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Date
MINUTES OF THE _HOUSE ~__ COMMITTEE ON _LOCAL GOVERNMENT
The meeting was called to order by _REPRESENTATIVE M. J. ggﬁgﬁg? at
~1:30  a¥¥pm. on _FEBRUARY 25 , 1992in room 521=S  of the Capitol.

All members were present ex¥éfX:

Committee staff present:
Mike Heim, Legislative Research Dept.
Theresa Kiernan, Revisor of Statutes
Connie Smith, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Representative Rick Bowden

Representative Nancy Brown i

Jerry Scott, Fire Marshal of the city of Salina and President of the
Fire Education Association of Kansas

Paul Collins, representing the Olathe and Johnson Co. Fire Prevention
Committee

Ron Blackwell, Fire Marshal for the city of Wichita & Vice President
of the Fire Marshal's Association

Chief Ross Boelling, Fire Prevention Division, Kansas State Fire Marshal
Dept.

Larry Howard, Fire Prevention Specialist with Emporia Fire Dept. &
President of the Fire Marshal's Association of Kansas

James Woydziak, Fire Chief of Emporia and representing the Kansas State
Association of Fire Chiefs

Paula Marmet, representing the Department of Health & Environment

The Chair called for hearings on HB 29009.
HB 2909 - Townships; acquisition of cemetery association property.

Representative Rick Bowden, a sponsor of HB 2909, testified in support
and gave background and intent of the bill. (Attachment 1)

There were no questions from the committee and the Chair closed the
hearing on HB 2909.

The Chair called for a hearing on HB 3049.
HB 3049 - Smoke Detector Act.
The Chair called on Representative Nancy Brown, who introduced the

legislation on behalf of the Fire Education Association of Kansas. She
gave the intent of HB 3049. (Attachment 2)

Jerry Scott, Fire Marshal of the city of Salina, testified in support
and said passage of HB 3049 statewide will improve the safety of all
Kansas with little cost to the state or its residents. (Attachment 3)

Paul Collins, Fire Inspector with the city of Olathe, said adding
firefighters and more equipment may be necessary for growth, but quicker
response times will not save a life or keep a house from burning down.
Everybody needs a smoke detector. (Attachment 4)

Ron Blackwell, Fire Marshal for the city of Wichita, testified as a propo-
nent to HB 3049. (Attachment 5)

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transeribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have nat
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for

editing or corrections. Page 1 Of 3
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>

room _521=8 Statehouse, at _1:30 _ ¥¥n./p.m. on _FEBRUARY 25 19_92

Chief Ross Boelling, Fire Prevention Division, Kansas State Fire Marshal
Dept., testified in support of HB 3049 and said national studies have
shown a two time greater chance of surviving a fire if an operable smoke

detector is present in your home. He said the effectiveness of the bill
will need to be supplemented by a vigorous statewide public education
campaign to be truly successful. (Attachment 6)

Larry Howard, Emporia Fire Dept., testified as a proponent to HB 3049
and said smoke inhalation is the leading cause of fire deaths exceeding
burns nearly two to one. (Attachment 7)

James Woydziak, Fire Chief of Emporia, spoke in favor of HB 3049 and
said passage of HB 3049 as written would provide every-level protection
as recommended by National Building and Fire Codes and the National Fire
Protection Association. (Attachment 8)

Paula Marmet, Director of the Office of Chronic Disease and Health
Promotion, testified as a proponent to HB 3049. She said Kansas is one
of nine states in this country that lacks state smoke detector legislation
for one and two family dwellings. (Attachment 9)

There were no opponents and the Chair opened it for questioning.

Representative Jack Sluiter asked the conferees if the bill was structured
after any existing current state statute and if there were any other
provisions in other state statutes that you would have 1liked to have
had in this legislation. '

Representative Brown said she took the "National Manual" from the Fire
Marshal's office and they had a variety of ordinances which are quite
varied. She said she met with Theresa and tried to take one she felt
would be acceptable, usable, and workable in Kansas. They came up with
a simple one which is modeled primarily after Illinois.

The Chair asked if other states have $500 fines.

There was a discussion with the conferees on the various ordinances and
the cost of fines in their area. Most of the fines were $50 plus court
costs.

Representative Wempe asked why Section 8 was in the bill. He said he
couldn't feature a city or county going through an election to rescind
this.

Vice-Chairman Gomez expressed a concern on deleting on page 2, lines
40 to 41 the provision, if one detector goes off they all go off. He
wanted to have one detector going off. A conferee said it would be better
if we said they all go off at one time. Vice-Chairman Gomez expressed
concern about the cost of installing this in an existing office. No
answer was given. He asked if building management could convince fire
officials that they could handle a battery system because of some type
of historical preservation purposes, would you object to exempting it
until 1993.

Representative Stephens expressed concerns about smoke detectors contain-
ing radio active americium.

The Chair closed the hearing on HB 3049.

Representative Stevi Stephens requested a bill introduction on an act
relating to lease-purchase agreements of school districts.

Representative Stevi Stephens moved to introduce the legislation as a
committee bill; seconded by Vice-Chairman George Gomez. The motion
carried.

Page 2 of 3




CONTINUATION SHEET

MINUTES OF THE __HOUSE COMMITTEE ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT
room221-5 | Statehouse, at 1:30 & /p.m. on _ FEBRUARY 25 , 1992
The Chair called for discussion or action on HB 2861 - Unlawful statehouse

parking, penalties.
Staff gave a brief review of HB 2861.

Vice-Chairman Gomez asked if anyone would object to up to $50 instead
of $50 to give a judge a little discretion.

Representative Darlene Cornfield moved a fine of $20 for the first convic-

tion and after the second $50. The motion failed for a lack of a second.

Representative Lisa Benlon moved for the first conviction a fine of

$10 or $20, and have the vehicle towed on the second and third conviction.

Representative Carl Holmes seconded the motion for the purpose of

discussion.

Representative Hendrix suggested to have something that is workable and
going to be a progressive sort of fine structure to give a notice the
first time, the second time a $20 fine and the third time higher meaning
make it progressive. He said a constituent is going to wonder why they
were slapped with a big fine. There is no parking within 10 miles of
this building and he thinks it is for the convenience of the luxury of
being in the Legislature to be able to park in a convenient place and
use this as a basis to hurt innocent people. It is not real good public
policy.

The Chair said she wanted to add that for the freshman we have had this
issue on the flcor before and when it gets to the flcor this is what
happens. She said like Representative Hendrix said people are worried
about their constituents coming up and having their cars towed or having
to pay large fines that they weren't aware of.

Chair asked for more discussion.

Chair called for a vote on Representative Benlon's motion.

Representative Benlon withdrew her motion and Representative Holmes

withdrew his second. There was more committee discussion.

Vice-Chairman Gomez suggested that anyone who 1is interested to come up
with some language to meet after the meeting and discuss HB 2861.

The Chair said anyone who would like to stay afterwards and discuss HB
2861 and come up with' something the committee could support and take
action on it Thursday, if we have time.

Meeting was adjourned at 2:40 p.m.
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STATE OF KANSAS

RICK BOWDEN
REPRESENTATIVE, NINETY-THIRD DISTRICT
433 WALNUT
GODDARD, KANSAS 67052

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS

CHAIRMAN: EDUCATION
MEMBER: GOVERNMENTAL. ORGANIZATION

TOPEKA

HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

House Local Government Committee

Testimony on HB_ 2909 February 24, 1992

Thank you Madam Chair and members of the Committee. HB_2909
is a local bill for Attica Township (Sedgwick County) and the
Pleasant Ridge Cemetery Association. For several years,
maintenance of this cemetery was performed by the Attica
Township. (This cemetery is the only cemetery in this township
and was officially disbanded last year.)

