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RE: 2000 International Plumbing Code/Uniform Plumbing Code Review

The following is a general review of the 2000 versions of both the International Plumbing Code
and the Uniform Plumbing Code. The review was prepared by Edward Saltzberg, PE, CEM,
CIPE, and J. Richard Wagner, PE, CIPE. The review was undertaken with the health and safety
of the consumer as the prime concern. However, other factors considered in our review were the
life cycle cost of systems, the ease of enforcement, clarity of the code, plumbing engineering cri-
teria, and any other reservations that the writers may have had concerning the respective provi-
sions of the two codes. This review is not intended as a paragraph by paragraph comparison of
the two code documents, but merely a comparison of the significant variations between the two
documents and was modified from our 1997 code review. Therefore, we have used a vertical line
(]) in the margin to indicate a change from the 1997 review and an arrow (-») in the margin to

indicate a deletion from the 1997 review.

A. CHAPTER 1-ADMINISTRATION

1-1. IPC PREFACE. The section Maintenance contains a significant disclaimer which
reads, "While the development procedure of the International Plumbing Code as-
sures the highest degree of care, BOCA, ICBO, SBCCI, their members and those
participating in the development of this code do not accept any liability resulting
from compliance or noncompliance with the provisions given herein, for any re-
strictions imposed on materials or processes, or for the completeness of the text.
BOCA, ICBO and SBCCI do not have power or authority to police or enforce
compliance with the contents of this code. Only the governmental body that en-

acts the code into law has such authority."
The UPC does not contain such a disclaimer.
1-2 IPC Marginal Markings. The code indicates that solid vertical lines in the margins
within the body of the code indicate a change from the requirements of the 1997 edi-

tion {except where a change was minoi) [emphasis added]. Deletion indicators (—)

* A brief hio on each writer is Included at the end of this report. A complete Curriculum Vitae on each writer is available



are provided in the margin where a paragraph or item has been deleted {ifthe deletion
resulted in a change ofrequirements) [emphasis added].

In the UPC a vertical line denotes any change and an arrow denotes any dele-
tion.

IPC Section 101.2 has been revised. Fuel gas piping is no longer regulated by the
IPC. -

Fuel gas piping is within the scope of the UPC.

IPC Section 102.8, Referenced codes and standards. The code indicates that
those codes listed in Chapter 13 are considered part of the requirement of this
code and, therefore, an enforcement agent must have copies of all of those codes

and become thoroughly familiar with them.

The UPC attempts to have as much as possible within the body of the code
and not refer to or incorporate other codes as part of the UPC. The 2000
UPC contains 380 pages, compared to 131 pages in the 2000 IPC.

IPC Section 103.4, Restriction of employees. This section has restrictions on
work that employees of a plumbing inspection department may perform and this
section may be in conflict with the administration sections of the local code and,
therefore, it is normally not included as part of a plumbing code.

The UPC does not include such a restriction.

IPC Section 103.5, Liability. This section removes any liability from employ-
ees. However, from a legalistic standpoint, this section may not be valid and may
be in conflict with city attorneys' rules and regulations or state interpretations.

The UPC docs not include such a provision.

IPC Section 104.2, Rule-making authority. This section gives the code official
the authority to adopt and promulgate rules and regulations regarding the Code.

The UPC does not address rule making by the Administrative Authority.
Such authority is normally included in the ordinance that created the Ad-
ministrative Authority and/or in the adopting ordinance for the plumbing

code.

IPC Section 105.1, Modifications, and 105.2, Alternative materials, methods
and equipment. This section is essentially the same as what is included under
UPC Section 301.2, Alternate Materials and Methods.



1-9.

1-10.

IPC Section 109, MEANS OF APPEAL. This section provides means of ap-
pealing the decision of the code official. It includes the appeal board, board mem-
bership, qu ilification of members, board officers, meetings, and open hearings.

The UPC does not address the filing of appeals and the administration of an
appeal board. Such authority is normally included in the ordinance that cre-
ated the Administrative Authority and/or in the adopting ordinance for the

plumbing code.

On other matters of administration, the IPC and UPC have similar requirements

and address those issues that need to be in the Administrative chapter of a

plumbing code.

CHAPTER 2 -DEFINITIONS

2-1

2-2.

2-3.

2-4

IPC Section 202, GENERAL DEFINITIONS - ACCEPTED ENGINEERING

PRACTICE. The IPC includes a definition for this phrase and the UPC does not.

IPC Section 202, GENERAL DEFINITIONS - ALTERNATIVE ENGI-
NEERED DESIGN. The last sentence of the IPC definition indicates "The sys-
tem design is not specifically regulated by Chapters 3 through 12". Therefore, as
part of any new design, an engineer would have to include all of the appropriate
sections of the codes that were to still be enforced as part of his/her submission to
give the code official something with which to inspect and approve the alternative
engineered design, as the entire body of the IPC has been deleted by this defini-

tion.

The UPC includes alternative engineering methods under Section 301.2, Al-
ternate Material and Methods which still requires compliance with the re-

maining provisions of the UPC.

IPC Section 202, GENERAL DEFINITIONS - FLOOD ZONES. The IPC de-
fines two different flood zones, flood hazard zone, A Zone, and high hazard zone,
V Zone. While the definition seems clear, there are many areas, such as mountain
areas, where locations are not normally subject to flooding but could be during
heavy rainstorms where runoffs could have high velocity water. Therefore, from
an engineering standpoint it would be somewhat hard to define which zone a spe-

cific building is located in.
The UPC does not contain this confusing item.

IPC Section 202, GENERAL DEFINITIONS - TYPE A AND TYPE B

DWELLING UNITS. The IPC indicates a change in Type A dwelling and yet
there is no change from the wording of the 1997 IPC. However, Type B dwelling
unit was changed from the 1997 IPC and it is not noted as a change.
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CHAPTER 3 - GENERAL REGULATIONS

3-1.

3-2.

3-3.

3-4.

IPC Section 303.2, Installation of materials. The material manufacturer's in-
stallation instructions are superseded by the installation provisions of the stan-
dard for that particular material. This could prevent a manufacturer from dictating
the installation requirements for a specific material or product for which it is re-

sponsible.

UPC Section 310.4 requires that material be installed according to the code
and the manufacturers recommendations. If there are conflicts, the more

stringent is used.

IPC Section 303.4, Third-party testing and certification. The IPC has
changed from requiring plumbing products and materials to be labeled by an ap-
proved agency to having them either tested or certified by a third party as indi-
cated in Table 303.4. The IPC defines "third-party certification agency", "third-
party certified"”, and "third-party tested", but it does not define the relationship

between the third party and the first and second parties.

UPC Section 301.1.1 requires that all pipe, pipe fittings, traps, fixtures, ma-
terial, and devices used in a plumbing system must be listed or labeled by a
listing agency. The UPC defines "labeled”, "listed", and "listing agency".
The requirements of the IPC and UPC produce essentially the same end re-
sults with regard to the compliance of products and materials to accepted

standards.

The IPC does not have any method to determine the minimum size of the hanger
rods supporting pipe.

Table 3-1 of the UPC indicates the size of the pipe and the minimum rod
size for hanging various size piping.

IPC Table 308.5, HANGER SPACING. An exception to Table 308.5 in Section
308.5 that is new in the 2000 IPC is that the interval of support to provide for
expansion and contraction of any piping material must be handled as an alternative
engineered design in accordance with IPC Section 105.4. This requires the input
of a registered design professional for each project requiring provisions for the ex-
pansion and contraction of any piping. The reason for this unusual requirement is
not obvious. Also, providing for expansion and contraction involves more than

support spacing.



In the IPC, the maximum support spacing for ABS and PVC drainage pipe is four
feet horizontally and ten feet vertically, with mid-story guides for pipe 2" and

smaller.

UPC Table 3-2 requires mid-story guides for all sizes of ABS and PVC
drainage pipe. In addition, it requires provisions for expansion at 30-foot in-
tervals per the IAPMO Installation Standards for ABS and PVC drainage
pipe. The provisions for expansion and contraction of such piping are ad-
dressed by the UPC and do not need to be handled as an alternative engi-

neered design.

IPC Table 308.5, HANGER SPACING. This section lists support spacing for
aluminum tubing, but aluminum tubing is not an approved material for any IPC

piping systems.
The UPC does not list this material.

IPC Table 308.5, HANGER SPACING. Lists maximum vertical support spac-
ing but does not refer to the base of risers or support at floor levels. (Section

308.9 addresses base of stacks only.)

UPC Table 3-2 is generally more detailed. It specifically calls for vertical
support at the base of risers and at floor levels.

BPC Table 308.5, HANGER SPACING. Footnote "a" requires that hangers shall
be increased to 10-foot spacing where 10-foot lengths of cast iron pipe are used,
(Emphasis added.) Furthermore, industry standards call for the supports to be
within 18 inches of the joints in cast iron soil pipe. The IPC does not require this.

UPC Table 3-2 says "may be increased.” (Emphasis added.) There is no
reason to prohibit support spacings of less than 10 feet in 10-foot lengths of
pipe. Also, the UPC requires that the supports be within 18 inches of the

joints.

IPC Section 308.6, Sway bracing. This section requires rigid-support sway
bracing for_all [emphasis added] pipe 4" and larger at turns greater than 45 degrees.

This requirement seems excessive to the writers.

UPC Table 3-2 requires sway braces only for cast iron soil pipe (all sizes)
and only at 40-foot intervals.

IPC Section 308.7, Anchorage. Calls for restraining anchors on all drain pipe 4"
and larger at changes in direction and where the pipe size changes by two (2) pipe
sizes. This appears to be based on no-hub cast iron soil pipe, but the IPC does

not say so.



3-10.

3-11.

3-12.

3-13.

3-14.

UPC Table 3-2 requires bracing on cast iron pipe at 40-foot intervals to pre-
vent horizontal movement.

IPC Section 309, FLOOD PROOFING. The subjective classification of flood
hazard zones is addressed, however, the means by which flood proofing is to be

achieved are not described.

The 2000 IPC defines flood hazard zone (A Zone) and high hazard zone (V Zone),
but has the same requirements for flood proofing for both zones. However, it
contains no indication of how to satisfy these requirements.

The UPC does not address how to flood proofa plumbing installation.

IPC Sectian 312, TESTS AND INSPECTIONS. Includes tests for drain and
vent piping, water supply pipe, sewers, and backflow preventers. These re-

quirements are not included in the individual chapters.

The UPC includes individual test requirements of drain and vent, water sup-
ply, sewers, and backflow preventer assemblies, etc., in the specific individ-

ual chapters.

IPC Section 312.9, Inspection and testing of backflow prevention assem-
blies. This section is revised in the 2000 IPC, but it still has some confusing re-
quirements. All backflow prevention devices, even air gaps and non-testable de-
vices, must now be inspected annually for proper operation. There are no re-
quirements on how to inspect these devices. However, like the UPC, testable de-
vices must now be tested at the time of installation, after repairs or relocation, and

at least annually.

The UPC, national backflow prevention organizations, and device manufac-
turers do not require annual inspections of non-testable devices and air gaps.

The IPC does not specifically address plumbing in food handling establishments
except for indirect waste, Section 802.1.1.

The UPC addresses special plumbing requirements for food handling estab-
lishments in Sections 318.0 and 412.3.

IPC Section 313.1 references the International Energy Conservation Code, but
that code is not listed in Chapter 13 - Referenced Standards.

The UPC does not address equipment efficiencies. The requirements of the
energy conservation code that is adopted by thejurisdiction would apply.



