STATE OF NEVADA
NEVADA STATE FIRE MARSHAL DIVISION

December 17, 2014 – 8:00 a.m.

Steward Facility

107 Jacobsen Way

Carson City, NV 89711

MINUTES OF MEETING

Board of Fire Services

Members Present:
Pete Mulvihill – Chief, Nevada State Fire Marshal Division
Eric Guevin – Board Member

Marty Larson – Nevada State Fire Marshal Division

Edward Garcia – Nevada State Fire Marshal Division (Present in Las Begas)
Elaine Pace – Chief of a Volunteer Fire Department, East Fork Fire & Paramedic District

JoAnne Hill – Board Member 
Also Present: 
Tom Martinez  – State Fire Marshal Division 
Amy Ray – Fire Marshal, Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District
Dennis Pinkerton – State Fire Marshal's Office

Brian Hugill – Fire Chief, Jackpot Fire Department

Randy Pingel – Lieutenant, Jackpot Fire Department

Steven Hamilton – Elko County Fire Protection District

Gary Zunino  – Administrator, Elko County Fire Protection District

Denesa Johnston – Administrative Assistant, Nevada State Fire Marshal Division
Bob Schreihans – Training and EMS Chief, Carson City Fire Department

Dave Ruben – Captain, Carson City Fire Department
Thomas Ingersoll – Building Official, Elko County

Nathan Hastings – Deputy Attorney General, Attorney General's Office

Mark Regan – North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District

Jeff Donahue – Reno Fire Department 

Present in Las Vegas:
Lee Marx – American Fire


Lynn Nielson – City of Henderson


Scott Sisco – Alarmco

Les Olson – Alarmco

Greg Castel – Carson City Fire Department

Gary Stevenson – Carson City Fire Department

Present in Elko:

Matt Griego – Chief, Elko Fire




Joshua Carson – Fire Marshal, Elko Fire




Michael Dzyak – Fire Inspector, Elko Fire
I. 
Call to Order, Roll Call and Introductions.

Chief Peter Mulvihill, chief of the State Fire Marshal Division for the Nevada Department of Public Safety, called to order the Public Hearing of the Nevada State Fire Marshall for the amendment and adoption of two regulations.  He reviewed the agenda and made procedural suggestions for public comment. 










Non-action Item 
II.
Public Comment
There was no public comment in any location.  
III.
Review of Chapter 477 of the Nevada Administrative Code for Possible Changes and a Proposed Draft of R125-13.





Discussion/Possible Action
Chief Mulvihill gave a brief summary of R125-13.  The Legislative Council's digest summary states that under existing regulations, fire departments that provide training to firefighters that involves the use of fire or any device that produces or may be used to produce fire must meet certain safety standards on live fire training evolutions.  This regulation requires persons who directly supervise live fire training evolutions and persons who manage training programs involving live fire training evolutions to hold a certification from the State Fire Marshal as a fire service instructor at level two or higher.  This regulation also provides that the construction of each structure used for a live fire training evolution and the evaluation, inspection or modification of any acquired structures that are to be used for live fire training evolutions must comply with certain safety requirements.  Finally, the regulation adopts certain publications by reference.

The need for this rule followed a live fire training incident in Southern Nevada that caused serious lost-time injuries to four firefighters.  
Public Comment On Proposed Draft of R125-13

Bob Schreihans asked if line personnel who are sent to do fire extinguisher demonstrations would fall under this rule.  Chief Mulvihill answered that the live fire training is defined in NFPA 1403 and would not include things like fire extinguisher demonstrations; simulated burns by fire investigators; or outdoor, unenclosed fire activity.  It applies only to the enclosed, structural firefighter live fire training.  
Eric Guevin with Tahoe Douglas Fire Department stated his support for this proposal.
An unidentified person asked what sort of certified engineers can do this sort of fire building and how many work in the state.  Chief Mulvihill answered that under NRS Chapter 625, an engineer has to be working in their area of expertise.  This could include structural engineers or fire protection engineers.  An engineer needs to have the background and professional knowledge and experience to deal with the environment that the buildings would go through.  The Board of Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors keeps a current roster of certified engineers, or the Nevada State Fire Marshal Division can provide a list but not a recommendation.
Chief Mulvihill closed the public hearing on R125-13.

Pursuant to a procedural question posed by Chief Mulvihill, Nathan Hastings clarified that the prior written notice was sufficient as intention to adopt RU125-13.
IV.
Review of Chapter 477 of the Nevada Administrative Code for Possible Changes and a Proposed Draft of R123-13.





Discussion/Possible Action
Chief Mulvihill gave a brief summary of R123-13.  This is a comprehensive review and update to the regulations of the State Fire Marshal due to legislative changes in the 2011 and 2013 general sessions; an update to licensing requirements to comply with existing statutes and industry practices; existing statutory requirements; and other matters properly relating thereto.

Approximately two pages of changes had been proposed and published.  The Emergency Response Guidebook is being adopted, as is required by the NRS.  They are also adopting the 2012 editions of the International Fire Code and International Building Code, International Wildland-Urban Interface Code, Uniform Mechanical Code and Uniform Plumbing Code.  Amendments to those codes continue the division's past practices of having minimal additions to the model code language.  A change was made so that some smaller business occupancies can be recognized as equivalent to single-family dwellings and have protection requirements accordingly, which is an industry benefit.  The NFPA standards have been updated to those published in 2013.  The regulations were changed to conform to a bill that was passed that affected licensing of fire performers and apprentice fire performers.  There was some general language cleanup in contractor licensing.  Input from industry was incorporated.  