Upon disbandment of the Association, the board of the
association sought to transfer ownership of the cemetery to the
township. Along with the transfer of the property, the
association wanted to transfer the money in a maintenance fund
to the township. The township board sought information from
the Sedgwick County attorney as to the possibility of such
transfers. They were informed by the attorney that they needed
special legislation for such transfer of funds. Thus the reason
for HB 2909. | have visited with members of both the township
board and the former board for the cemetery association, and
they are in agreement with the transfer of both the property and
the resources in the fund. Because this is a localized bill, if
the committee members concur, | would like to suggest that
this bill be placed on the consent calendar.

I would be happy to respond to any questions.

L= 2DS7H



STATE OF KANSAS

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS

RANKING REPUBLICAN:
LOCAL GOVERNMENT
MEMBER: GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

NANCY BROWN
REPRESENTATIVE, 27TH DISTRICT
15429 OVERBROOK LANE
STANLEY, KANSAS 66224-9744

TOPEKA: (913) 296-7696 TOPEKA MEMBER. STATE EMERCENCY
RESPONSE COMMISSION
STANLEY: (913) 897-3186 CHAIRMAN, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
BLOCK GRANT ADVISORY COMMITTEE
HOUSE OF CHAIRMAN, STATE EMERGENCY RESPONSE

REPRESENTATIVES COMMISSION

Testimony on HB 3049

An_A ncerning Fire Pr ion: relatin mok r

Thank you, Madam Chairman, and members of Local Government. | requested introduction of HB
3049 of the committee on behalf of FEAK, the Fire Education Association of Kansas. Individuals
are here to testify on the bill, but | thought | would first set the stage for the bill by briefly
telling you what it does.

Sections | and 2 name the act and define terms. Section 3 states smoke detectors must be
approved as prescribed by rules and regulations of the State Fire Marshall's office.

Purpose of the Bill: Section 4 (a): "Every dwelling unit shall be equipped with at least

one smoke detector in operating condition within 15 feet of every room used for sleeping
purposes.” It goes on to state where they should be located.

Section 4 (c) states that "every structure which contains_more than one dwelling unit, or
contains at least one dwelling unit and is_a_mixed-use structure, shall contain at least one smoke
detector." This section also states location.

Section 4 (d) states that "it shall be the responsibility of the_owner of a structure to supply and
install, and make reasonable efforts to maintain. The tenant is to test and provide general
maintenance, but notify the owner of any deficiencies. The owner also provides the tenant with
written information regarding detector testing and maintenance.

Date of Act: Any dwelling unit in_existence on January |, 1993, may be battery operated or
wired. After January |, 1993, in any newly constructed or renovated dwelling unit, the smoke
detectors shall be_wired permanently,

Enforcement: shall be with the governing body of the city within city boundaries or the
county in unincorporated land.

Penalty: Willful failure to install and mantain the smoke detector shall be a class C
misdemeanor. Tampering with, removing, destroying, disconnecting or removing the batteries
shall be a class C misdemeanor on the first convictgion, but a class A misdemeanor in teh case of
a second or subsequent. In addition a penalty not to exceed $500 may also be imposed.

Exemption (home rule): The governing body of any city or county may elect to exempt

their municipality by adoption of an ordinance or resolution which shall then be published one
each week for two weeks in the official city or county newspaper. If a protest petition is signed

by 5% of the qualified voters, it shall then be submitted for a vote of the people. 2y

2-25-72,
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| have a rather extensive file with statistical information, as well as copies of statutes enacted
in other states. In addition, the State Fire Marshall conducted an extensive survey which he will
share with you. And, | also have a packet of information from the National Safe Kids Campaign
who has made smoke detector legislation one of their top priorities. | would be happy to share
any information with you, but did not want to duplicate more than you wish.

| will be happy to answer any questions, but first | think it would be best to have testimony
from those actually involved in the process of saving lives - the fire fighters.



STATEWIDE SMOKE DETECTOR LEGISLATION POSITION STATEMENT

February 25, 1992

Chairperson Mary Jane Johnson
and Members of the Committee on Local Government

THANK YOU for the opportunity to testify on behalf of House Bill 3049.

I am Jerry Scott, Fire Marshal of the City of Salina, Kansas and President of the
Fire Education Association of Kansas. FEAK currently has 49 members statewide.

FEAK is a proponent of House Bill 3049.

Though many of the cities in the state (primarily the larger, more populous ones)
do require the installation of smoke detectors in residential properties, (single
and multi-family, rental and owner-occupied), residents of other areas (rural,

unincorporated, and cities without such laws) are not protected by the same level
of safety through state law.

Smoke detectors are the proven way to save lives, and are very cost effective - battery
operated smoke detectors can be purchased for less than $10.

Most fires occur in homes with no detectors installed: nationwide one-sixth of house-
holds (those without detectors) account for three-fifths of all reported home fires.
Homes with detectors have one-half the risk of fire related deaths, even considering

that many installed detectors don't work properly and are used in homes without effective
escape planning. Though no in-depth studies have been performed in the state, based on
the experience of other cities and states we can reasonably expect dramatic improvement
in fire loss and fatality rates with the passage of such a law.

One argument against the passage of a statewide law is that it is unenforceable: the
State Fire Marshal is already overworked, and could not in any case be expected to
inspect every home in the state to ensure compliance. While it is true that blanket
inspections would not be feasible, another law widely considered ''unenforceable" has
proven a great success in reducing preventable deaths - the passage of mandatory seat-—
belt and child restraint laws. This same argument was used in the opposition to seat-
belt laws both here and in other states, yet studies show that simply passing such a
law raises consciousness about these safety factors, and thus complaince improves.

KANSAS currently has a HIGHER FIRE DEATH RATE (14.5/1000) than much more populous

atates such as California (6.7/1000) and New York (7.4/1000). This is one of the
SEVEN WORST rates in the U.S..

FEAK believes that passage of a statewide law will dramatically improve the safety
of all Kansas with little cost to the state or its residents. It proposes that
HOUSE BILL 3049 BE ADOPTED INTO LAW.

&/
A -R5-93
elasl. 2



Federal Emergency Management Agency

United States Fire Administration =
National Fire Academy
Emmitsburg, Maryland 21727

Mr. Jerry M. Scott, President

Fire Education Association of Kansas
222 West Eim

Salina, Kansas 67401

Dear Mr. Scott:

First, | would like to offer my sincere congratulations to all of the Kansas Fire
Service Organizations and the State Fire Marshal's Office for their efforts in
trying to obtain statewide smoke detector legislation. You are to be
commended for this lifesaving endeavor.

Next, it is necessary for me to state that my support for and endorsement of this
particular legislation is solely a personal position, not an official position of any
Federal government agency.

In my opinion, smoke detectors are one of the most important lifesaving devices
of the’American Fire Service. Smoke detectors have been required in single
family homes by the Life Safety Code since 1976, over 15 years ago. Today all
of the model building code organizations and the National Association of Home
Builders require (and recommend in the latter case) the installation of smoke
detectors as a primary method of providing increased life safety from fire. The
technology is not new, it has been tested to be reliable, it is completely safe
again by extensive testing, and most impontantly it has dramatically worked.

Again and again smoke detectors have literally saved thousands of lives in
America.

National Fire Incident Reporting System information for Kansas, a reporting
state, in 1989 shows some very significant data. Kansas was one of the seven
worst residential structure fire--deaths per 1000 fire rate; 14.5 deaths per 1000
residential fires. Where was Kansas exactly? South Carolina 17.6, South
Dakota 16.0, Alaska 15.2, Kansas 14.5, what does it mean (overall rate: 8.5)?
Think of it this way, New York State with 24 million people had a rate of 7.4
deaths per 1000 residential fires, less than half of Kansas' rate! California with
30 million people, 6.7! They have smoke detector legislation! Do you need
more proof? 1989 all structure fires deaths per 1000 fires:




1. South Carolina 14.3 (overall rate: 6.6)
2. Alaska 11.8
3. Kansas 10.5
4. New York 5.6
5. California 53

It's really difficult for me to decide when and where to stop. There is literally a
ton of information available to support why smoke detectors are so vital
‘throughout America. Are the citizens of Kansas valuable? Do they deserve to
be less protected than the citizens of New York or California? | am not from
Kansas but | don't believe they deserve less! What do you believe?