3-15.

3-16.

Section 314.2.2, Drain pipe materials and sizes. The IPC requires air condi-
tioning condensate drain piping, but does not provide any information as to re-

quired sizing.

The UPC in Table 8-2 provides minimum required condensate drain pipe
size.

Section 314.2.3, Auxiliary and Secondary Drain Systems. The IPC provides
requirements in the plumbing code for the secondary drain par which is usually
provided by the HVAC contractor. Therefore, the plumbing inspector is required
to approve equipment furnished under another scope of work.

The UPC does not include this provision.

CHAPTER 4 - FIXTURES, FAUCETS, AND FIXTURE FITTINGS

4-1.

4-2.

4-3.

IPC Table 403.1, MINIMUM NUMBER OF PLUMBING FACILITIES. This
table generally requires fewer plumbing fixtures than UPC Table 4-1.

The current trend in the plumbing industiy is to increase the minin.jm num-
ber of required fixtures due to complaints of inadequate "potty parity”.

IPC Section 404, ACCESSIBLE PLUMBING FACILITIES. This section has
requirements for Type A and Type B dwelling units in residential occupancies but
still does not define what these types are. IPC Section 404.1 requires that acces-
sible plumbing fixtures comply with IPC Section 404 and ICC/ANSI A117.1.
Section 404 ha", been revised to reference ICC/ANSI A117.1 for ordinary accessi-
ble plumbing facilities and includes additional requirements for unisex facilities,
which ICC/ANSI A177.1 does not address.

UPC Section 408.7 defers to the applicable building regulations for accessi-
bility requirements for plumbing fixtures and facilities. Table 14-1, Manda-
tory Referenced Standards, lists A117.1 except that it lists the CABO
A117.1-92 edition. The UPC does not address unisex facilities, for which
there are no nationally recognized requirements.

IPC Section 406, AUTOMATIC CLOTHES WASHERS. The IPC requires the
installation of either an integral air gap or an external backflow preventer for a do-
mestic clothes washer. The IPC fails to recognize that the industry standard for
domestic clothes washers requires that they have an internal air gap. The mention
of a possible external backflow preventer creates confusion in the field and fre-
quently results in the installation of unnecessary devices by uninformed persons.



4-4.

4-5.

4-6.

4-7.

The UPC recognizes that domestic clothes washers have internal backflow
protection. UPC Section 603.4.7 specifically excludes clothes washer hose
connections from required backflow protection.

IPC Section 409, DISHWASHING MACHINES. The IPC requires either an air
gap or a backflow preventer for domestic and commercial dishwashers. The IPC
fails to recognize that the industry standards for dishwashing machines require
that they have an internal air gap. -The mention of a possible external backflow
preventer creates confusion in the field and frequently results in the installation of

unnecessary devices by uninformed persons.

The UPC recognizes that dishwashing machines have built-in backflow pro-
tection and does not mention the possible need for external devices.

IPC Section 412.4, Public Laundries and Central Washing Facilities. The
2000 IPC still does not require floor drains in public toilet rooms.

UPC Section 412.2.1 requires floor drains in public toilet rooms having two
(2) or more water closets or a combination of one (1) water closet and one
(1) urinal to accommodate housekeeping and the possible overflow of fix-

tures.

IPC Section 419.2, Substitution for water closets. The IPC now permits uri-
nals to be substituted for 67% of the minimum required number of water closets
instead of 50%. IPC Table 403.1 lists only required water closets.

UPC Table 4-1 lists minimum required numbers of both water closets and
urinals for males. If the number of urinals is increased above the minimum,
one required water closet can be deducted for each additional urinal, except
that the number of water closets cannot be reduced to less than 2/3 of the
minimum requirements. The UPC provides more water closets and urinals
than the IPC in most occupancies and assures an adequate number of water

closets.

IPC Section 426.1, MANUAL FOOD AND BEVERAGE DISPENSING
EQUIPMENT. This new section requires that such equipment conform to
ANSI/NSF 18. This now makes the Administrative Authority for plumbing re-
sponsible for this equipment, which is not considered plumbing equipment.

The UPC does not include manual food and beverage dispensing equipment
in its scope, except for any required potable water connections or provisions

for drainage.

CHAPTER 5-WATER HEATERS



5-1. Section 502.1, General. The IPC references the International Fuel Gas Code for
gas-fired water heaters.

The UPC includes complete requirements for gas-fired water heaters in its
Chapter 5. Gas piping is included in Chapter 12 and appliance venting is in

Appendix C.

5-2. IPC Section 505.1, Unfired vessel insulation. This section requires specific in-
sulation on unfired vessels.

The UPC does not contain this requirement. It would be regulated by the
local energy conservation code.

CHAPTER 6 - WATER SUPPLY AND DISTRIBUTION

6-1. BPC Chapter 6, WATER SUPPLY AND DISTRIBUTION. This section does
not contain a water pipe sizing procedure. IPC Section 604.1 requires that piping
be sized per "accepted engineering practice™. It also requires that methods used to
determine pipe sizes shall be approved, but it does not say how or by whom.
Furthermore, it does not refer to Appendix E, which is supposedly an acceptable

method.

UPC Section 610.0 coders sizing potable water piping. UPC Table 6-5 is
used for sizing smaller systems of up to 50 water supply fixture units
(WSFU) and 200 feet maximum length without a great deal of engine 2ring. In
addition, UPC Section 610.10 provides a mechanism for adapting flush valve
fixtures in these moderate size systems that does not require the utilization
of the engineered method to size the piping. This makes it much more con-
venient for the plumbing contractors, the plumbing inspectors for checking,
and the engineers who do not want to do a lot of detailed engineering. Sys-
tems having more than 50 WSFU can be sized by Table 6-5 up to 1000 feet
maximum, by the procedures in Appendix A, or by Appendix L.

6-2. IPC Section 604.3, Water distribution system design criteria. The "condi-
tions of peak demand"” under which fixtures are expected to perform according to
Table 604.3 are not described. Furthermore, IPC Table 604.3 is not consistent

with IPC Table 604.4 as noted below:
a. A lavatory that flows 2.5 gpm at 60 psig will not flow 2 gpm at 8 psig.

b. A shower head that flows 2.5 gpm at 60 psig will not flow 3 gpm at 8 psig
nor 3.0 gpm at 20 psig.

C. A sink faucet that flows 2.2 gpm at 60 psig will not flow 2.5 gpm at 8 psig.



6-3.

6-4.

6-5.

6-6.

d. Table C04.4 lists 2.5 gpm maximum for showers but Table 604.3 lists 3 gpm
required design flow.

e. Table 604.4 lists 0.5 gpm for public lavatories but Table 604.3 lists 2 gpm
design for all lavatories. The flow rate of 0.5 gpm is associated with self-

closing faucets.

f. In Table 604.4, the quantity of 0.25 gallons per metering cycle does not ap-
ply to all self-closing faucets, only the metering type.

The UPC provides a means for sizing water piping systems using flow
values that are coordinated with current water conservation standards.

(See UPC comment in Item 6-1 above.)

IPC Table 604.3, WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM DESIGN CRITERIA,
REQUIRED CAPACITIES AT FIXTURE SUPPLY PIPE OUTLETS. This ta-
b1? lists 8 psi flow pressure at the water supply pipe outlet for two-piece water
clo”s. However, many ultra low flow water closets require higher water pres-

sure for proper flushing. The IPC does not address this.

UPC Section 608.1, Inadequate Water Pressure, requires 15 psi minimum
pressure at fixtures, and higher if required by the fixtures and/or fixture fit-

tings.

The IPC does not dictate where self-closing and self-closing metering faucets are
required to be installed.

UPC Section 402.6 requires that self-closing or self-closing metering faucets
be installed on lavatories intended to serve the transient public, such as those
in, but not limited to, service stations, train stations, airports, restaurants,
and convention halls. This is consistent with current water conservation

practices.

IPC Section 604.5, Size of fixture supply. This section allows up to a 30" re-
duced-size flexible tubing supply to each fixture. This can create a significant
pressure drop, "specially in light of the IPCs already reduced water pipe size al-

lowance. (Also see Item 6-7 below.)

UPC Table 6-4 requires 1/2" minimum supply pipes to all fixtures. There-
fore, 30" reduced-size flexible connectors will still provide sufficient water

pressure and flow at the fixtures.

IPC Table 604.5, MINIMUM SIZES OF FIXTURE WATER SUPPLY PIPES.
This section permits 3/8" fixture water supply pipes for the following fixtures:



Bidets

Drinking fountains

Lavatories

Flush tank water closets
Flushometer tank water closets

The pressure loss created by 3.0 gallons per minute for a water closet in 3/8" PEX
is 32.4 psig for a 60-foot run. This is excessive pressure loss.

UPC Table 6-4 requires 1/2" minimum supply pipe to all fixtures.

IPC Table 604.5, MINIMUM SIZES OF FIXTURE WATER SUPPLY PIPES,
Footnote "a". This footnote states "Where the developed length of the distribu-
tion line is 60 feet or less, and tine available pressure at the meter is a minimum of
35 psi, the minimum size of an individual distribution line supplied from a mani-
fold and installed as part of a parallel water distribution system shall be one nomi-
nal tube size smaller than the sizes indicated.” (Emphasis added.)

This footnote requires the'; all parallel water distribution supply lines that were
3/8" be reduced to 1/4" and 1/2" supply lines be reduced to 3/8". This mandatory
reduction in size will not allow the required flow of water to the fixtures as re-
quired by Table 604.3. For example, for a shower with 2.5 gpm flow in 60 feet of
3/8" PEX equals 23.5 psig loss; residual required pressure of 8 psig; elevational
loss of, say, six pounds; meter loss of, say, 2.0 psi, equals a total of 39.5 psig
losses without fitting losses. However, this pipe size reduction can be used with
an incoming pressure of only 35 psig. Therefore, the water system cannot pro-
vide the required residual pressure and flow to the fixtures. Furthermore, if tem-
perature controlled shower mixing valves or ultra low flow water closets are in-
stalled which require higher than 8 pounds residual pressure then the pressure de-

ficiency is even greater.
UPC Table 6-4 requires 1/2" minimum supply pipe to all fixtures.

IPC Section 604.9, Water hammer. This section states that "The flow velocity
of the water distribution system shall be controlled to reduce the possibility of
water hammer." Flow velocities are "controlled" by pipe sizing. However, the
IPC does not limit the flow velocities for the various water distribution piping ma-

terials.

The UPC limits the flow velocities in various piping materials in its Installa-
tion Standards.

IPC Section 604.10.1, Manifold sizing. This section requires that the manifold
shall be sized on the basis of the summation of the gpm demand of all the outlets



6-10.

6-11.

6-12.

6-13.

(fixtures) supplied by the manifold. This oversizes the manifold because it does
not allow for normally accepted diversity in the use of fixtures, i.e., normally all
fixtures do not operate at the same time.

The UPC allows manifolds to be sized on the basis of the same diversity as
is used in sizing water piping.

IPC Table 604.10.1, MANIFOLD SIZING. This table has two columns, veloc-
ity at 4 feet and velocity at 8 feet per second. However, there is nothing in the
IPC to dictate oi mandate which column an individual is to utilize in sizing the wa-

ter system manifold.

The UPC limits the velocity in various materials in its Installation Standards.

IPC Table 605.5, WATER DISTRIBUTION PIPE. This table does not prohibit
the use of plastic insert fittings in polybutylene (PB) tubing. It also does not ref-
erence ASTM F1390 for metal insert fittings for PB tubing. However, IPC Sec-
tion 605.19.3, Mechanical joints, mentions metallic lock rings but does not pro-
hibit plastic insert fittings. The manufacturers of polybutylene tubing have
blamed the failure of the product on the use of plastic insert fittings. They now

recommend only brass insert fittings.

