To Whom It May Concern,

I was reviewing some of the proposed changes to the Florida Building Code and felt that I need to present some comments and concerns relative to some of the proposed changes.

I am currently on the Board of Directors of the National Association of Elevator Safety Authorities, currently appointed to the Elevator Safety Technical Advisory Council for the State of Florida, Corresponding member to the ASME A17.2 Committee and hold other positions and responsibilities in the elevator industry.

The proposed modification #1435 recommends to eliminate the installation of fire alarm initiating devices at unenclosed landings and additional verbiage changes.  I am not in agreement with the proposed modifications as follows below.

The author of this proposed modification is requesting the following changes in the building code:

Chapter 30

3002.8 

Each enclosed elevator lobby and each elevator machine room shall be provided with an approved smoke detector or other automatic fire alarm initiating device where allowed by NFPA 72 located in the lobby ceiling in accordance with NFPA 72. 

Regardless of whether there is a lobby or not the F.A.I.D (Fire Alarm Initiating Device) is required.  I would strike the words "located in the lobby ceiling" since #1: it is also referencing the machine room in the first part of the sentence, and #2, the location is determined by NFPA 72 anyway.  I would at least revise the words to say "locate as required by NFPA 72."

Additionally the author has requested the following change:

Smoke detectors may be installed in any hoistway, and shall be installed in hoistways which are sprinklered, and shall not be installed in unsprinklered elevator hoistways unless they are installed to activate the hoistway smoke relief equipment. When the smoke detector is activated, all affected elevators shall operate in conformance with NFPA 72, Section 3–9.3 6.15.3.   

My only objection here is that words "in conformance with NFPA 72" would lead you to believe that elevators operate in conformance with NFPA 72, when in fact elevators operate in conformance with ASME A17.1., NFPA 72 only incorporates certain inputs/outputs within their code as mandated by ASME.

I would also point out the following:

#1 The ICC requires that all lobby detectors used for recall of elevators also be connected to any hoistway vent which is opened by a hoistway detector.  

#2 Additionally the the words above "all affected elevators" is confusing.  In fact any lobby detector in a building used for recall is required by ASME to recall all elevators that serve that floor.  This is a code that is likely to change, however currently that is the requirement. 

#3 Because all elevators serving that floor are required to recall so would all elevators within a single hoistway, so again it is a little confusing when they say "all affected elevators" it is a bit redundant.

Additionally the author has requested the following change:

Fire alarm initiating devices are not required for elevator recall at unenclosed lobbies.

There is absolutely no support for this sentence.  It does not comply with ASME A17 or NFPA 72, and makes no sense whatsoever.  I Have talked with individuals that sit on the A17 task force that is looking at recall and fire service issues and I can tell you right now, that no one is even considering such a concept.  I am concerned that the author of this proposed modification has taken too narrow  a view of how the overall systems are designed to function.  Nobody is suggesting the F.A.I.D. can be eliminated from enclosed or unenclosed lobbies.  I believe what the author is trying to deal with is the issue of locations like parking garages, or open air landing, where a smoke detector would not react.  The alternate requirement to allow another F.A.I.D. for recall such as a heat detector or beam detector is intended to deal with open air lobbies, not to eliminate them from unenclosed lobbies and is currently covered by the NFPA 72.

This is the language for NFPA 72 6.15.3.7: "If ambient conditions prohibit installation of automatic smoke detections, other automatic fire detection shall be permitted."

NOTE: In no way is NFPA 72 suggesting that no detection is required, only that "other" detection is "permitted."

This is the language from the handbook to explain the INTENT of the alternate means of detection:

"Many elevator lobbies, hoistways and machine rooms are not suitable environments for spot-type smoke detectors.  Dust, dirt, humidity, and temperature extremes may exceed the operating parameters of the smoke detector.  Unheated parking garages normally have elevators, but a spot-type smoke detector installed in the lobby would likely experience problems due to exhaust, dust, dirt, humidity, and temperature extremes.  The intent [B] of paragraph 6.15.3.7 is to prevent nuisance alarms from smoke detectors installed in such areas. Another type of fire detector may be substituted for a smoke detector where the authority having jurisdiction or another code requires detection in an area with ambient conditions unsuitable for a smoke detector. 

There is also a cross reference to A.6.15.3.5 [non-required appendix material]: Smoke detectors should not be installed in outdoor locations that are open to the weather (such as unenclosed elevator lobbies in open parking structures) as such environments can exceed parameters of the detector listing and can result in unwanted alarms."

Finally I would direct you to 6.15.3.3 which reads: Unless otherwise required by the authority having jurisdiction, only the elevator lobby, elevator hoistway, and the elevator machine room smoke detectors or other automatic fire detection as permitted by paragraph 6.15.3.7 shall be used to recall elevators for firefighter's service.

Some of my concerns for eliminating the fire alarm initiating device at all unenclosed landings are:

1.
We now offer no protection at that landing.

2.
Does this mean that only a machine room or hoistway "fire" will activate the Firemans' Service?

3.
What happens if there is a fire at a landing and the elevator now has passengers that go to that floor and are exposed to a raging fire?

4.
If there are multiple elevators at the facility will the fire response personnel have to stand at a floor landing and call the car to make sure no one is in the elevator?

5.
Will this allow the elevator to continue to be in normal service during a fire?

6.
Do we just ignore the requirements of the various codes in an effort to remove FAID at unenclosed landings?

Specifically in answer to the 6 questions above, none of those are permissible or should be acceptable anyone else.

I offer the revised language as a suggestion with the following substantiation: The ASME, NFPA, NIST, and ICC have worked closely together over many years to produce a integrated approach to enhancing elevator safety.  This work was based on experience and testing within the context of the consensus approach to code writing.  The State of Florida should recognize that this integrated approach is the standard throughout the United States and Canada and should not try to re-write their standards based on undocumented testimony and untested re-engineering.

The author's substantiation is weak at best.  For one thing, the responsibility for building codes is not to make the systems cheaper, it's to make them safer.  The contention that what is being proposed does not make the system less safe is false. 

Here is what I recommend to put forth as counter proposal to all the verbiage, which runs counter to the various code requirements, that is being proposed now: Where elevators are required to have fire service by this code, Fire Alarm Initiating Devices shall be provided and installed in compliance with  the requirements of NFPA 72. 

In talking with some of my colleagues across the country and my participation with the A17.2 Code Committee, I understand that the 2007 Elevator Code and 2007 NFPA 72 are going to dramatically change the FAID system.  In short, it appears that the changes will be that all elevator machine rooms will be required to have heat detectors, and where sprinklers are installed will be required to initiate a time delay device prior to water flow, and no water flow devices will be permitted to shunt trip anymore.  I wanted you to know that because it's important within the discussion the Building Code Commission is having to realize that Florida moving to the 2002 NFPA 72, is really not a dramatic change, however there is one right around the corner that will be a big deal.  If you note the language I suggest for 3002.8 of the Florida BC you will see that I specifically leave the language in a context that will incorporate the new changes as well. 

If you feel that I can provide additional info on this subject or have any questions, I can be reached at the numbers below.

Sincerely,

Bill Snyder

Florida Certified Elevator Inspections, Inc.

www.ElevatorInspector.com

Phone (727) 593-9791

Fax (727) 593-9261

Cell (240) 925-1470

	