Sincerely,

Trainihg Specialiét
Fire Protection and Planning Branch
. Education Operations Division
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n the iast few vears. tnere nas been
¢ growing concern in the fire prevern:
tion community apout the siow
! progress 1n regucing fire deaths
} residential occupancies. After a sig-
nificant decline in fatahines between 1976
and 1984, resigential ire deaths increased
shghty in subsequent vears {see Figure
13" What makes this increase more dis-
turbing is that structural fires in dwellings
dechned steadiiv over tne same l(-vear
period (see Figure 2.

Analvsts of recent fire staustics have
identified rwo kev reasons for the wors-
emung trend i residential firesafery.”
First 1s the increasing prevalence of
smoke detectors thal are mnoperabie be-
cause their batteries are missing or dead
or because the AC power has bheen
disconnected.” The second reason is the
lack of smoke detector coverage in dwel-
ings occupied by hgh-risk groups such as
the poor, the elderly, the verv voung, and
those living in small, rural communities.”

There is, however. a turd factor in-
volved that should be considered: the fail-
ure to install smoke detectors on every
level of a dwelling. This failure may be
responsible for hundreds of fire deaths
each vear.

Every-Level Protection

Fire tests conducted at the Indiana
Dunes National Lakeshore between 1975
and 1976 clearly indicate the need for
smoke detectors on every level of a
dwelling.'® The Dunes data snow thal
someone sleeping on the second floor of
a dwelling has approximately one chance
in four of escaping a first-{ioor fire when
there is no detector on the second floor.
Chances for escape improve to three in
four if smoke detectors are installed on
both the first and second fioors.

As aresult of the Dunes tests, NFPA 74,
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Requiring smoke
defectors on
every level of
o dwelling will
reduce the number
of fives lost
every year
in residential
fires in the
United States.

FIREJCURNAL * JANUAPYFIERUARY TOS0

—~Standard for the Installation, Mamnte-
nance, and Use nf Household Fire Warn-
ing Equipment, was modified in 1978 to
require smoke detectors on every level of
aresiaence and in every separate sleeping
area. In subsequent vears, all four model
huilding codes were modified to incorpo-
rate the NFPA's everv-level detector re-
quirements. The Busic/Natronal Building
Code adopted it in 1983, the Stundard
Building Code in 1984, the Uniform
Building Code in 1986, and the Une- and
Two-Family Dwelling Code in 1986.

While all the mode! building codes
changed thelr smoke detector require-
ments to conform to NFPA standards, in-
dividual states were slower to act. They
started mandating the installation of
smoke detectors in residential construc-
ton in the late 1970s, and development of
state smoke detector codes accelerated
with the MGM Grand Hotel fire in 1980
and the StoufTers' Inn fire in 1981. By
1983, 10 states required detectors \n new
dwellings, and 15 mandated smoke detec-
tors in certain types of new or existing
gwellings.'! Most state codes sumpiy re-
guired the installation of one smoke de-
tector in each sleeping area. Only Massa-
chusetts and Alaska required detectors on
every level of a residence.

Mode] code changes and continuing in-
terest in firesafety led a number of other
states L0 pass smoke detector legislation
hetween 1984 and 1988. By early 1988, 39
states had some tvype of smoke detector
requirement for new dwelling units, and
3] states mandated detectors for certain
types of existing dwelhngs. This leaves
oniy 11 states with no statewide smoke
detector requirements (see Figure 3).

These numbers are deceptive. however.
Oniv 28 states currently mandate smoke
detectors on every level of a new dwelling,
and only 17 require every-level protection

(Continued on page 47)
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Alabama

El In all existing one- and two-family dwellings with no
smoke detector, single-station detectors (AC or bat-
tery) shall be installed within 6 months of effective
date.

Arizona

N1 Detectors shall also be instalied in existing dwell-
ings i which the sleeping area 1s remodeted and if
this remodeling requires a permit from the local po-
litical subdivision.

N2 Smoke detectors may be either AC- or battery-pow-
ered.

California

N3 Effective September }, 1988, Cities must adopt state
minimum requirements by January 1, 1990.

E2 For all single-family dwellings which are sold on or
after January 1, 1986. Two-family dwellings must
comply regardless of sale.

Connecticut

E3 In one- and two-family dwellings for which a build-
ing permit for new occupancy wWas issued on or af-
ter October 1, 1978, smoke detectors may be either
AC- or battery-powered.

N4 In one- and two-family dwellings for which a build-
ing permit for new construction was issued on or
after October 1, 1985.

Delaware
N5 See Ciry Matrix for further requirements.

inois

N6 Any dwelling unit that is newly constructed, recon-
structed, or substantially remodeled after December
31. 1987 shall contain an AC-powered smoke detec-
tor; if more than one is required, they must be inter-
connected.

E4 All other dwelling units in existence on July 1, 1988,
may contain either battery- or AC-powered smoke
detectors and need not be interconnected.

Kentucky
N7 Reguirements are not applicable to single-family
dwellings.

Maine
Bl The owner shall install, or cause to be installed, not
less than one approved smoke detector upon or

near the ceiling in areas within, or giving access 10,

bedrooms in:

1) Any single-family dwelling, constructed after
June 2, 1981.

2) Any addiuon to or restoration of an exisung sin-
gle-family dwelling which adds at least one bed-
room to the dwelling unit and the construction of
which is completed after May 20, 1985.

3) Any conversion of a building to a single-family
dwelling after May 20, 1985.
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B2 The State Fire Marshal will not accept the installa-
tion of a battery-powered smoke detector unless it
is in addition to the required detector, or if any AC
detector would cause an undue hardship in an exist-
ing building.

Maryiand

N8 For which a building permit was issued on or after
January 1, 1988

In new one- and two-family dwellings constructed
after January 1, 1975, Interconnected detectors re-
guired in new construction after January 1, 1989.

In one- and two-family dwellings constructed before
January 1, 1975,

B3
E5

Massachusetts

B4 For one- and two-family dwellings built or altered
after January 1, 1975. Same date for all requirements
listed. -

New Hampshire
B5 In every single-family dweliing built or altered after
January 1, 1982.

New MeXxico
B6 Requirements based on 1988 NFPA 101,

New York
Ng For all new construction, effective January 1, 1984.

North Carolina
B7 For all one- and two-family dwellings built after Jan-
pary 1, 1975

Rhode Island
E6 For all existing one- and two-family dwellings, effec-
Live January 1, 1986.

Texas

B& Requirements apply to rented dwelling units only;
owner-occupied dwellings are excluded.

B9 Smoke detectors may be either AC- or batiery-pow-
ered.

Vermont
N10 Requirements are not applicable to single owner-
occupied dwellings.

West Virginia

B10 Requirements applicable to all rented one- and
two-family dwellings and all owner-occupied one-
and two-family dwellings built after July 1, 1990.

District of Columbia

E7 In single dwellings in existence on September 30,
1978, or which were constructed under a permit is-
sued before October 1, 1978, or which were substan-
ually rehabilitated.
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(Continued jrom puge 41)
for both new and existing dwellings.

Of the 22 states that do not mandate
detectors on every level of anew dwelling,
9, including such key states as New York
and North Carolina, do require at leastone

. smoke detector in new dwellings (see Fig-
ure 4). Other states, such as Pennsylvania,
Missouri, and Louisiana, have no specific
detector requirements that apply to one-
and two-family dwellings.