The UPC no longer approves PB piping for water systems due to the num-
ber of failures and lawsuits. Also, some jurisdictions prohibit flexible fixture
supplies that are PB because of deterioration and failure because of the chlo-

rine in public water systems.

IPC Section 605.16.2, Solvent cementing. The IPC now permits ASTM
D2846 CPVC pipe and fittings up through 2" size to be solvent cemented with
ASTM F493 yellow cement without the use of a primer.

UPC Section 316.1.6 requires that CPVC and PVC pipe and fittings be
cleaned andjoined with listed primer(s) and solvent cements(s). There is
currently no consensus among the manufacturers of pipe, fittings, and sol-
vent cements that adequate joints can be made without using a primer.
There is concern among designers, installers, and code officials about mixing
pipe, fittings, and solvent cements from different manufacturers who have
different recommendations regarding the use of one-step solvent cements.

IPC Section 605.22.1, Copper or copper-alloy tubing to galvanized steel
pipe. This section does not restrict the joining of copper tubing and galvanized
steel pipe except for how thejoining is to be made. Also the IPC does not require
such dissimilarjoint connections to be exposed or accessible.
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6-16.

6-17.

6-18.

UPC Section 604.1 indicates that all material used in the water supply sys-
tem, except valves and similar devices, shall be of a like material, except
where otherwise approved by the Administrative Authority. Furthermore,
UPC Section 311.6 indicates that except for necessary valves where inter-
membering or mixing of dissimilar metals occurs, the point of connection
shall be confined to exposed or accessible locations.

IPC Section 606.2, Location of shutoff valves. Paragraph 2 requires a shutoff
valve ahead ofevery sillcock.

The UPC does not have this mandatory requirement for all sillcocks. Shut-
off valves could be installed if the installer wanted them.

EPC Section 606.4, Valve ldentification. This section requires that all service
valves, hose bibb valves, and valves not located adjacent to fixtures shall be identi-
fied. Itis assumed that "hose bibb valves" are the shutoff valves required in 606.2

and not the hose bibb itself.

The UPC does not require valve identification. The function of most shutoff
valves is obvious. Typical specifications for commercial construction work

generally require labeling of valves.

IPC Table 606.5.4, SIZES FOR OVERFLOW PIPES FOR WATER SUPPLY
TANKS. This table provides the required size for overflow pipes from various
sizes of storage tanks. However, normally the overflow pipe size is dictated only
by the size of the water supply pipe inlet. (The amount of water entering the
tank and not by the size of the tank.) Therefore, if the tank has a 1" supply pipe
it might have a 2" overflow. However, this table does not relate to the size of the
inlet pipe, but simply to the capacity of the storage tank. This results in ex-
tremely large overflow pipe sizes. The IPC seems to be overly conservative on

this.
The UPC does not have this excessive requirement.

IPC Table 606.5.7, SIZE OF DRAIN PIPES FOR WATER TANKS. This table
dictates the mandatory size of a drain pipe from a water storage tank. This ex-
tremely oversized drain piping might create serious damage as to where this large
volume of water drainage is going to discharge. Furthermore, if someone wishes to
take a little longer to drain a tank, why does the IPC restrict them? The IPC

seems to be overly conservative on this.
The UPC does not contain this requirement.

IPC Section 607.2, Hot water supply temperature maintenance. This section
requires that if a fixture is beyond 100 feet developed length from the water
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heater, a means for maintaining temperature shall be provided to within 100 feet of
the fixture. This procedure achieves very little in energy conservation or water
conservation with the allowance of 100 feet of unmaintained hot water supply. In
many cases, this could require that only the first few feet of hot water pipe be in-

sulated.

The UPC does not address hot water maintenance systems, however, the
various state energy conservation laws do address this subject.

IPC Section 607.2.1, Piping insulation. This section is not clear as to where
insulation is required on hot water piping. Is it required only on the maintained
piping, or the circulated supply and return piping, and is insulation required only
to within 100 feet of the farthest fixture?

The UPC does not have requirements for thermal insulation on hot water
piping. The requirements of the energy conservation code for the jurisdic-

tion would apply.

IPC Section 607.3.1, Pressure-reducing valve. This section is very confusing
being that the requirement for a means of controlling expansion is only required for
service pipes 2" and smaller, which seems strange to the writers. Secondly, there
is no indication that a device to control thermal expansion is required if the in-
coming pressure is higher than the relief valve pressure so that subsequently the
integral bypass on a pressure-reducing valve would be non-functioning and, there-
fore, the system would have no provision to compensate for thermal expansion.

The UFC addresses this problem very clearly in the third par ih of Sec-
tion 608.3 where it indicates that if the water supply pressure i. .gher thrn
the relief valve setting, a means of addressing thermal expansion must be
provided regardless of the size of the water service.

IPC Table 603.15.1, MINIMUM REQUIRED AIR GAPS. In the IPC table
"with effective openings not greater than 3/4" in diameter close to the wall," the
minimum required air gap is 2-1/2", which is more restrictive than the UPC, which

is only 2-1/4".

IPC Section 608.16.3, Heat exchangers. This section uses the terms "essen-
tially toxic" and "essentially non-toxic" to address restrictions on the use of single-
wall heat exchangers for domestic hot water. The IPC defines essentially non-
toxic in Section 202, GENERAL DEFINITIONS, as having a Gosselin rating of 1.
However, Gosselin ratings indicate the relative toxicity of various substances and
household products ranging from a low of "1" to a high of "6". Furthermore,
Gosselin's book is intended as an aid to doctors and poison control centers in
quickly evaluating potential cases of poisoning that are phoned in. Prodm s are
not labeled with a Gosselin rating. The amount of the substance ingested is also a
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factor in its toxicity. For example, potable water can cause death if too much is
ingested.

The Commentary on the 1997 IPC describes a Gosselin rating of "1" as practically
non-toxic. (Emphasis added.) The lethal dose of a substance having a Gosselin
rating of "1" is listed as "more than 1 quart” for a 150 pound person. The IPC
does not require that single-wall heat exchangers be permanently marked to indi-
cate the restrictions on additives nor-does IPC Section 608.16.3 require single-wall
heat exchangers to have warning labels.

UPC Appendix L 3.2 permits single-wall heat exchangers if any additives
used are recognized as safe by the FDA. Such products would typically
bear the FDA approval. Furthermore, the UPC requires that the equipment
must be permanently labeled to indicate that only FDA approved additives

shall Le used.

IPC Section 608.16.4, Connections to automatic fire sprinkler systems and
standpipe systems. This section places no restrictions on the use of double
check valve assemblies or double check detector assemblies for backflow protec-

tion from fire protection systems.

UPC Section 603.4.18.2 permits only reduced pressure backflow preventers
or reduced pressure detector assemblies where there is a non-potable water
source (such as a pond or stream) within 1700 feet of a fire department con-
nection. This corresponds to die recommendations of national backflow
prevention organizations. (AWWA M14, Class 4)

IPC Table 608.17.1, DISTANCE FROM SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION
TO PRIVATE WATER SUPPLIES AND PUMP SUCTION LINES. A com-
parison of IPC Table 608.17.1 and UPC Table K-l shows a significant reduction
in the IPC in the required separation between water wells and seepage pits, septic
tanks, sewers, and subsurface disposal fields. The writers are not aware of any
justification for this significant reduction in these dimensions.

IPC TABLE608.17.1

Distance from Sources of Contamination to UPC TahLKK-1
Private Water Supphes and Pump Suction Location cv\‘lV\IliaterS upplv
Lines ells
Source of Contamination Distance (Feet) Distance ( Feet)
Bamy gi % 0 Nof Include
Farm 10) ol Incjude
asture , 100 Not Include

house flgor. drain .
I}ngastuwon 8rain|rng to 2 Not included
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IPC Section 609, HEALTH CARE PLUMBING. This section deals with partial
requirements of health care plumbing and health care water systems.

The UPC has added some special requirements for health care plumbing in
Chapter 13 and in the backflow protection section of Chapter 6. The unique
requirements for plumbing in hospitals are usually established by the design
professionals and governmental agencies that oversee their design and opera-

tion.

IPC Section 609.2, Water service. This section requires that all hospitals have
two water services regardless of the size of the facility, the number of beds, or the
fact that the public water system may only have one water main in the adjacent
area. Therefore, this code requirement seems to be excessive and beyond the nor-
mal requirements of a minimum plumbing code.

The UPC does not have this requirement.

IPC Section 609.7, Condensate drain trap seal. This section requires that a
water supply be provided for cleaning, flushing, and resealing the [emphasis
added] condensate traps in health care facilities. It is not clear whether this re-
guirement is meant for all condensate traps in health care facilities orjust certain
traps on special equipment, which are not identified. As written, the IPC requires
ihat water supplies be run to all HVAC condensate traps for maintenance pur-
poses. This is a very unusual and excessive requirement. A local water supply is
not needed to maintain HVAC traps. The writers are not aware of any piece of
equipment that needs a local water supply for condensate trap maintenance.

The UPC does not ha”e this requirement

CHAPTER 7, SANITARY DRAINAGE

7-1.

BPC Section 702, MATERIALS. This section has no restrictions on the location
of ABS and PVC drain and waste piping.



UPC Section 701.1.2 has been revised and no longer prohibits ABS and PVC
DWYV piping in structures that are higher than three stories above grade. It
does add limits on flame-spread index and smoke-developed index for piping
exposed in ducts or plenums, except in individual dwellings.

BPC Tables 704.1, SLOPE OF HORIZONTAL DRAINAGE PIPE, and
710.1(1), BUILDING DRAINS AND SEWERS. These tables permit 3" hori-
zontal drains to run at 1/8" per foot slope. All other model plumbing codes re-
quire that 3" and smaller drain piping be run at 1/4" per foot minimum slope. The
1/4™ minimum slope assures sufficient flow velocity for the transport of solids.
Two (2) feet per second velocity is the minimum recommended for soil and waste
lines. A 3" drain at 1/8" per foot slope has a flow velocity of only 1.59 fps. A 3"
drain at 1/4" per foot slope has a flow velocity of 2.25 fps. This is particularly
important where 1.6 gpf water closets are involved due to the limited waste cany

of some low flow water closets.

UPC Section 708.0 requires that horizontal drain piping be run at 1/4" per
foot minimum slope where possible. It permits pipe 4" and larger to be run
at 1/8" per foot slope when approved by the Administrative Authority.

IPC Section 704.3, Connections to offsets and bases of stacks. This section
allows fixture connections at bases of stacks or stack offsets as close as ten pipe
diameters downstream from the base of the stacks or the stack offsets. However,
with sudsing, this dimension could be insufficient to prevent the suds from coming
up into a fixture located near the base of the stack or stack offset.

UPC Section 711.0, Suds Relief, dictates a minimum of 8 feet from the base
of the stack containing discharge from suds-producing fixtures to any con-
nection to a fixture, with certain exceptions.

IPC Section 704.5, Dead ends. This section prohibits the installation of dead
ends which in the definitions are listed as any developed length of greater than two
feet. However, cleanout extensions and approved future fixture drainage piping
are not considered dead ends. Therefore, with all of these exceptions, why does

the IPC prohibit dead ends?

The UPC does not have this restriction on dead ends.

