on..” recentiyv that in-Icrth research into these indirect
cf fire has ‘e*uu, but aireacdy some of these stucdies are
es frem fir
e

e
ur>ing results. Indirect loss
0
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(1]
et

t
ted at betweer 2S%°% ané ¢

nal method of providin:

FRAI0T tnreugh the services of <he Municiyal Fire Derarctnents
ties grow lurger, and buildings become larser o- taller,

th, the Jemands for these services increas In an attemp:
se the burden on their municiral budgets of th increasing
cf fire rrotection services, two municiral the

¢ States, Fresno, Californiz and Virginie Beuch, Virginia,
a rrojran of requiring automatic sprinslers for certain
1 i e T

rrogramy, heth municipa gs :in the
tion of thelir Tire Departrents These savings have
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for Built-In Fire Protection

While the
this report have focused attention on built-in fire
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