Detector Requirements Lacking

What becomes apparent in reviewing
current state smoke detector coaesis that
numerous key states still do not require
detectors on every level ol an existing

dwelling (see Tabie 1). Of the 10 most

populous states, only Hlinois and Flonda
mandate every-level protecuon for both
new and existing dwellings. While certain
key ciuies in sLates such as California, New
York. Texas, Pennsvivama, Ohio. Michi-
gan, and New Jersey do require detectors
on every Jevel of a dwelling, a large num-
ber of dwellings in each state continue (0
be inadequately protected.

Municipal smoke detector codes by
themselves are simply not sufficient. Only
03 of the largest 51 US cities require every-
level protection for both new and existing
dwellings (see Table 2). Many of these
cities house the large number of high-nisk
groups whose mempers are so often the
vicums of residential fires.

If we are to reduce residenual fire fa-
talities to 2.000 or 3.000 per year, we must
aggressively push for legislauon nauon-
wide to make NFPA 74 the law of the land.
paving particular attention to the south-
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if we are to reduce

residential fire deaths;

we must aggressiveif
push to make NFPA 74
‘the law gf'fhe;imi&.

ern states where hire deall  ates are Dl
100 percent nugher than they are in any
otner regior.’” (niv when tnese objec
nves have been accomplisnea wili we De
able to reauce significantly the number of
hives lost In resigentlal fires. Fi

Paul LeCoque was «n Assistant Product
Manager at BRE Electronics in Aurora,
[liinois. He is currently attending North-
western University. King Harms s Pres-
ident of Pittway Corporation in North-
brook, Ilinots.
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Sounding the
Alarm on He
Fire Fatalitie

MARY K. MARCHONE

Fire Education Specialist

Depantment of Fire and Rescue
Services

Montgomery County, Maryland

{ has been nearly a decade since

Montgomery County, Md.. adopt-

ed landmark legislation that re-
quired the installation of smoke
detection equipment in all residential
properties. During that time. Montgom-
erv County has been a ieader not only in
smoke detection legislation but also in
public fire education campaigns. inves-
tigations of fires invoiving smoke detec-
\ors. and enforcement and evaluation of
its smoke detector law. It is now time
we shared our success story and traced
the history of the law and the impact it
has had on the residents of Montgomery
County.

Montgomery County is Jocated north-
west of Washingien. D.C. It covers 2
geographic area of 506 square miles and
has an estimated population of 600.000.

It was the first jurisdiction of its size 10

adopt retroactive smoke detector legis-
lation for all dwelling units.*

Mary K. Marchone has been with the Mont-
gomery County, Md.. Department of Fire
and Rescue Services since 1969. She hous
held the position of fire education special-
ist since 1878.
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Emergence of early-warning fire

detection

In the earlv seventies. it became ap-
parent to fire officials that. to signif-
cantly reduce fire ceatns. it would be
necessary 10 take a hard Jook at residen-
tiz] properties. At that time, in Mont-
gomery County and other jurisdictions
across the country. the principle of ear-
lv-warning {ire detection began to
emerge as the most practical method of
reducing loss of life in residential fires.
Unfortunately, at the same time, the
units were extremely unattractive. guite
expensive, and relatively unproven.

Over the next few years, a serious ef-
fort was made both in the laboratory
and in the feld to determine the life-
safety potential of residential smoke de-
{ectors. As a result. requirements for
smoke detectors were inserted in the
National Mobile Home Ordinance and
in the four model building codes used
by most jurisdictions throughout the
United States.

In some places. such as the state of
Marvland. smoke detector requirements
were established on a statewide basis
ior all new residential construction. As

\ s T

a result of these codes. smoke detectors
were being instalied nationwide at an
estimated rate of more than 2 milhion
units per vear.

Along with the greatly increased
number of smoke detector installations
came a sufficient number of incidents in
these residences to begin making &
meaningfu) anaivsis of the effects of de-
tectors. With an understanding of the
operation of these units in actual field
installation, it was possible to reanalyze
past fatalities and make a subjective
judgment as to whether the installation
of detection equipment could have had
a significant, positive effect on the out-
come of the incident. Full-scale labora-
torv fire tests conducted in existing
dwelling units. using materials com-
monly found in residences. provided
further confirmation.

Initial reguirements in

Montgomery County

In Montgomery County. 2 studyv was
made of the records of fire deaths anc
injuries for a five-vear period from 1870
through 1974. During that period, 71
persons lost their lives in fires in the
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appearec tnst 5t eomen Count.
Owe,:-  COUNTY housing Coot
with require tne Insiaiialion o! STNOKE Qetel- |
{jon equipment b approxxmately‘z
200,000 awelling units by july 1.1978 ‘
The jaw referenced the 1976 edition
of NFPA 74. Stanaard for the instalio-
vorn. Maintenance ana Use of House-
hold Fire Warning Equipment. Tue
1976 stancard addressed four jevels of
protection with the fourth level peing
the minimum reguirement. 1t required
that at least one detector be installed to
protect each separate sleeping area. and
that one unit pe located at the 10p of
each stairwav leading to an occupied
area.
One ofien-raised issue was the need
for an armyv of inspectors 1o enforce this

fhre salely coQe anc tne
was estimated 16

coul. ! those. it
migni have Deen saves hac iUr
ings 1nvoivec Deen equippec
smoke aetectors ¢ In addiuon. 1t was
“ynd that by 1973 reasonably attractive
Joke detectors of proven efiectiveness
Lvere availabie from many sources.
Based on the above data. the aepari-
ment of fire and rescue services founc
that it was tecnnologically possibie anc
reasonably practical to reduce fire
deaths in Montgomery County signifi-
cantly by requiring the installation of
smoke deteciors retroactively in exist-
ing dwelling units. A provision was in-
serted in the county building code on
March 15. 1975, requiring tne installa-
tion of detectors at the time & dwelhng
was sold or al the time & rental unit

|
|
|
\
|
|
!

In the early seventies, it
became apparent to fire
officials that, to significantly
reduce fire deaths, it would
be necessary to take a hard
look at residential properties.

changed occupants. This approach,
which had been used in some small
communities, proved to be unsatisfac-
toryv in a jurisdiction the size of Mon!-
gomery County. The Board of Realtors,
the Montgomery County Builders Asso-
ciation, and the Apartment and Office
Building Association protested, ciing
problems with enforcement by real es-
\ate brokers and with the singling out of
one class of homeowners and landlorcs.
These protests, combined with the fil-
ing of a class acuon suil. forced the
withdrawai of this provision.”

New smoke detector legislation

The entire matter was restudied. The
problems of and the objections 1o the
original reguirement were carefully
weighed. It was {ound. for example. that
state law requiring smoke detectors in
all new residences would result in less
than 40 percent of all dwelling units
being equipped by 1985. As a result. on
March @, 187€. ¢ new proposal was
drafted which required smoke oetectors
in all existing properties regardless of
date of construction. change of occu-
pancy or sale.

On September 14.1876. Montgomery
County Executive james Gleason signed
the smoke detector iegislation into law,
This law. being part of both the Mont-

requirement. Jt was clearly stated in the
covering memorandum 10 the Mont-
gomery County Council regarding this
legislation thal no cost implication to
the county was foreseen for inspection
of these requirements. This was not the
tvpe of reguirement that could be en-
forced by door-to-goor !

inspection. 1t
was the opinion of the department that
the majoritv of the countv's citizens
were Jaw-abiding by nature and would
install the equipment if required to do
so. In addition. it was thought that the
pessibility of civil liabilitv. should 2 |
guest be injurec in 2 dwelling not
equipped with smoke detectors. would
provide additional stimulus 10 install
the equipment.