IPC Section 705.16.2, Copper or copper-alloy tubing to galvanized steel
pipe. This section requires that the connection between copper tubing and galva-
nized steel be made with a brass converter fitting or dielectric fitting. The writers
have not seen dielectric fittings normally used on waste or vent piping.

The UPC does not have this requirement in the drainage section of the code.
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IPC Table 706.3, FITTINGS FOR CHANGE IN DIRECTION. This table is
more liberal than the UPC in its use of short radius fittings, particularly on indi-
vidual fixture drains. However, the table fails to recognize the differences in ter-
minology for the various fitting patterns in different drain pipe materials. For ex-
ample, a hubless cast iron short sweep is not a short radius fitting and its use need
not be restricted. In the plumbing industry, there are some fitting pattern names

that are specific to only one material.

UPC Section 706.0 does not permit 1/4 bends or other short radius fittings
in individual branch drains.

IPC Section 708.3.2, Building Sewers. The IPC requires that all [emphasis
added] sewers 8" and larger have manholes installed at each change of direction and
at intervals not to exceed 400 feet. However, as now written, building sewers 8"
size and larger require cleanouts at 100-foot intervals plus [emphasis added] man-

holes at 400-foot intervals.

UPC Section 719.6 indicates that manholes may be used on any size sewer
in lieu of cleanouts when approved by the Administrative Authority. Dis-
tance between manholes shall not exceed 300 feet.

IPC Section 708.3.3, Change of Direction. The IPC requires a cleanout at
every change of direction greater then 45 degrees, but does not require a cleanout
closer than every 40 feet. Therefore, this section may require more cleanouts in
drainage piping than UPC 707.0. Furthermore, regardless of how many changes of
direction occur on a drain or waste line within a 40" interval, still only one cleanout

is required by the IPC

UPC Section 707.0 requires cleanouts every 100 feet. Exceptions include
lines less than five feet long and all lines above the first floor of the building.
Furthermore, an additional cleanout is required for each aggregate horizontal
change of direction exceeding 135 degrees. The requirement for fewer
cleanouts in the UPC has not proven to be a problem in clearing blockages in
drainage piping when modem drain cleaning equipment is used.

IPC Section 708.3.4, Base of stack. This section requires that cleanouts be in-
stalled at the base of each waste or soil stack regardless of tneir location within the

building.

The UPC only requires cleanouts if the base of the stack is part of the
building drain or the lowest drain line. The requirement for fewer cleanouts
in the UPC has not proven to be a problem in clearing blockages in drainage

piping when modem drain cleaning equipment is used.
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IPC Section 708.4, Concealed piping. This section requires that cleanouts be
provided on all drainage piping in concealed spaces. This would require that
drainage piping above the ceiling is required to be provided with cleanouts and, if
the ceiling space is less than 24", the cleanout would have to be extended up to a
finished wall or out through the face of the building.

The UPC only requires cleanouts on the building drain, not on drainage pip-
ing above the lowest floor.

IPC Section 708.4, Concealed Piping. This section requires that the piping
cleanout, where the crawl space is less than 24", shall be extended through and
terminate flush with finished wall, floor, or ground surface, or shall be extended to

outside the building.

UPC Section 707.10 indicates that the piping cleanout shall be extended to
outside the building when there is less than 18™ vertical and 30" horizontal
clearance from the means of access to such cleanout and that no under-floor
cleanout shall be located more than 20 feet from an access door, trap door, or
crawl hole. This provides better safety for the building occupant and service

personnel.

IPC Section 708.8, Clearances. This section requires that cleanouts on 6" and
smaller pipes shall be provided with clearance of not less than 18" and cleanouts
on 8" and larger pipes shall have a clearance of not less than 36".

UPC Section 707.10 is less restrictive than the IPC as it only requires that
cleanouts on piping 2" or less shall have a clearance of 12" in front of the
cleanout, and cleanouts on piping larger than 2" shall have a clearance of not
less than 18". The requirement for less clearance for cleanouts in the UPC
has not proven to be a problem in clearing blockages in drainage piping.

IPC Table 709.1, DRAINAGE FIXTURE UNITS FOR FIXTURES AND
GROUPS. The IPC now distinguishes between 1.6 gpf water closets and greater
than 1.6 gpf water closets. However, they distinguish between the demands of
private and public plumbing fixtures only for water closets. The dfu values for
flushometer tank water closets is the same whether private or public. The IPC
fails to recognize use patterns for most other fixtures, which the UPC does. Plus
the IPC does not iecognize the higher demands caused by continuous use in as-
sembly occupancies. Furthermore, the table omits listing significant types of fix-

tures which are in common use.

UPC Table 7-3 has been revised and now provides three (3) different use
groups for all fixtures in lieu of four (4). There isno longer a distinction be-
tween single dwellings and 3 or more dwellings. The groups are now private,
public, and assembly. The table still better addresses tl.e demands of the



various fixtures based on their application. The dfu values in Table 7-3 are
based on research by Stevens Institute, which revealed that peak drainage
loads in dwellings are caused by bathtubs or combination bath/showers,
clothes washers, and dishwashers. The time duration of these discharges is
relatively long and combines with other fixtures to create the peak drainage

loads.

UPC Table 7-3 also includes a'much greater classification of fixture types for
simplicity of use, as shown below. The UPC table contains 41 line items as
opposed to only 27 contained in the IPC Table 709.1 (a 50% increase in fix-

ture classifications).
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The IPC and UPC both require 1-1/2" minimum traps on kitchen sinks. The IPC

permits a 1-1/2" branch drain. However, the UPC requires a 2" drain beyond the
trap on any sink, as there may be food waste now or in the future.

7-15.

BPC Table 709.2, DRAINAGE FIXTURE UNITS FOR FIXTURE DRAINS OR

TRAPS. The DFU values for drain and trap sizes of fixtures not listed in Table
709.1 are less than required in UPC 702.0 as shown below.

_ ~ e Table 7092 _
Drainage Fixture Units for Fixture Drains or

~ UPC Table 702.0
Fixture Unit Equivalents



Traps

Fixture Drainor Trap
Size DralnageFIXtureLnlt Drainage Fixture Unit Value
(Inches) Value
1-1/4 | 1-1/4" 1 Unit
1-1/2 2 L1/2" 3 Units
2 3 2" 4 Units
2-1/2 4
;31 g 6 Units
Rrg Linch=254mm B«Epm Onsefsevice ndhes.
7-16. IPC Section 710:1, Maximum fixture unit load. The IPC fixture loading for

drainage piping as shown in Table 710.1(1), BUILDING DRAINS AND SEW-
ERS, is more liberal in some cases than the fixture loading shown in UPC Table 7-
5. However, UPC Table 7-5 allows greater DFUs on horizontal lines than does
IPC Table 710.1(2) for "total for a horizontal branch”. Therefore, the UPC has
greater allowance for DFU carrying capacity in horizontal drain lines for most in-
stallations. See comparisons below.
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7-17. IPC Section 710, DRAINAGE SYSTEM SIZING, and Tables 709.1 and
709.2. Nowhere does it require that the minimum size for drainage piping for a
water closet shall be 3". Also, Table 710.1(1) indicates that the minimum size for
a building drain (emphasis added) serving a water closet shall be 3" but the IPC
does not indicate the requirement that a minimum branch size to the water closet
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shall be 3". Therefore, it could be 2-1/2", which is the trap way for some water
closets.

UPC Tables 7-3 and 7-5 require a minimum of 3" drain piping for water
closets.

IPC Section 710.1.1, Horizontal stack offsets. The IPC requires that horizon-
tal stack offsets be sized as shown in Table 710.1(1), except as modified by Sec-

tion 711.4.

The UPC requires only Table 7-5 for determination of vertica' and horizon-
tal pipe sizing and does not require other considerations for pipe sizing.

IPC Table 710.1(2), HORIZONTAL FIXTURE BRANCHES AND STACKS.
There appears to be a typographical error for the maximum number of DFUs on a
12" horizontal branch drain. The "2900" should probably read "3900".

IPC Section 710.1.2, Vertical stack offsets. The IPC requires that vertical off-
sets be sized in accordance with Table 710.1(2) except as modified by Section

711.1.1.

The UPC only requires the sizing of the offsets to be as shown in Table 7-5
with no other considerations required for pipe sizing.

IPC Section 710, DRAINAGE SYSTEM SIZING, and Section 711, OFF-
SETS IN DRAINAGE PIPING IN BUILDINGS OF FIVE STORIES OR
MORE. These sections use branch intervals in sizing drainage stacks. Table
710.1(2) has limits on the total number of drainage fixture units that:

() can discharge into one (1) bnnch interval. This makes sure that the stack is
large enough that the flow introduced in one (1) branch interval does not
block the stack and restrict its flow.

(2 can discharge into stacks of up to three (3) branch intervals. This adds some
diversity in the total number of DFUs allowed.

(3 can discharge into stacks of greater than three (3) branch intervals. This in-
cludes more diversity in the total allowable load on the stack.

By definition, branch intervals correspond to a story height but are not less than
eight (8) feet high. This is so that where there are branch connections from fix-
tures on one floor that have connections both above and below the floor, it does
not count as more than one (1) branch interval. However, a problem can occur if
the floors of the building are staggered and drain connections from fixtures on two
(2) floors occur within an eight (8) foot height.



UPC Table 7-5 does not use the branch interval principle and also allows
1-1/4" stacks for one DFU fixtures. Furthermore, the UPC permits greater
carrying capacity in vertical drainage piping than does the IPC in most of
their "one branch interval stacks" and "three branch intervals or less" which
results in smaller drainage sizing with the UPC method for most installa-
tions. For comparison of the carrying capacity of stacks, see tables below.
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7-22.  IPC Table 710.1(2), HORIZONTAL FIXTURE BRANCHES AND STACKS.
IPC 709.1 now addresses whether or not water closets are rated for 1.6 GPF or
greater than 1.6 GPF, but the IPC still has no restrictions on the number of water
closets on a 3" drainage stack. As an example, if the stack served only water clos-
ets in hotel guest rooms, the IPC would permit as many as twenty-four (24) 1.6

GPF water closets on the stack.

The UPC restricts 3" stacks to four (4) water closets to avoid possible
overloading of the stack in the event that more than the predicted number of

fixtures are flushed simultaneously.

7-23.  IPC Section 711, OFFSETS IN DRAINAGE PIPING IN BUILDINGS OF
FIVE STORIES OR MORE. This section contains six sections with different
requirements as to where the vents are required, how and where they have to be
installed, and their sizing, etc. Furthermore, while the title of IPC Section 711 re-
fers to "buildings of five stories or more", the text refers to branch intervals.
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UPC Table 7-5 can be used directly to size stacks and offsets in stacks, but
the UPC does not require sizing changes for venting offsets.

IPC Section 712, SUMPS AND EJECTORS. This section does not require
that sewage ejector pumps in commercial and other "public use" occupancies be
duplexed. Also Section 712.3 refers to a "sump pump" for a sewage sump. Sump
pumps do not have the solids-handling capacity of a sewage pump.

UPC Section 710.9 requires dual sewage pumps or ejectors in "public-use"
occupancies that function independently to assure continuous operation of
the drainage system during maintenance or in the event of equipment failure.

IPC Section 713, HEALTH CARE PLUMBING. This section still includes
many provisions that are outdated regarding local vents for sterilizers and bed pan
washers. Boiling-type sterilizers are no longer used in modern health care facili-
ties. The requirements for vacuum systems in Sections 713.4, 713.5, 713.6 and
713.7 are far from complete and do not include sufficient requirements to assure
that medical vacuum disposal systems in health care facilities are safe and sani-
tary. These four (4) sections are not coordinated with IPC Section 1202.1, which
references NFPA 99C for the design and installation of medical vacuum systems.