A change was made to a restrictive amendment in the adoption of NFPA 13R.  Statistics have shown a good track record on the use of that type of sprinkler system in multi-family buildings up to four stories in height.  Some state building requirements were changed in campus-type settings to relax imposed hardships or to avoid confusion.  They are on track with a master plan approach to upgrading older state facilities.  In response to a legislative change, there are detailed criteria on how often the  State Fire Marshal will inspect state buildings.
There are no fee increases.  One copy service fee is dropping from 55 cents per page to 50 cents.   
Public Comment On Proposed Draft of R123-13

Verbal Comments
Thomas Ingersoll asked how the changes will impact rural communities in the development of commercial and industrial buildings with regard to limited water resources for fire water.  Chief Mulvihill answered that where there are limited water sources, the adoption allows for the rural alternate water sources that can be found in NFPA 1142 for suburban and rural development, such as static water sources.  The adoption also recognizes a demonstrated tender shuttle program, which has been utilized by East Fork Fire Protection District and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District.  Additionally, provision of sprinkler protection in a building can offset the need for fire flow at a site.  
Mr. Ingersoll asked about the sizes of the jurisdictions currently using an approved tender system.  Chief Mulvihill answered that the tender systems identify specific geographic areas that they can serve.  Mr. Ingersoll asked what advantage Elko County might have with variance approvals due to their past history of working with the State Fire Marshal and whether there were any new and/or improved methods available to overcome the fire water concerns.  Chief Mulvihill answered that a number of requests have been entertained, and most, if not all, have been approved.  Local agency input is sought before proposed changes to either water supply and fire apparatus arrangements to ensure feasibility.  
Mr. Ingersoll asked what disadvantages the 2012 Fire Code would bring Elko County, since that rural community is limited with regard to staff and in the process of creating a fire department.  Chief Mulvihill answered that he does not see any disadvantages over the 2006 edition.  There is some additional flexibility built into the 2012 edition, where some properties can be reclassified to ease fire protection requirements, and some properties have been taken out of the oversight or jurisdiction of the State Fire Marshal altogether.   

Mr. Ingersoll asked about the requirement for sprinklers, whether NAC 477.720 would still be in effect.  Chief Mulvihill mentioned that that section had a typo and explained that NAC 477.720 allows that some new commercial buildings smaller 5,000 square feet can install a sprinkler system to satisfy the water supply and access requirements for fire protection.  Mr. Ingersoll asked how this is compatible with NFPA 1142.  Chief Mulvihill responded that with a system allowed under NAC 477.720, no formal request under NFPA 1142 would be required.  The fire flow can be from either the IFC or 1142, which has been the established practice of the State Fire Marshal for many years.
Dave Ruben thanked staff for consolidation of impairment notification language, which had been discussed at a prior meeting.  He stated that while he found sprinklers, Type 1 heads and stand pipes were included in the document, fire alarms and kitchen fire protection systems seemed to be missing from the language.  Chief Mulvihill said that his understanding was that all systems were intended to be treated similarly, but he will check with the appropriate staff members.  Captain Ruben commented that it might be more clear if LCB would allow consolidation of the sections by system type.  Chief Mulvihill said that he will pass along the comment, but they have not seemed willing to do that in the past.  
Lynn Nielson commented about the change regarding NFPA 13R systems.  In the 1980s, when NFPA was developing residential sprinkler standards, used in one- and two-family dwellings, the state of Nevada allowed the use of NFPA 13R systems in one- and two-family dwellings and for apartments and motels that are one story and two stories in height.  Buildings greater than two stories were restricted to NFPA 13 systems.  Mr. Nielson outlined numerous reasons for opposition to the proposed changes: NFPA 13R is a live safety standard but not a property protection standard, and NFPA 13R systems do not extend to attics or combustible concealed spaces.  By changing this regulation to allow 13R systems in three-storied buildings and greater, it increases the community fire risk and property loss amount.  Cost has not been a factor in the past 20-plus years but could be a factor in the future with respect to loss of property.  The changes could also provide an additional safety hazard, such as in larger buildings meant as retirement communities, where residents may have restricted or diminished mobility.  
Lee Marx also stated that he opposes the proposed changes to the NFPA 13R.  He believes it is to the advantage of both residents of and visitors to Nevada to maintain the prior standards.   He stated his support for all other changes and appreciation of the efforts taken to adopt these codes.
Mr. Ruben commented on the proposed changes to NFPA 13R.  He agrees with the proposed changes, which reflect a nationally recognized standard.  Local jurisdictions can adopt more restrictive amendments to the regulation if warranted by local conditions. 
Written Comments
Chief Mulvihill paraphrased a comment from Doug Sartain, from Certified Fire Protection.  Mr. Sartain has reviewed the proposed R123-13 and has no issues with any additions or deletions.  Mr. Sartain wanted to thank the division for allowing his company and the industry to have a voice in the proposed amendments and sent regrets that he was unable to attend the current meeting.

Chief Mulvihill stated that they will be adopting RU123-13 subject to review by LCB staff and the Legislative Commission.
V. 
Public Comment






Discussion/Possible Action

Mr. Marx said he believes it is important for the state of Nevada and all of its jurisdictions to have the same codes and regulations.
Mr. Guevin asked about the process for this moving forward. Chief Mulvihill responded that this will return to LCB with an informational statement.  It will be scheduled by the LCB before the Legislative Commission for review, and the Legislative Commission will either approve it as is, or it will be sent back to the agency with specific comments to address.  It will become effective upon approval by the Legislative Commission, which is the standing committee of the Assembly and State Senate, and will not be addressed by the legislature as a whole.
Chief Mulvihill thanked the University of Nevada Cooperative Extension for the use of their facilities and thanked the attendees for their participation.
VI.
Adjournment  






Discussion/Possible Action
Chief Mulvihill adjourned the Public Workshop. 