A guestion of cost was also raised.
The cost of smoke detectors. including
the acquisition cost of the unit and the
annual operating cost. when divided by
the minimum expected useful life of the
unit was insignificant when compared
1o the tax cost of operating the county’s
public fire protection sysiem and the
millions of dollars spent for fire insur-
ance. in addition, some insurance com-
panies had started providing slight
reductions in insurance premiums
when smoke detectors were instalied.
The department of fire and rescue serv-
jces believed this pracuice would be- |

Betinside-out protection
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" 1972-77 1978-83

Monigomery County 60
Fairfax County 56

Residential Fire Deaths: 1972-83

% Reduction [9&¢
31 —48% w2
41 -27% ‘

The department of fire and
rescue services can say that
no one has died in a
residential fire where smoke
detectors were properly
located, maintained and, once
activated, the occupants

evacuated the

come universal throupghout the

insurance industrv and that the reduc-

tions would, in some cases. amortize

the cost of the units within a reasonable
{Beriod of time.

Public education campaign and
Operation Smoke Detector
1n September 1976, the department of
fire and rescue services began an exien-
sive public education campaign using
mass media. By March 1877, 150,000
brochures about the law were distribut-
ed. These brochures were sent home
with each school-age child in the coun-
ty. The brochure had the specifics of the
Jaw on one side and diagrams of various
stvle floor plans on the other. Smoke
deteclor training programs were given
10 hre fghters 10 enabie them 1o answer
guestions about the placement and
function of detectors. The public educa-
tion section of the department spoke to
various organizations, answered thou-
sands of telephone calls, and made ap-
pointments to visit homes to advise
owners on the correct placement of
units.
One of the concerns the county coun-
cil had about the Jaw was that low-in-
come families would be unable to afiord
smoke detectors. In 1576, when the Jaw
..was passed, smoke detectors averaged
240 each. Bv requiring level-iour pro-
.stection, most homes would need at leas!
" two detectors.

With the help of the Montgomery
County Department of Housing and
Community Development, the depari-

AD EIRT O CTORANMARIT  Lypoper 1687

residence.

ment of fire and rescue services initiat-
ed one of the first community block
grants using federal funds to give smoke
detectors to low-income families. The
program, known as Operation Smoke
Detector, put 1162 deteclors in 501
homes. During 1977-1978 each home
was visited and the owner was advised
by fire service personnel where to place
detectors, how to maintain them. and
how to make a home escape plan. This
important program provided detectors
{o manv homeowners who otherwise
would not have been able to afiord
them.

Law goes into effect

On July 1. 1878, the smoke detector
law went into efiect. During the first
hall of the 1978 calendar vear, no fire
fatalities occurred in Montgomery
County. Fire officiels atiributed this 1o
high public awareness of detectors. The
county's first fire death occurred on july
3, 1978. No detectors were present at
the death site. Fire officials used this
incident to reinforce the importance of
detectors and the fact that the victim
could have been saved if detectors had
been installed.

The first criminal summons was is-
sued on October 14. 1978. The occupant
of a rented townhouse died in a fire and
the owner was charged with {ailure to
complv with the smoke detector law.
The owner was jound guiliy, and or-
dered to do 500 hours of community
service for the department of fire and
rescue services. The owner developed a
survey with the help of fire officials and
went door-to-door in his community

ask.... people if tnex had deleciory an¢
teling nit 1Oy 16 MOUVAE Deoie 1o
1instal aetectors.

Ir: 197&. tnhree peopie died in residen.
tial fires. In two of these fires. no aetec.
tors were present and in the third fire
the occupant fought the blaze. Not since
1956 had so few people died in fires 1p,
Montgomery County.

Eniorcement of the law became an 5.
sue at this time. Realtors had agreed 1o
check for detector installation in homes
that were being sold and to certify that
detectors were correctly located and
working.

A warning notice was developed and
used by hire hghters when thev respond-
ed to calls. Occupants were given two
weeks to comply with the law. A copy
of the notice was teft with occupants for
them to sign and return to the depart.
ment of hre and rescue services when
compliance had been reached.

Evaluation of the law

In 1983, fire officials were interested
in knowing how effective the smoke de-
tector legislation had been in Montgom-
erv County. Elizabeth McLoughlin, a
doctoral candidate a! Johns Hopkins
Universitv's School of Hygiene and
Public Health. designed & study with
the help of fire officials to measure the
efiectiveness of the countyv’s smoke de-
tector law. Entitled '"Smoke Detector
Legislation: Its Effect on Owner-Occu-
pied Homes," it was the first systematic
evaluation of a smoke detector Jaw in-
creasing detector coverage in the United
States.?

Smoke detector coverage in the coun-
tv was evaluated five vears after the
law’'s implementation and compared to
coverage in neighboring Fairfax Coun-
tv, Virginia, which has no such law.
Fire fighters visited 651 randomiy se-
lected. owner-occupied homes and test-
ed each detector. While & similar
percentage of homes in Montgomery
and Fairfax counties complied with the
detector codes {42 percent versus 44
percent}), Montgomery County had a sig-
nificantly higher proportion of house-
holds with at least one working detector
(83 percent to 70 percent in Fairfax
County), and a significantly Jower per-
centage of homes with no working de-
tectors (17 percent versus 30 percent).

In general. Montgomery County resi-
dents complied with what they be-
lieved the law required, but lacked
knowledge of the law's details. New
homes where building codes required
detectors, homes that had been sold
since 1978, and homes where owners
assumed thal detectors were reguired
by law were likelv to have working de-
tectors.

Fire data from the two counties for
the vears 1973-1983 were analyvzed to
see if the law in Montgomery County
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.ssociated with & Qecreass nonre
geatns. {See iabie.. A nNOn-bparameiny
statistica; les! ¢! tne numoper o; aealns
by vear indicaled & signincan' regue-
i tion in fire deaths in Monigomery Cour:-

v, but not i Fairfax County Thnere
 were more house fires but fewer late!
fires 1n Montgomery County than in
Fariax County.

The study conciuded:

1. As a countv approaches complete
coverage of smoke detectors in homes.
the risk of citizens dving 1n residential
fires decreases.

2. The essentiallv uneniorced law in
Montgomery County seems. 1n general.
10 be obeved, 1n pari, because it Con-
forms to existing community values.
However. in botn counties. toe many
households have non-functioming de-
tectors resulting from poor mainte-
nance and testing practices.

3. The findings of this study are not
generalized to rental or multi-family
dwellings. or to communities whose
socio-economic characteristics are dif-
ferent from Montgomery and Fairfax
counties. However, the study can serve
as a poin! of reference {or legislative ini-
tiatives and detector evaiuation projects
in other jurisdictions around the coun-
U'}'."

Based on the findings of the study.
two areas in particular are receiving at-
tention, namelv, revision of the law and
* implementation of stricter enforcement
procedures. Montgomery Counly has
introduced legislation to meet the
current NFPA code recommendation
for residential smoke detectors; i.e.
protection on every living area level of
a home. This simplifies the require-
ment of the law and provides better
protection.

Conclusion

It has been eight vears since the law
has been in efiect. In that ime. approxi-
matelv 1000 warnings have been is-
sued. five of which have resulied in
summonses tc appear in court. The
summonses were issued based on
death. injurv andsor severity of the hire.
in ane case. & landlord was fined $150
and given a 30-day. suspended jail sen-
tence.

One of the findings of the study was
that if people knew there were penalties
attached to the law thev were more like-
Jv to have working detectors. Fire offi-
cials are no Jlonger issuing warning
notices. Instead. civii citations are being
issued with fines of 8250 jor homeown-
ers who do not have aetectors. Citations
also can be given 1o homeowners who
fail to maintain their units. These civil
cilations are issuec by fire prevenuion
officers. Criminal summonses are is-
sued. as thev have been in the pasi
based on deatn. injury and severity of
the fire.

In 1985 there were no fire fatalities in

Nonteomery Count. Never Delors T
tne Sh-vear Nistor, ¢ ine MODigomen
Counts Division of Fire Prevenuon nac
SUCH & recorc beer achievec. The ae-
partment of fire anc rescue services can
sav conciusively that no one has died in
2 recydential fire wnere smoke aetectors
were properiv located. maintained and.
once activated, the occupants evacual-
ed tne residence.

Tne department of fire and rescue
services is proud of its efforts in smoke
detector legislation. public education.
enforcement. and evaluation and be-
lieves thev can be used as models
throughout the county.