The UPC has been revised to include the special requirements for plumbing
in health care facilities in its Chapter 13, where its extensive requirements for
medical gas and vacuum systems are located. The UPC references both
NFPA 99C - Gas and Vacuum Systems and its parent document, NFPA 99
= Health Care Facilities, either of which can be used for medical gas and vac-

uum systems in health care facilities.

The IPC has no specific requirements for suds relief at the base of stacks or off-
sets of stacks serving suds-producing fixtures, such as bathtubs, clothes washers,

kitchen sinks, and dishwashers.

UPC Section 711.0, in order to prevent the sudsing backup problem, pro-
hibits fixture connections within eight (8) feet of the base of the stack or off-
sets of stacks having suds-producing fixtures except in dwellings or stacks

less than three (3) stories high.

IPC Section 714, COMPUTERIZED DRAINAGE DESIGN. This sounds im-
pressive but it is largely meaningless. The section does not indicate what com-
puter program design methods are approved. Furthermore, COMPUTERIZED
DRAINAGE DESIGN does not mandate that the design comply with the mini-
mum requirements of IPC Section 105.4, Alternative engineered design.



a.  IPC Section 714.1 could be interpreted to mean that all plumbing drainage
systems must be sized by computer.

b. IPC Section 714.2 requires that the load on the drainage system be deter-
mined by:

1)  the simultaneous discharge conditions from fixtures, appurtenances,
and appliances, or

2)  the sequential discharge conditions from fixtures, appurtenances, and
appliances, or

3)  the peak usage design condition.

These three criteria represent three (3) completely different conditions and. the
IPC does not specify which condition is to be used.

c. IPC Section 714.2.1, Fixture discharge profiles. This section requires
that the flow rate versus time be in accordance with manufacturer's specifica-
tions. This data is normally not published by manufacturers and would

normally be difficult to obtain.

d. IPC Section 714.3, Selections of drainage pipe sizes. This section per-
mits sizing the drainage pipe up to (but not at) its fuli-bore flow. Histori-
cally, drainage pipe sizing tables have been typically based on the drainage
pipes flowing only half full. This provides for air movement above the flow
and allows for temporary overloads and surges. The writeis are not aware of
any engineering exception to this fundamental requirement.

e. IPC Section 714.3.1, Selecting pipe wall roughness. This section
sounds impressive but does not say anything. Allowance for aging, deposit,
and corrosion are historically included in the drainage pipe sizing tables in
most plumbing codes, being that over time most drainage piping ends up

with a similar roughness factor.

The UPC does not prohibit the use of computers to size drainage pip-
ing, provided that the sizing complies with all requirements of Chapter
7, Sanitary Drainage. If the resulting pipe sizing is different from that
required by Chapter 7, the design would be considered as an “engi-
neered plumbing system™ and would have to comply with the require-
ments of Appendix L. Appendix L includes provisions to assure that
the alternate design will comply with the public health and safety re-

quirements of the code.

H. CHAPTER 8, INDIRECT/SPECIAL WASTE



IPC Section 802.1.1, Food handling. This section contains an exception which
does not require an air gap in tne discharge from a domestic dishwasher. It is pos-
sible for waste water from a flooded kitchen sink to flow back into the dishwasher

and contaminate dishes that were clean.

UPC Section 807.4 requires dishwasher air gap fittings to be installed above
the flood level of the kitchen sink on all domestic dishwasher discharge lines,
and UPC Section 704.3 requires that commercial dishwashers be directly
connected to maintain the sanitary conditions in the restaurant but also re-
quires a floor drain be installed adjacent to the fixture to prevent backup of
sewage, thereby protecting the sanitation of the dishes in the dishwasher.

IPC Section 802.1.2, Floor drains in food storage area. The exception to this
section permits an air break in lieu of an air gap on an indirect waste line from a
food storage area that has a backwater valve. A backwater valve would be of
benefit only if the flood level rim of the receptor was at or above the flood level of
the food storage area. This exception places total reliance on the backwater valve
to protect the stored food from contamination by backflow of sewage. Backwater
valves typically do not provide the leak-tightness that this exception should re-

quire.

UPC Section 801.2.2 permits air breaks in indirect wastes from food storage
areas, but requires that the floor level rim of the receptor be at least six (6)
inches lower than the lowest floor drain (in the food storage area). It further
requires that where the food storage area (and indirect waste pipe) may be
under a vacuum, only air gaps are permitted. The UPC thus requires more
protection from sewage backflow in food storage areas than the IPC.

IPC Section 803.1, Waste water temperature. This secHon requires that waste
water above 140° Fahrenheit simply be discharged to an indirect waste receptor
that is connected to the drainage system. This method, in itself, does not prevent
the excessively hot water from entering the sanitary discharge system. Plumbing
codes limit the temperature of waste discharge to protect the drain piping and also
to prevent the high temperature from adversely affecting bacterial action in the

sewage.

UPC Section 810.0 contains detailed requirements for the sumps and con-
densers that are necessary to cool the waste before it enters the drainage sys-
tem. Furthermore, Table 8-1 contains minimum sizing for blowoff condens-

ers and sump pipe sizing.

IPC Section 803, SPECIAL WASTES. This section provides minimum criteria
for corrosive/chemical wastes.



UPC Section 811.0 provides a far more comprehensive code section control-
ling chemical waste discharge.

The IPC does not contain any specific criteria for sizing air conditioning conden-
sate piping.

UPC Section 815.1 and 815.2 and Table 8-2 provide complete criteria for
sizing air conditioning condensate piping.

CHAPTER 9, VENTS

9-1.

9.3

IPC Section 901, GENERAL. This section requires that every trap and trap fix-
ture shall be vented in accordance with the venting method specified in this chap-

ter.

UPC Section 902.0, Vents Not Required, specifies where indirect waste can
be installed without vents which allows for lesser cost installations for spe-

cific equipment.

IPC Section 902.1, Vents. This section has no restrictions on the location of
AES and PVC vent piping.

UPC Section 903.1.2 has been revised and no longer prohibits ABS and PVC
vent piping in structures that are higher than three stories above grade. It
does add limits on flame-spread index and smoke-developed index for piping
exposed in ducts or plenums, except in individual dwellings.

IPC Section 903.1, Stack required. This section was entitled "Main vent re-
quired" in the 1997 IPC and required a vent to run undiminished in size and as di-
rectly as possible from the building drain to the open air above the roof. The re-
quired size of this vent was not clear. This section has been changed in the 2000
IPC and no longer refers to the "main vent" as such. It now requires at least one
stack that is not less than one-half the size of the required building drain, but it
does not indicate whether this refers to a vent stack or a stack vent, which is the
title of Section 903. Ifit is a stack vent, there would be a drainage stack connected
as directly as possible to the building drain instead of a vent. New Section 903.1.1
indicates that the main vent could be a stack vent, in which case would the drain-
age stack have to be at least one-half the size of the required building drain? This

section is still not clear on what it requires.

UPC Section 904.1 requires that each drainage system have one or more
vents with an aggregate cross-sectional area that is not less than that of the
largest required building sewer. This assures adequate venting of the system
and typically adds little or no cost to the plumbing system, depending on its

layout.



IPC Section 903.2, Vent stack required. This section requires vent stacks for
drainage stacks having only five (5) branch intervals or more.

UPC Section 907.1 only requires vent stacks for drainage stacks extending
ten (10) stories or more. There are no indications that this causes inadequate
venting of the stack and branches of the building drain.

EPC Section 904.2, Frost closure. This section requires 3" minimum size vents
to prevent frost closure. Furthermore, the IPC requires enlargement where the
97.5 percent value (ASHRAE) for outside design temperature is less than zero de-
grees Fahrenheit (-18 degrees C.) This temperature, however, is not the minimum
winter design temperature but is the normal winter heating design temperature for
buildings. Normally in the middle of the night the heating system may or may not
be at maximum capacity, but the plumbing system would still be exposed to the
colder minimum temperature. Also from the ASHRAE Design Manual, the 97.5%
value is exceeded in a normal year by at least 54 hours. Therefore, this 97.5%
temperature is not the appropriate temperature to use to protect a plumbing vent
terminal from freezing. The edition of the ASHRAE Fundamentals Handbook
from which Appendix D was extracted also listed 99% temperature values. In ad-
dition, the more recent ASHRAFFundamentals Handbook edition lists the mean
of the annual daily minimum extiernes which is the more appropriate temperature

to be used for freeze protection.

UPC Section 9 0,7 requires 2" minimum vents to prevent frost and snow
closure. The 2" size has proven to be adequate. Also, the UPC requires that
any installation that has a minimum design temperature below zero degrees
F. be so protected, as opposed to the 97.5% design temperature used by the

IPC.

IPC Section 904.5, Location of vent terminal. This section allows that vent
terminals may be two (2) feet above any opening and within ten (10) feet horizon-

tally of an opening.

UPC Section 906.2 requires that vent terminals be at least three (3) feet
above any opening within ten (10) feet horizontally. The three-foot dimen-
sion is derived from the BMS 66, the basis of most modem plumbing codes.

IPC Section 904.5, Location of vent terminal. This section does not indicate
how close a vent termination can be to a lot line or property line. It refers only to
openings in buildings. Section 904.6 requires that a vent extension through a wall
must be 10 feet from a lot line and 10 feet above grade, but this only applies to

sidewall vents.
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9-9.

9-10.

9-11.

UPC Section 906.2, Vent Terminations, requires that vents terminate not
less than three (3) feet in any direction from any lot line; alleys and streets

excepted.

IPC Section 904.6, Extension through the wall. This section permits sidewall
vent terminals. It does not require that the vent terminal be turned up or down.
Furthermore, sidewall vents that ter minate horizontally are subject to direct wind
loads. A 45 mile per hour wind produces a pressure of 1" wg, which when added
to the 1" wg design basis for the vent piping, could blow a 2" trap seal and create
an unsanitaiy condition. In addition, sidewall vent terminals must be protected
(by screens?) against the entrance of birds or rodents. This creates a maintenance
problem and the potential for the vent becoming blocked and ineffective.

The UPC does not allow side wall vents but requires all vents to terminate
above the roof.

IPC Section 904.6, Extension through the wall. This section does not indicate

how far the vent line has to terminate from the wall. Therefore, wind blowing
against the wall could create additional pressure even if the pipe is turned down or
up, as the wall acts as a wind break. Furthermore, this section indicates that vents
shall not be installed below a roof extension if they have soffit vents. However,
one could have a roof extension without soffit vents and then sewer gas could be
trapped underneath the roof extension and could migrate over to openable win-
dows that are located ten feet away. This would allow sewer gas into the building
and there is no prohibition against this condition in the IPC.

The UPC does not allow sidewall vents and also requires in Section 906.1
that the vent terminate not less than one foot from any vertical surface.

IPC Section 904.7, Extension outside a structure. This section again uses the
97.5 percent design temperature value for requirements for protection of vents
outside the structure from freezing by insulation, heat or both. This is the wrong
outside temperature to use. (See Item 9-5 above.)

UPC Section 906.7 requires the use of the minimum design temperature in-
stead of the 97.5% design temperature figure.

IPC Section 905.1, Connection. This section has been changed so that air ad-
mittance valves are no longer considered as exceptions to extending vents to the
outdoor air. However, as now written, it permits any [emphasis added] individ-
ual, branch, or circuit vent to connect to an air admittance valve, without reference
to Section 917, which has limitations on where air admittance valves can be used.