1, 1674, fire officiais believed theoret-
icallv that residential fire fatalities
could be drastically reduced with
smoke detector jegisiation. In 1987 it 1y
no longer a theory but a fact that smoke
detector legisiation. coupled with
sound public education programs, sup-
port of suppression personnel, and en-
forcement, can significantly reduce
residential fire fatalities. W

Footnotes

1. Smith. R.B. "The Historv of Montgom-
erv County's Law.” Fure Journol 714187713
2 Marv K. Marchone. "Six Year Study
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Hopkins University, 1984.
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\ector Lepisiation: Jts Efiect on Owner-Oc-
cupied Homes.” Ph.D. dissertation. johns

Hopkins University, 1884,

¢. McLoughhn, Ehzabeth et al. “Smoke
Detecior Legislation: Its Efiect on Owner-
Occuped Homes.” Americon journol of
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For More Information

Contact the author at the Montgomery
County Department of Fire and Hes-
cue Services, Division of Fire Preven-
tion, 12th Floor, 101 Monroe Street,
Rockyville, MD 20850.

About the department

The Montgomery County Department of
Fire and Rescue Services is comprised of
18 independently run fire departments,
both career and voiunteer, throughout the
.county. The department serves & 520-
square-mile area bordering on the District
of Columbia.
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THE KANSAS

“It is_a great thing to have smoke detectors,”
says Freddie Conway, whose family was safe
after fire destroyed her Kansas City, Kan., house

CITY STAR

VIC WINTER/The Star

Thursday. All 10 persons — including her

paraplegic brother and four young' children —
escaped. $tory on Page C-2.

FRIDAY, February 21, 1992 %
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All safe after KCK house fire

By MIKE RICE
Statf Writer

A “true blessing” is how
Freddie Conway describes the
smoke detectors that jolted her
and nine family members from
their beds early Thursday.

Conway, 45. said her greatest
blessing is that everybody.
including Maurice Locke, her
paraplegic  brother, escaped
from the burning house at 1417
Garfield Ave., in northeast
Kansas City, Kan.

District Fire Chicf Clifford
Baslee spid a space heater
placed too near clothing caused

the fire, which broke out at
6:45 a.m.

‘Conway said the fire started
in a back bedroom where
Locke was asleep. Awakened
by the fire, he crawled 1o the
kitchen and velled for help.

As smoke filled the kitchen
and dining reom of the
two-story frame house, four
smoke detectors blared. waking
the rest of the family.

Conway said one of her sons
carried Locke from the kitchen
to safety. while her other son.
daughter, husband and four
grandchildren, ages 4. 3. | and

3 months, escaped outsid
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Committee on Local Government
Smoke Detector Legislation
Ronald D. Blackwell

- Page 1 -

Representative Johnson, members of the committee, I am Ron
Blackwell, Fire Marshal for the City of Wichita and Vice
President of the Fire Marshal’s Association of Kansas. I am here
today to provide testimony in support of legislation I believe of
critical importance to people throughout the State of Kansas,
House Bill #3049.

Smoke detectors and smoke detector laws have been in existence
for sometime now. In Wichita, the then City Commission adopted a
ordinance providing for the installation and maintenance of these
life saving devices in 1982. During that year the states largest
city recorded only 2 residential fire fatalities, a truly
remarkable accomplishment. Prior to adoption of a smoke detector
ordinance we experienced an average fatality rate of 12 to 15
people per year. Since that time it has been reduced to an
average of about 8. This decrease would likely be less, however,
some of the deaths occurred in households with poorly maintained
or non-working smoke detectors.

Several groups have studied residential fire death experience,
most notably the National Fire Protection Association which
includes among its strategies to help reduce the loss of life
from fires; The installation and proper maintenance of smoke
detectors in individual households. Based upon their study of
the many factors that contribute to the large loss of life in a
fire, this one precaution could have a significant impact.

As you may know Kansas is one of very few states without a
statewide requirement for smoke detectors in residential
buildings. Our states fire fatality rate has been compared, not
very favorably with California and New York, states with
significantly larger populations and we are said to be woefully
behind the rest of the country. While this is disturbing we
should not be persuaded by comparisons with other places but
support this legislation because it is right.

The greatest number of fatal home fires occur between the hours
of midnight and 4 a.m., when most of us are asleep. Even though
this time is when fires are least likely to occur, those that do
occur are most deadly because they can go undetected. Many
people are overcome in their sleep. Having smoke detector
protection in your home is a key to fire survival

In one of the most comprehensive documents produced about the
nations fire problem, Fire In The United States, smoke detectors
are believed to account for a significant part of the decrease in
reported fires and fire deaths since the mid 1970s. 1In survey’s
conducted by the United States Fire Administration and data from
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the National Fire Incident Reporting System it has been
determined that the elderly and the very young are the groups at
highest risk. Children under 5 years of age continue to have
double the national average fire death rate. Risk of fire death
drops off sharply for children between 5 and 14, then increases
slowly with age. The elderly, people over 70, have one and one
half to three times the national average fire death rate. The
risk increases sharply for people over 80. However, two-thirds
of the people who die in fires are neither very young nor old;
the fire problem affects all age groups.

The residential portion of the fire problem accounts for three-
quarters of the fire deaths and two-thirds of the injuries to
civilians. It also accounts for more firefighter injuries than
any other occupancy.

Households that have reported fires appear much less likely to
have detectors than others. Either the people with detectors are
more safety conscious or the detectors allow early detection and
extinguishment by the occupants and are not reported. Both I
believe are good reasons to mandate smoke detectors.

As Fire Marshal of our state’s largest City, Vice President of
the Fire Marshal’s Association of Kansas, and a concerned Kansan,
I urge your support of House Bill #3049. With your support the
fire fatalities in Kansas can be positively impacted.

Thank you.
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The State Fire Marshal supports House Bill 3049. The State Fire
Marshal has broad regulatory powers to adopt "other safeguards,
protective measures or means adopted to render inherently safe from
the hazards of fire or the loss of life by fire any building or
other place in which people work, live or congregate from time to
time for any purpose, except buildings used wholly as dwelling
houses containing no more than two families." (KSA 31-132(a) (10)).
Unfortunately, 83% of the people killed by fire and 64% of those
injured by fire in Kansas are at home in these dwelling houses when
their death or injury occurs.

Fire is a problem in Kansas. Since 1985 more than 19,000 fires
have occurred at one and two family dwellings in Kansas. These
fires caused a conservative $144-million in reported property loss,
injured 926 and killed 220 Kansas citizens. In 50% of these
reported fires NO SMOKE DETECTOR WAS PRESENT; 46% of those injured
were in homes where NO SMOKE DETECTOR WAS PRESENT; 49% of those
killed by fire HAD NO SMOKE DETECTOR in their home.

As Chief of the Fire Prevention Division for the State Fire
Marshal, it is very frustrating to have the most significant Kansas
fire problem occurring in homes where I am prohibited from
effecting any corrective measures. I believe the approach taken by
House Bill 3049 will reduce the property and lives of Kansan's
annually sacrificed to fire. I thank you for not requiring the
State Fire Marshal to be the enforcer of these requirements in one
and two family dwellings. My Division is not able to keep up with
our current regulatory responsibilities. The thought of adding all
private Kansas dwellings to my inspection and enforcement universe
is not at the top of my wish list!

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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National studies have shown a two times greater chance of surviving
a fire if you have an operable smoke detector in your home. A
properly installed and maintained smoke detector provides critical
early warning to home occupants in case a fire occurs. Only 16% of
the reported fires occurred during nighttime hours, however 47% of
the deaths and 21% of the injuries occurred during this period.
Smoke detectors do not sleep, nor are they distracted by the
comings and going in a typical busy Kansas household. They are
designed to provide early detection of smoke and provide early
warning to the occupants no matter when the fire occurs.

Most fires start small and detection of a fire during it's early
minutes is critical to giving the occupants time to escape. Smoke
inhalation and burns caused 86% of reported casualties to the
Kansas citizens; 54% due to smoke from the fire and 32% from fire
related burns. Early detection will help reduce these statistics.
Early detection also means the fire department can be contacted
sooner which can shorten their response time and hopefully reduces
the amount of property lost.

We applaud the approach taken by this bill. It is an important
step towards ending the needless waste of Kansas money and people
lost to fire. I believe the effectiveness of this bill will need
to be supplemented by a vigorous state-wide public education
campaign to be truly successful. There are related issues which
will need to be addressed as well. Included are: installation and
maintenance of smoke detector equipment; what steps the home owner
should take when the detector sounds; and the importance of
practicing fire drills in your home. These issues are important as
well, since just providing a smoke detector does not give the
occupant the knowledge to what to do when fire occurs.

our fiscal note on this bill notes the need for public education to
support of this bill. As the focal point for the Fire Service in
Kansas, the State Fire Marshal is the logical source for
implementing and coordinating this public education information.

In my Division's FY93 budget regquest I have previously requested a
new position to perform what I view as the critical need for public
fire safety education at the state level. This position has not
yet been funded. However, I continue to firmly believe that the
effectiveness of any fire prevention, inspection or regulatory
program at any level MUST include a concerted public education if
it is to be successful. This include the provisions of this bill.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this issue.



Fire Marshals Association of Kansas

COMMITTEE ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT
HOUSE BILL #3049

February 25, 1992

My name is Larry D. Howard. I am a Fire Prevention Specialist with
the Emporia Fire Department, and President of the Fire Marshals
Association of Kansas.

I am here representing an organization of State and Local Fire
Marshals and Fire Prevention Officers with members across Kansas.

In fires, smoke inhalation is the leading cause of fire deaths
exceeding burns nearly two to one.

Fire Protection Structures and Design Book, published by the
National Emergency Tralnlng Center, states "Nat10nw1de use of smoke
detectors, installed in accordance with the location and audibility
requirements in the NFPA Standard for Installation of Household
Fire Warning Equipment, NFPA 74 alone can reduce residential fire
fatality rates by nearly 50%."

With the changes in the make up of household furnlshlngs, flnlshes,
and other materlals, mainly the introduction of more plastics in
buildings, there is more rapid smoke generation and toxic smoke
belng produced in severe fires today. Statistics show a slight
increase in smoke related fire deaths.

I have also given you copies of a partlal fire report of a fire on
the evening of October 22, 1989 occurring in Emporia, Kansas.

I have high-lighted the statement I want to draw your attention
to. It states "Fire appeared to have started 'in the kitchen area.
The smoke detector activating alerted the two occupants in the
house." The occupants were sleeping in a bedroom in the basement
and were awakened by this detector and were able to escape the
fire. This detector was still working following the fire. Doing
its job, attempting to alert the occupants of the fire.

Again, the Federal Emergency Management Agency data shows that when
a fire occurs, the risk of dying in a home without detectors is
twice the risk than homes where detectors are installed.

House Bill 3049 addresses our concerns and is based on natlcnally
recognlzed standards. By passing this bill we can all do our part

in preserving the property and loss of lives of the citizens of
Kansas.
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CITY OF EMPORIA, KANSAS FIRE REPORT
10-22-89

REPORTED BY: Gay Younkin

DATE:

OFFICER IN CHARGE:

Robert Binder

ALARM TImg; 2001

1026 Whilden

2006

DAY OF WEEK:_Sunday TIME IN SERVICE: 2322

?5¢l.0g

(Correct

Rhoads, Randv

Address)

(Census Tract)

N/A 316-342-1011

(Occupant’s Last Name)

Rhoads. Randv

(First)

1026 Whilden

(Middle Initial)

Emporia, Ks

(Room or Apt.#)

(Phone Number)

316-342-1011

(Owner’s Name and Address)

(Phone Number)

METHOD OF ALARM
FROM PUBLIC:

Phone-Direct
— Municipal Pull Box
XX Tie-Line (911)

Private Alarm System
Radio-FD/PD Vehicle
Not Classified

Direct/Verbal
— No Alarm Received/s
No Respanse

TYPE OF SITUATION FOUND:

XX Structure fire

— Outside storage/cropland
Vehicle fire

Brush, grass fire

Trash, rubbish fire
Explosion - no fire
Controlled burning
Malicious false

___ EMS Call

— Searcn

— Extrication

— Rescue-Not Classified
— Spill, leak w/0 ignition
— Excessive heat :
__ Power line down

— Bomb scare

Arcing Electric Equip.
Aircraft - Stand by
Chemical Emergency
Haz. Cond. - Stand by
Smoke, odor removal
Unauthorized burning
Smoke scare '
System Malfunction

— Unintentional false — Not Classified Other

RESPONDING APPARATUS: 22 (85) 33 44 &6 (77) BB 95 96 97 98 (R1) Al A2 A3
FIRST AID CALL: Equip. Used:

Victim Name: Alive Dead
Address: State Phone:

Problem:

VEHICLE FIRES: Insurance Co.: Address:

City: State: Driver: # of People in Vehicle:
Car: Truck: Motorcycle: Other:

Make: Year: Area Burned:

Cause of Fire:

f(

GRASS, PRAIRIE FIRES:

Estimate burned area by square block or acre:

Describe in detail all things damaged: (Telephone poles, fence, structures, etc.)

BUILDING FIRE: Progress of fire on arrival:_Fire was burning in kitchen area.

Area burned (Charred) list by
into the attic

roomss Also

point of origin: Origin in kitchen, extending

Height (stories): 2
Ceilings: sheet rock
What is believed to be source

Construction:
Inside Walls: sheet rock

of ignition:

wood-frame Roaf:asp. shingggpr;wood/I1lnoleum
Basement; concrete/wood

Kdchen Supe




N. NUMBER OF STORIES CONSTRUCTION TYFE

2 STORIES * 2 FROTECTED WOOD FRAME * 7

U. EXTENT OF FLAME DAMAGE EXTENT OF SMOKE DAMAGE

CONFIND ELDG CORIGIN * & CONFIND BLDG ORIGIN * &
F. DETECTOR FPERFORMANCE SFRINEKLER FERFORMANCE

IN RM OF FIRE/OFERATED % 1 NO EQUIF FRESENT * 8
C. TYFE MATERIAL GENERATING MOST SMOKE AVENUE SMOKE TRAVEL

SAakiN WoaD * 63 CORRIDOR * 2
F. FORM OF MATERIAL GENERATING MOST SMOKE

STRUCTURAL MEMEER * 17

YEAR MAKE - MODEL SERIAL NO. LICENSE NO.
5.
T. GENERAL ELECT
COMMENTS:

FIRE AFFEARED TO HAVE STARTED IN THE KITCHEN AREA. THE SOUND OF &1
THE SMOKE DETECTORS ACTIVATING ALERTED THE TWO OCCUFANTS IN THE 62
HOUSE. FIRE EXTENDED INTO THE ATTIC EBUT WAS CONFINED BEFORE IT &3
TRAVELED VERY FAR. MRS5. RHOADS INHALED SOME SMOKE AND WAS TREA &4

TED WITH OXYGEN AT THE SCENE EY CAFTAIN YOUNKIN. 65

MEMBER MAKING REFORT (IF DIFFER:NT FRUM EOVE DATE

OFFI IN CH E (NMAME. FOSITIO A SIGNMENT) DATE
et e e Sty ST Capizin oAl 5T




ALARM RESPONSE: Engine #: 25 Hrs.: 3 Min.: 21 Pumped:yes _ Gallons used: ]QB
r:

Hose: 2 1/2:__ 0 1 374:__200' 1 1/2: 0 Booster: 0 LDH: Othe

Feet of Ladders: 48" Other Equipment: Generator, Lights, Fans, Axes, Hand ligh
Hydrant used: 0 — % of Men Responding: 4 Comments: Scotts