The UPC does not permit air admittance valves. (For reasons see Item 9-28
below.)
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IPC Section 905.2, Grade. This section indicates that all vent pipes be so graded
(emphasis added) and connected as to drain back to the drainage pipe by gravity.

UPC Section 905.1 indicates that "all vents shall be free from drops or sags
and such venl shall be level or shall be graded and connected as to drip back
by gravity to the drainage pipes.” Therefore, it is not required to grade
vents. This simplifies the installation of vent piping by not having to grade

them.

IPC Section 905.6, Side inlet. This section has been deleted in the 2000 IPC. It
permitted wet vents to connect to a side inlet on a closet bend. It is not clear now
whether side inlet closet bends are prohibited or not.

The UPC now includes wet venting of water closets in Appendix L 6.2 and
6.3 for those jurisdictions who permit this method of venting. However,
whether or not side inlets are permitted is a matter of interpretation. Section
L 6.2.1 prohibits wet vent openings below the weir of the trap that they are
venting, but Section 905.5 exempts water closets from that requirement.

IPC Section 906.1, Distance of trap from vent, and Table 906.1, MAXIMUM
DISTANCE OF FIXTURE TRAP FROM VENT. This section and table estab-
lish the allowable distances between traps and their protecting vents to prevent
self-siphonage. The purpose is to keep the vent pipe opening at the end of the
trap arm above the overflow weir of the trap.

UPC Table 10-1 has allowable trap arm lengths that are less than those
shown in IPC Table 906.1. The shorter distances between the trap and its
vent allows for the longer sweep of some fittings, such as combination wyes

and 1/8th bends.

IPC Section 908.3, Connection at different levels. This section is confusing.
It sizes the vertical drain between the two fixtures using Table 908.3 - Common
Vent Sizes. However, Table 908.3 sizes the piping according to the DFU value
for the upper fixture only, without regard for the lower fixture. According to Ta-
ble 908.3, a 1-1/2" pipe could serve as a wet vent for a water closet. But Table
909.3 - Wet Vent Size requires a 2" wet vent from a lavatory to a water closet.

UPC Section 908.0 - Vertical Wet Venting requires that the wet vented sec-
tion be at least one size larger than the minimum size waste for the upper
fixture or one size larger than required to drain and vent both fixtures, which-
ever is larger. It also requires that the pipe be 2" minimum size.

IPC Section 909, WET VENTING. This section has criteria for horizontal and
vertical wet venting two bathroom groups on the same floor. However, the code
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does not fully describe how to determine the DFU load in the various portions of
the wet vent piping. In the Commentary of the 1997 IPC, it takes one (1) full
page of text and eleven (11) diagrams to explain all of the possible conditions that
affect the arrangement of the wet vent piping and its sizing. This section specifi-
cally addresses two bathroom groups. It is not clear whether wet venting is per-

mitted in a single bathroom group.

IPC Section 909.1, Wet vent permitted. This section allows the fixtures to be
Cojuk cted in any combination and permits water closets to discharge into the wet
vent pb-Vrj. IPC Table 704.1 permits 3" drain piping to be sloped at only 1/8"
per foot. Thus, the discharge of one or two water closets into a 3" wet vent
sloped at 1/8" per foot will overfill the line and interfere with its venting function.

The UPC now includes wet venting of single and back-to-back bathroom
groups in Appendix L 6.2 and 6.3 for those jurisdictions who permit this

method of venting.

IPC Section 910, WASTE STACK VENT. This section permits waste stacks
to vertically wet vent limited numbers of drainage fixture units (DFU) in a single
stack concept. The DFUs are limited to 1/3 to 1/20 the maximum allowed DFUs
for waste stacks with vented fixtures. However, the single stack concept has been
discontinued and unused for a number of years because of the high failures of fix-
tures installed on this system concept. Furthermore, the origin of the IPC sizing

data is unknown to the writers.

The UPC does not recognize waste stack venting other than vertical wet
venting as allowed in Section 908.0.

IPC Section 911, CIRCUIT VENTING. This section permits circuit venting of
up to eight (8) fixtures on a horizontal branch drain without venting the individual
fixtures. This practice is common in large toilet rooms having rows of fixtures.

The UPC now includes battery venting (circuit venting) in Appendix L 6.1
for those jurisdictions who permit 'his method of venting. The UPC does
not allow the battery vents and reiief vents to be used at wet vents. The

IPC permits up to four (4) DFU to discharge into a relief vent.

DPC Section 912, COMBINATION DRAIN AND VENT SYSTEM. This sec-
tion permits a combination waste and vent system where conventional venting is
not practical. Examples are floor drains in large warehouses, markets, and service
outlet drains in exhibition halls. The drain pipes are sized per Table 912.3 to pre-
sumably oversize them to lower the depth of flow and thereby providing free
movement of air to avoid disturbing the trap seals in the fixtures being drained.
Water closets and urinals cannot be connected to a combination waste and vent

system.
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UPC Section 910.0 permits combination waste and vent systems. The
pipes must be increased two sizes and branch lengths are limited to fifteen
(15) feet of unvented length. Plans must be approved by the Administrative
Authority before installation.

IPC Table 912.3, SIZE OF COMBINATION DRAIN AND VENT PIPE. This
table has two columns which are both under the title Maximum Number of Drain-
age Fixture Units. The first column is "Connecting to a Horizontal Branch or
Stack™ and the second is "Connecting to a Building Drain or Building Subdrain."
The first column increases the pipes one size compared to Table 710.1(2) for
horizontal fixture branches. The second column increases the pipes one size, ex-
cept for 1-1/2", compared to Table 710.1(1) for building drains and sewers at 1/2"
slope, which is the maximum allowable slope for combination waste and vent
piping. The writers are unaware of what the second column is actually based on
since the IPC permits combination waste and vent piping to be sloped less than
1/2" and also why there is a difference in the allowable DFUs based on what the
combination waste and vent piping connects to. The IPC sizing method does not

consider the slope of the piping.

The UPC simply increases the combination piping two sizes larger than
conventionally vented drain piping.

IPC Section 913, ISLAND FIXTURE VENTING. This section permits island
fixture venting with the vent pipe at the sink permitted to be below the flood level
rim of the sink, then turned down and connected to the horizontal drain beneath

the floor. This is similar to UPC Section 909.0.

IPC Section 914.1, Relief vents - stacks of more than 10 branch intervals,
where required. This section requires relief vents for soil and waste stacks at in-
tervals of ten (10) branch intervals. This is inconsistent with Section 903.2, which
requires a vent stack for drainage stacks that are five branch intervals.

UPC Section 907.1 requires a vent stack for drainage stacks that are ten (10)
or more stories high. It then requires that a relief vent (yoke vent) be con-
nected to the vent stack at five-story intervals starting from the top down.

IPC Section 915, VENTS FOR STACK OFFSETS. This section has require-
ments for venting horizontal offsets in stacks having five (5) branch intervals or

more.

The UPC has no specific requirements for venting horizontal offsets in
drainage stacks, but the upper and lower portions of the stack should be
considered as separate stacks and vented accordingly.
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IPC Table 916.1, SIZE AND DEVELOPED LENGTH OF STACK VENTS
AND VENT STACKS. IPC Table 916.1 determines maximum developed length
of vents from three factors: Fixture units being vented, size of waste stacks, and
size of the vent. This table is a far more complex chart to use than UPC Table 7-5
which gives maximum length of feet and maximum vent size based solely on fix-
ture unit loading. Furthermore, the IPC does not have any restrictions on the
horizontal length limitation on the vent piping. Therefore, the entire developed
length could be horizontal according to this table. The table has a larger range of
pipe sizes (15" drain stack and 12" vent) and allowable DFU loadings per vent

pipe size than UPC Table 7-5.

UPC Table 7-5 is much easier to use and provides a note that only one-third
of the total developed length of the vent may be installed horizontally with-
out increasing size. The UPC uses Table 7-5, which is limited to 12" drains

and 8" vents, to size all vent piping.

IPC Section 916.2, Vents other than stack vents or vent stacks. This section
requires that vents, othtr than stack vents or vent stacks, be one-half the pipe size
of the equivalent drain(s) that it is venting. This method requires sizing drains
that do not exist in order to size the various sections of vent piping. Vent piping
exceeding 40 feet in developed length must be increased one pipe size.

The UPC uses Table 7-5 to size drain and vent piping. It permits up to one-
third of the maximum listed developed length of the various vent pipe sizes
to be horizontal. The required vent pipe sizes in Table 7-5 are generally
larger than those required by IPC Section 916.2.

IPC Section 916.4.1, Multiple branch vents exceeding 40 feet in developed
length. Section 916.4 has sizing requirements for common branch vents that have
multiple branch vents connected to them. It appears that Section 916.4.1 should
be referring to the common branch vent rather than the multiple branch vents. The
use of the term "multiple branch vents" is confusing.

This is far more confusing than UPC Table 7-5 in which the venting is sim-
ply sized on the fixture ’.nits and the length of the pipe and not whether it is
a multiple branch. Furthermore, the UPC permits up to one-third of the
maximum allowable length of a vent pipe to be horizontal. There are no lim-
its on length if the vent is increased one pipe size.

IPC Table 916.5.1, SIZE AND LENGTH OF SUMP VENTS. This table sizes
vents for sewage sumps, based on the discharge capacity (GPM) of the pump and
the maximum allowable developed length of the vent. Footnote "a" requires that
an allowance of 50% be made for fittings arid other losses. Table 916.1 SIZE
AND DEVELOPED LENGTH OF STACK VENTS AND VENT STACKS does
not have a similar requirement. This seems inconsistent.



9-28.

9-29.

UPC Section 710.10 sizes sewage sump vents based on the fixture unit load
served by the sump, using Table 7-5. An allowance for fittings and other
losses is included in the maximum allowable lengths in the table.

IPC Section 917, AIR ADMITTANCE VALVES. The IPC permits the use of
fixture or branch type air admittance valves in lieu of vents to the outdoor air.
Section 917.7 requires that only one stack vent or vent stack be extended to the
open air outdoors, but it has no sizing requirements for that vent, compared to the
overall size of the drainage and vent system. Section 917.8 prohibits the installa-
tion of air admittance valves in HVAC supply or return air plenums because the
valves require neutral surrounding air pressure to operate as designed.

Section 917.3 permits air admittance valves to be installed for horizontal branch
drains up to four branch intervals from the top of a stack without relief vents.
This provides no means to relieve positive pressures or permit air to circulate and
equalize within the drain and vent piping.

The UPC does not allow the use of air admittance valves as they are me-
chanical and subject to malfunction in the field, they are affected by pres-
sures within the building, they do not prevent or relieve over-pressurization
in the drain and vent system, they can become fouled with backflow of
waste and sewage, and they are an ongoing maintenance consideration for the
building owner. Although the IPC prohibits air admittance valves in supply
and return air plenums, it is not uncommon for entire buildings to be pres-
surized (positive and negative) by the HVAC system or by vertical "stack
effect”. The writers of the UPC prefer the peace of mind that vents to the

outdoors provide.

IPC Section 918, ENGINEERED VENT SYSTEMS. The IPC allows engi-
neered small size vent piping. This is an example of decimal point engineering that
does not provide sufficient margin of safety for varying field conditions, both at
the time of installation and throughout the life of the system. Furthermore, a 1/2"
or 3/4" size vent can be easily closed by any obstruction getting into the end of
the vent or by a kink in the vent tubing, thereby destroying the beneficial effect of
the venting system. In addition, the sizing concept is dependent upon the precise
"design discharge load" of the fixture which is questionable if ever known initially.
Furthermore, if a homeowner or occupant changes out a fixture and the flow rate
becomes somewhat greater, the venting system may not function properly.

IPC Table 918.2 is based on "smooth pipe"”. In Appendix E, copper tube is re-
ferred to as smooth pipe. However, Section 918 does not indicate what piping
materials are permissible for “engineered vent systems", therefore, any material
could be used and the required correction factors for the calculations are not pro-
vided in the IPC. Lastly, using copper tubing for the venting system creates as
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great an expense as a conventional venting system. Therefore, there is no signifi-
cant savings in using the reduced size venting system.

IPC Section 918 does not appear to include sufficient data to design reduced-size
vents. The IPC concept is completely different from the relatively simple proce-
dure in Chapter 17 of the ASPE Data Book which includes all necessary data and
limitations. ASPE also restricts reduced-size vents to residential fixtures in low
rise (1-2 story) residential buildings and requires that some listed 1/2" and 3/4"
vent sizes be increased in two-story buildings. Furthermore, ASPE does not per-
mit reduced-size vents where the fixture is more than 15 feet above the building
drain or its branches. ASPE additionally requires that vents not be reduced until
6" above the flood level rirn of the fixture served. The 1997 IPC Commentary
"suggests” the same thing, but vents can be reduced below the fixture overflow in
the IPC. There are not the required restrictions on reduced-size venting in the

IPC.

The UPC does not include reduced-size venting because it has not proven it-
self in the field and it does not provide sufficient margin of safety for de-
pendable operation. However, reduced-size venting with appropriate re-
strictions could be submitted as an alternate method under Section 301.2 or
as an engineered plumbing system under Section L 2.0.

IPC Section 919, Computerized Vent Design. This section is new in the 2000
IPC. It is not clear why this section is necessary in the code. It simply says that
vent systems can be sized and designed using a computer program and that the de-
sign be based on the peak load on the drainage system. Section 919.1 requires that
the computer program be approved, but it does not say what the basis of ap-
proval is. It does not require that the design and sizing comply with the other re-

quirements of IPC Chapter 9.

The IPC has similar provisions for designing drainage systems using a computer
program, but not water distribution piping or storm drainage piping.

The UPC does not prohibit using computer programs or any other means to
design plumbing systems, so long as the results meet the requirements of die

code.

CHAPTER 10, TRAPS

10-1.

IPC Section 1003, INTERCEPTORS AND SEPARATORS. This section has
specific requirements for where interceptors, separators, and grease traps are re-

quired.



UPC Sections 1009.1 and 1014.1 give the Administrative Authority more
discretion in determining the need for interceptors and grease traps, based on
the particular application.

10-2. IPC Section 1003.3.2, Food waste grinders. This section permits food waste
grinders to discharge through grease traps, if the grease trap is rated for the flow

capacity of the grinder.

UPC Section 1015.0 prohibits food waste grinders to discharge through
grease traps unless specifically required or permitted by the Administrative
Authority. Manufacturers of most grease traps recommend that food parti-
cles not be allowed to enter grease traps. The food particles become trapped
with the grease and decompose, causing foul odors. Furthermore, the “con-
taminated" grease cannot be sold to Tenderers due to the food particles from

the waste grinder in the grease.

10-3. IPC Section 1003.4, Oil separators required. This section includes very lim-
ited criteria for the design of oil and flammable liquid separators.

UPC Section 1017.0 has detailed requirements for the design and construc-
tion of oil and flammable liquid interceptors, including venting, line sizes,
cleanouts, waste oil tanks, and pump-out connections.

CHAPTER 11, STORM DRAINAGE

11-1. IPC Section 1101.7, Roofdesign. This section requires that the roof be designed
to withstand the level of the water based on the height of the overflows or scup-
pers assuming that all of the primary roof drains are blocked [emphasis added].

The UPC has requirements for primary and secondary roof drainage that are
based on the roof design, but the UPC does not have requirements for the
roof design itself, since it is not regulated by the plumbing code.

11-2.  The IPC does not specifically address thermal expansion in storm drain piping.

UPC Section 1101.4., Expansion Joints Required, specifically requires ex-
pansion joints where there are temperature variations or physical conditions

that would warrant the use of expansion joints.

11-3.  IPC Tables 1106.2, SIZE OF VERTICAL CONNECTORS AND LEADERS,
and 1106.3, SIZE OF HORIZONTAL STORM DRAINAGE PIPING. These
tables need to be interpolated for the rainfall rates in Appendix B that fall between

the listed whole numbers.



11-4.

11-5.

11-6.

UPC Tables 11-1 and 11-2 list gallons per minute (gpm) of flow associated
with the vertical piping and the sloped horizontal piping. Table D-I lists
rainfalls for cities in inches per hour and gpm per square foot of roof
(gpm/sf). The roof area being drained (sf) can be multiplied by the gpm/sf to
determine the required gpm of drainage. The pipe size can then be selected
directly from Table 11-1 or 11-2 without interpolation.

IPC Section 1106.4, Vertical walls. This section adds 50% of the area of walls
that drain rainwater onto roofs to the area of the roof to allow for wind-driven rain

in sizing roof drainage systems.

UPC Section 1106.4 lists six (6) different orientations of walls and the vari-
ous allowances for more accurately determining the adjusted roof area for
rainfall. The highest added allowance is 50%. Some allowances are zero.

IPC Section 1107.3, Sizing of secondary drains. This section requires that
secondaiy (emergency) roof drainage be sized for twice the primary rate and that
the primary system be considered to be blocked. The primary rainfall rates are
based on a 100-year, 60-minute storm. Using twice that rate is comparable to a

100-year, 15-minute storm.

This section is revised in the 2000 IPC, but it appears that some needed language
was deleted. The section no longer says to divide the values for horizontally pro-
jected roof area (square feet) that were used for the primary drains by two (2) in
order to size the secondaiy drains. It now says to double the primary rainfall rate,
rather than half the allowable roof area. The secondary rainfall rates could exceed
the rates listed in Tables 1106.3 and 1106.6 and there is no clear direction on how
to determine the allowable secondary roof area. This approach to sizing the sec-
ondary drainage system is confusing and could be easily misinterpreted.

UPC Section 1101.11.2.1 permits the secondary roof drainage system to be
sized for the same rainfall rates as the primary system. The primary system
handles the 60-minute storms and the two systems together handle the more

severe 15-minute storms.

Both the IPC and the UPC require that the secondary roof drainage system
be piped independently from the primary system and discharge at grade.

IPC Section 1108, COMBINED SANITARY AND STORM SYSTEM. This
section has criteria for sizing combined sanitary and storm water drains and sew-
ers. It converts the sanitary fixture unit (DFU) load into equivalent square feet of
roof, based on a rainfall rate of one inch per hour. However, the section does not
indicate how to adjust the DFU equivalent roof area for the actual local rainfall
rate used in the system design. It is necessary to refer to the 1997 IPC Commen-
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tary for an explanation of how to convert the DFU load for rainfall rates other
than one inch per hour.

The UPC does not include sizing of combined sewers. It addresses require-
ments where combined sewers exist, but does not encourage their use by
providing sizing data, as combined sanitary and storm systems are no longer
looked on with favor due to federal clean water laws and the impact on the
sizing of sewer systems and the capacity of sewage treatment plants.

BPC Section 1109, VALUES FOR CONTINUOUS FLOW. This section
equates gpm of flow from sources other than rainfall to square feet of roof based
on a rainfall rate of one inch per hour. It is necessary to refer to the 1997 Com-
mentary for an explanation of how to convert the gpm flows for rainfall rates

other than one inch per hour.

UPC Chapter 11 and Appendix D provide means of sizing storm drainage
piping on the basis of gpm, which simply allows gpm flows from sources
other than rainwater to be added directly to the gpm of rainwater flow with-
out conversion to equivalent square feet of roof for a particular rainfall rate.

IPC Section 1110, CONTROLLED FLOW ROOF DRAIN SYSTEMS. This
section covers controlled flow roof drainage systems. The rainfall rate used is the
same as a primary roof drain system (100-year, 60-minute storm). However,
there is no reference to the requirement of a secondary drainage system as man-

dated under IPC Section 1107.

UPC Section 1108.0 covers controlled flow roof drainage in detail (14 para-
graphs). It requires scuppers for emergency drainage. Furthermore, Tables
11-4 and 11-5 also dictate height of water and scuppers above the roof for
controlled flow roof drains and the slope of the roof.

IPC Section 1110, CONTROLLED FLOW ROOF DRAIN SYSTEMS. This
section requires that a controlled flow roof drainage system be considered as an
"engineered plumbing system™ with associated submittals, approvals, inspections,
and testing. Furthermore, IPC Section 1110.1 requires that the rainfall rate used
for design be in accordance with Section 1106.1, which is a 100-year, 60-minute
storm. However, the 1997 IPC Commentary states that many engineers design
for the total rainfall for the duration of a 25-year storm, which is not listed in the
IPC. The intent of the IPC is not clear. The 1997 IPC Commentary also states
that the purpose of controlled flow roof drainage is to cool the roof, whereas the
primary intent is to reduce the peak flows in storm sewers.

The UPC does not require that controlled flow roof drainage systems be
"engineered” and includes sufficient data for their design, construction, and



L.

11-10.

11-11.

inspection without the need for extra engineering. The UPC requires that the
calculations merely need to be submitted with the plans.

IPC Section 1110.4, Minimum number of roof drains. The IPC requires, "for
controlled flow systems, not less than two roof drains to be installed in a roof area
of 10,000 square feet or less and not less than four roof drains to be installed in
roofs over 10,000 square feet." This means for a roof area of 10,001 square feet
the number of required controlled flow roof drains jumps from two to four. Fur-
thermore, the IPC does not provide information on the required number of con-
trolled flow roof drains for roof areas over, say, 20,000 square feet. Therefore, a
building of 100,000 square feet could, per code, only have four controlled flow
roof drains installed. This does not seem prudent to the writers.

UPC Section 1108.1(3) requires that two roof drains shall be provided for
each 10,000 square feet and no less than one additional roof drain for each
additional 10,000 square feet over 10,000 square feet, which is a more accu-
rate way of providing the number of roof drains required.

IPC Section 1111, Subsoil drains. This section covers subsoil drainage. It re-
quires 4" minimum drain size.

IPC Section 1113.1.1, Pump capacity and head. This section requires that the
sump pump have "capacity and head appropriate for the anticipated use require-
ments”. It has no minimum requirements.

IPC Section 1113.1.2, Construction. This section requires that sump pits be
not less than 18' in diameter.

IPC Section 1113.1.4, Piping. This section requires that pipe and fittings be
equal to or larger than the pump discharge tapping.

UPC Section 1101.5 covers subsoil drainage in greater detail than the IPC. It
requires 3" minimum drains and sump pits that are 15" in diameter by 18"
deep. Minimum pump flow rates are 15 gpm and the minimum discharge
pipe size is 1-1/2". Furthermore, UPC Sections 1101.7 and 1101.8 cover
areaway drains and window well drains, which are not addressed in the IPC.

CHAPTER 12, SPECIAL PIPING AND STORAGE SYSTEMS.

12-1.

IPC Chapter 12, SPECIAL PIPING AND STORAGE SYSTEMS. This chap-
ter was formerly for fuel gas piping. The IPC presently does not include require-

ments for fuel gas piping.



12-2.