ALARM RESPONSE: Engine #:_77 Hrs.: 1 Min.: 30 Pumped: no Gallons used: O

‘Hoses 2 1/2: 0 1 374:__ 0 1 1/2: 0 Booster: 0 LDH: 400'  Qther:

Feet of Ladders: 0 Other Equipment: Manpower

Hydrant used:]10t+h & Whilden# of Men Responding: 4 Comments:

ALARM RESPONSE: Engine #:_R-]1 Hrs.: 3 Min.:_21 Pumped: no Gallons used: O
Hose: 2 1/2: 0 1 3/4:__Q 1 1/2: 0 Booster:_ 0 LDH:___ 0 Other: 0
Feet of Ladders: 0 Other Equipment: Geperator, Light reel, Scotts

Hydrant used: 0 # of Men Responding: 2 Comments:

ALARM RESPONSE: Engine #: Hrs.: Min.: Pumped:___ Gallons used:

Hose: 2 1/2: 1 3/4: 1 1/2: Booster: LDH: Other:

Feet of Ladders: Other Equipment:
Hydrant used: # of Men Responding: Comments:
_——— = —
ALARM RESPONSE: Engine #: Hrs.: Min.: Pumped: Gallons used:

Hose: 2 1/2: 1 374 1 t/2: Booster: LDH: » Other:

' Feet of Ladders: Other Equipment:
Hydrant used: # of Men Responding: Comments:

wJeRIES: @ .
INJURIES: : o , S o

List anyone burned or injured (Firefighters also):

REPORT FIRE DEPARTMENT LAYOUT:

DIAGRAMS:

ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: Fire appeared to have started 22 the kitchen area.
The sound of the smoke detectors activating alerted “two occupants in the
house. Fire extended into the attic but was confined before it traveled
very far. Mrs. Rhoads inhaled some smoke and was treated with oxygen at the
scene by Captain Younkin.



KANSAS STATE ASSOCIATION OF FIRE CHIEFS

EXECUTIVE BOARD

PRESIDENT
Chief Don Bradbury, Sr.
Elils County Fire District 1

SECRETARY - TREASURER
Chief Richard Maginot
Soldier Twp. Flre Department

1308 S. Washington : : 800 NW 46th
Ellls, Kansas 67637 Feb ruary 25 ! 199 2 Topeka, Kansas 66617
913-726-3340 . 913-286-2123

FIRST VICE PRESIDENT
Chief Jim McSwaln

Lawrence Fire Department

746 Kentucky

Lawrence, Kansas §6044

913-841.9400

SECOND VICE PRESIDENT
Chief Richard Kiaus

Ellis Co. Rural Fire Dist. 1

P.O. Box 522

Hays, Kansas 67601

TRUSTEES

Chief H.A. (Buck) Hartley
Shawnee Fire Department
6501 Quivira Rd.
Shawnee, Kansas 66216
913-631-1080

Chlef Alec Hrabe
Stockton Fire Department
115 Walnut
Stockton, Kansas 67669
913-425-7162

Chiet William H. Harper Il

Overland Park Fire Department

9550 W, 95th :
Overland Park, Kansas 66212
913-888-6066

PAST PRESIDENT

Chief Raiph E. Green
Ef Dorado Fire Department
220 East 1st Ave,
Ef Dorado, Kansas 87042
318-321-9100

NORTHWEST

Chief Ivan Lee
Colby Fire Department
585 North Frankin
Colby, Kansas 67701
913-462-3973

SOUTHWEST

Battalllon Chlef Steven A. Zerr
Garden Clty Fire Department
2204 N. 6th
Garden City, Kansas 67846
316-267-1140

My name is James Woydziak, and I am the Fire Chief
for the City of Emporia and Lyon County Fire District #4.
I am speaking to you today as a representative of the
Kansas State Association of Fire Chiefs.

The Kansas State Association of Fire Chiefs urges
this committee to pass H.B. 3049 to the full house with
a favorable recommendation. We believe that this bill
would be directly responsible for saving lives in Kansas
from fire and smoke inhalation.

According to the National Fire Protection
Association, "In 1977, most states had no home smoke
detector requirements of any kind. By 1983, most states
had a home smoke detector law, but most still did not
cover existing single-family homes, by far the largest
segment of the population. By 1988, most states had laws
that extended to all homes, new or existing, but most
still did not mandate code. compliant, every-level
coverage. The trend in state laws is clear - more
complete and more thorough laws - but the process is
still far from complete." Passage of this bill into law
would help complete this national picture.

House Bill 3049 as written, would provide every-
level protection as recommended by National Building and
Fire Codes and the National Fire Protection Association.
Studies have shown that the presence of smoke detectors
in homes reduces the risk of dying in a fire by roughly
half. By passing this bill, the State of Kansas can help
ensure the safety of it's citizens in the event of a
serious fire.

REGIONAL RERESENTATIVES
NORTHCENTRAL SOUTHCENTRAL NORTHEAST
Chief Tom Girard Chief Bill Rowe Major Richard Barr
Salina Fire Dapartment Arkansas City Fire Department Lawrence Fire Department
222 West Eim 116 South D 746 Kentucky
Salina, Kansas 67401 Arkansas City, Kansas 67005 Lawrence, Kansas 66044
913-827-0411 316-442-4140 913-841-9400

SOUTHEAST
Chiet Gene Tucker

Montgomery County Fire Marshal

Route 4 Box 114

Coffeyville, Kansas 67337

316-3912710 0,250 )
Zllak., 5
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State of Kansas
Joan Finney, Governor

Department of Health and Environment
Azzie Young, Ph.D., Secretary

Reply to:

Testimony presented to
House Local Government Committee
by
The Kansas Department of Health and Environment

House Bill 3049

I am pleased to present testimony today in support of House Bill 3049 which requires that
all new and existing one- and two-family residences in Kansas be equipped with operable
smoke detectors.

Smoke detectors are known to be reliable, inexpensive means of providing an early warning
of house fires. Evaluation of the effectiveness of smoke detectors reveals that they reduce
the potential of death in 85% of fires and the potential of severe injuries in 88%. The one-
time installation of a smoke detector and the need for only periodic maintenance (battery
replacement in battery-operated models) makes it one of the most effective interventions
available for preventing deaths from fires. Installation of electric rather than batter-
operated models eliminates the need for battery replacement, thereby increasing the
likelihood of adequate early warning.

Kansas is one of nine states in this country that still Tlacks state smoke detector
Tegislation for one and two-family dwellings. Twenty nine of the 52 deaths (56%) and 147
of the 297 injuries (49%) from fire in Kansas in 1990 occurred in one and two-family
dwellings.

Kansas ranked 4th of 42 reporting states for residential structure fire deaths per 1,000
fires in 1989. Kansas ranked 10th in injuries per 1,000 fires. Much of the problem may be
attributed to the fact that while national figures indicate that only 26% of homes are not
equipped with smoke detectors, in 1990 47% of Kansas homes with fires did not have smoke
detectors and over 43% of the injuries and 41% of the deaths occurred in homes without smoke
detectors.

Fires are especially hazardous to Kansas’ children. In fact, deaths due to fire and burn
injuries are the second leading cause of death for children in the 0-4 age group.
Furthermore, in a 1985-87 study of children’s deaths in Kansas, fire and burn injury death
rates were 4.3 times higher in lTow-income children than for non-low-income children.
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The Kansas Department of Health and Environment supports efforts to decrease the incidence
of preventable injuries. In response to the problem of childhood injury, the Department has
designated a steering committee to develop a Kansas SAFE KIDS Campaign. Smoke detector
installation in all residences in Kansas would significantly reduce the number of injuries
and deaths due to fire in our state.

Testimony presented by: Paula Marmet
Director
Office of Chronic Disease and Health Promotion
February 25, 1992