UPC Chapter 12, Fuel Piping, covers the sizing and installation of fuel gas
piping in complete detail. In addition, Table 14-1 lists NFPA 54 as a refer-

enced standard.

IPC Chapter 12, SPECIAL PIPING AND STORAGE SYSTEMS. This chap-
ter is very limited, the scope is not clear, and there are several contradictions. For
example, Section 1202 references NFPA 99C for medical gas and vacuum piping
systems. However, it also references the mechanical code for vacuum system ex-
haust, even though vacuum piping and exhaust is included in the scope of NFPA
99C. In addition, it references NFP\ 50 - Standard for Bulk Oxygen Systems at
Consumer Sites and NFPA 51 - Oxygen-Fuel Gas Systems for Welding, Cutting,
and Allied Processes for non-medical oxygen systems. However, non-medical
oxygen systems and other compressed gas systems do not appear to be within the
scope of the IPC. Also, NFPA 50 is referenced in NFPA 99C for medical bulk

0Xygen systems.

IPC Section 1202 also excludes cylinder storage, even though NFPA 99C includes
cylinder storage for nitrogen and nitrous oxide systems.

The IPC does not reference NFPA 99 - Health Care Facilities, which is the parent
document of NFPA 99C - Gas and Vacuum Systems. Although NFPA 99 covers
more than medical gas and vacuum piping, it is a legally acceptable alternative to
NFPA 99C for gas and vacuum piping systems.

UPC Chapter 13 includes detailed requirements for the design, installation,
inspection, testing, and certification of medical gas and vacuum piping sys-
tems. In addition, the UPC references both NFPA 99 and NFPA 99C. It
does not include references to non-medical oxygen systems or other special
compressed gas piping or storage systems that are not within the scope of

the UPC.

| M. IPC APPENDIX C, GRAY WATER RECYCLING SYSTEMS

C-l.

The gray water systems covered by this appendix are not the same as the gray
water systems covered by UPC Appendix G. The IPC gray water system per-
mits recycled waste water from bathtubs, showers, and lavatories to be used for
flushing water closets and urinals within the same building. Also, Appendix C in-
cludes very general requirements for filtering and disinfection.

The UPC does not permit this type of gray water recycling system which is
essentially "reclaimed water" and most health departments do not allow this
type of untreated water to be utilized for flushing toilets in residential in-
stallations in the event that a child or pet might drink the “gray water" from
the water closet. Therefore, this subject is covered in the UPC in Section
601.2.3, Reclaimed Water, and thoroughly in Appendix J, Reclaimed Water



Sec. 08.40.210. Purpose of AS 08.40.210 - 08.40.490.

The purpose of AS 08.40.210 - 08.40.490 is to protect the safety of people and

property in the state from the - _ -
danger of improperly installed or modified mechanical systems by providing a

procedure fo assure

(1) the public that persons responsible for making mechanical installations in
this state are qualified; and

(2) that a sufficient number of persons are so qualified.

Sec. 08.40.270. Examination of applicant.
(a) Each applicant shall be examined to determine the applicant's

(1) ability to understand P]Ians, design specifications, and engineering terms

]g;olrgmonly used in the mechanical
leld;

(2) knowledge of mechanical installations and piping;

(3) familiarity with the requirements of the Uniform Plumbing Code, Uniform

Swimming Pool, Spa, and Hot _ _
Tub Code, Uniform Solar Energy Code, and the Uniform Mechanical Code
currently in effect in the state;

Sec. 08.40.490. Definitions.
3) "mechanical administrator" means a person who is responsible for

(A) installing or modifying mechanical piping and systems, devices, fixtures,

equipment, or other mechanical , _ o
materials subject to the Uniform Plumbing Code, Uniform Swimming Pool, Spa,

and Hot Tub Code, Uniform _ _
Solar Energy Code, and the Uniform Mechanical Code as published by the

International Association of Plumbing . N
and Mechanical Officials and the International Conference of Building Officials; or

(B) certifying that an installation or modification described in (A) of this
paragraph complies with the
applicable codes;



Sec. 08.18.171. Definitions.

(7) "mechanical contractor" means a contractor whose business operations

involve plumbing, pipe fitting, = - _ _
sheet metal, heating, air conditioning, ventilating, or sprinkler and dry chemical

fire protection trades in qrder to, _ _
install or modify mechanical piping and systems, devices, fixtures, and

equipment or othl mechanical materials _ o
subject to the following codes as published by the International Association of

ot the Intennational conerence of Building Offcels:
g Officials:
(A) Uniform Plumbing Code;
(B) Uniform Swimming Pool, Spa, and Hot Tub Code;
(C) Uniform Solar Energy Code; and
(D)

D) Uniform Mechanical Code;
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Preface

This document is an attempt to highlight the differences between the 2000 editions of
the Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC) published by the International Association of the
Plumbing and Mechanical Officials (LAPMO) and the International Mechanical Code
published by the International Code Council. It consists of an executive summary
followed by a chapter by chapter cross-reference. Each chapter also has a brief
summary. When there are differences, comments are included in the analysis column.
This study is provided for the benefit of those entities contemplating the issue of
mechanical code adoption. LAPMO welcomes your comments and observations on this
document. For additional copies please contact LAPMO at 909-595-8449 x149.



DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE 2000UM C
AND THE 2000 IMC

Executive Summary

Background:

Until 1991 the Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC) was cosponsored by the International
Association of Plumbing and Mechanical Officials (IAPMO) and the International
Conference of Building Officials (ICBO) with each organization owning the copyright to
the document. That situation changed m 1994, and again in 1997, when each of the two
model code bodies published a separate UMC. Currently only IAPMO publishes a 2000
edition of the UMC with ICBO discontinuing publication of their Uniform Codes set.
The 1994 versions of the UMC were similar but that was not the case in the 1997
editions of the document. Chapters 3, 4, and 11 of the ICBO UMC were rewritten in
their entirety. At that point the documents had diverged. That trend has continued
with the 2000 International Mechanical Code (IMC). The 2000 UMC is significantly
different from the 2000 IMC in style, philosophy and technical content. The EMC is a
publication of the International Code Council (ICC) and sponsored by ICBO.

Technical Content:

Some of the significant technical differences between the 2000 UMC and the 2000 IMC
are outlined below:

1. Unvented Room Heaters: The IMC allows for the use of unvented room heaters by
reference to the International Fuel Gas Code (IFGC) in Section 301.3. Unvented fuel
burning room heaters are specifically prohibited under Section 916.3 of the 2000

uMC

2. LPG Facilities are prohibited in pits or basements and other specific locations by
Section 1313.5. The 2000 IMC or the 2000 IFGC do not contain any such restriction.

3. Unlisted Equipment: Table 3-1 provides for clearances for different types of unlisted
appliances. There is no equivalent table in the IMC.

4. Referenced Standards: Appendix A contains 7 UMC standards. These standards
based on nationally recognized standards are reproduced in their entirety in the
UMC. The IMC does not have any standards in it and only mentions them by

reference.

5. Fuel Gas provisions: Chapter 13 of the UMC by reference to Appendix B contains
these provisions. The IMC refers you to a different document; i.e. the International

Fuel Gas Code for these provisions.



6. Text from other codes: The IMC reproduces text from other codes. As an example
refer to Section 513 for Smoke Control systems. The UMC does not use this
approach. This factor needs to be considered when jurisdictions are considering

adopting one document over another.

7. Commercial Cooking Equipment (Chapter 5): There are significant differences
between the two codes in this area. The requirements for duct enclosures for Type |
Hoods are different; clearances are different with the UMC being more restrictive.

The cleanout requirements are different as well.

8. Refrigeration (Chapter 11): Table 1103.1 on the IMC is different from Table 11-1 of
the UMC. The refrigerant list in the IMC is more in keeping with ASHRAE 34.
There is no comparable table in the IMC for Table 11-2 in the UMC. Part Il of
Chapter 11 deals with cooling towers; there is no equivalent provision in the IMC.
Additionally, Section 1101.8 requires prior approval from the Administrative
Authority for change of refrigerant. The UMC has no similar provision.

Conclusion:

As indicated above there are several major differences between the 2000 UMC and the
2000 IMC. Those code users currently using the 1997 UMC (either one) will find it a
relatively smooth transition to the 2000 UMC in comparison to adopting the IMC. It is
clear from comparing the size of the two books that the UMC 2000 is significantly more
prescriptive in its approach, a philosophy that been utilized in the development of the
Uniform codes. This philosophy is evident in the fact that the 2000 UMC reproduces
important standards in the code for ease of use while the IMC only references them.
Jurisdictions considering adoption of one or the other document need to examine these
differences and consider their impact on the health and safety of the communities that

they serve.

For questions or information please contact: IAPMO « 20001 E Walnut Dr South « Walnut « CA 91789 « 909.595.8449 x 149
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YEAR 2000MECHANICAL CODE COMPARISON JUST COMPLETED

WALNUT, Calif., August 18, 2000 - In a continuing efTort to provide the public with the most up to
date detailed analysis of the two leading mechunical codes in the industry, IAPMO has completed A
Comparison Between the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code and the 2000 Inemational Mechanical
Code. This study was performed by Hari Ramanathan, who was previously employed by the
International Conference of Building Officials (ICBO) as a staffengineer chiefly responsible for
support ofthe International Plumbing Code (IPC) and International Mechanical Code (IMC). After
leaving ICBO, Mr. Ramanathan assumed the position of Director of Code Services with IAPMO
and is primarily responsible for supporting the 2000 UMC. As a member ofthe IAPMO family, Mr.
Ramanathan decided that it was important to inform the public ofthe relative advantages of one
mechanical code over another, thus he developed a comprehensive analysis of the 2000 UMC and
IMC. Ifyou wish to review this comparison, download a copy from IAPMO's document download
page. For multiple copies of the comparison, please contact Mr. Ramanathan at (909) 595-8449 Ext.
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Chapter |

2000 uMC
101.0 Title

102.0 Puipose
103.0 Scope

104 Application
to Existing Mech.

Provisions

105.0 Alternate
Materials and

Methods of Const.
106.0 Modification
107.0 Tests

PartEl
108.0 Powers
and Duties of the

Admin. Authority

110.0
Board of Appeals

Partin
112.0 Permits

113.2 Plans and
Specifications

114.1 Permit Issuance
115 .0 Fees

116.0 Inspections

2000 IMC
101.1 Title

101.2 Scope

102 Applicability

105.2 Alt. Materials

105.1 Modification
107.2 Testing

104.1 Duties and
Powers of the Code

Official

109 Means of Appeal

106 Permits

106.3.1 Construction
Documents

106.4 Permit Issuance
106.5 Fees

107 Inspections
and Testing

Analysis
IMC refers to ICC Fuel
Gas Code for fuel gas
provisions.

Similar language
except IMC has a
section dealing with
referenced standards.

UMC language more
detailed on this issue.

Almost identical.

UMC uses 'Admin
Authority'; IMC uses
'Code Official'.

UMC more detailed in
this area.

IMC spells out the
makeup of the Board
of Appeal UMC does
not.

Exempt work
similar.

UMC has Table 1-1 at
the end of the chapter;
IMC has a permit fees
table in the appendix.
UMC fee table is
jroken down in
greater detail than the
MC appendix.

Similar.



Chapter I (Continued)

Summary:
The major difference is that the IMC creates a department of mechanical inspections

while the UMC does not specifically require it. The members of the Appeals Board are
spelled out as far as qualifications in the IMC but not in the UMC. All aspects of the
administrative process for a mechanical code are covered in both documents though the

UMC is more prescriptive.



Chapter 2

2000 UMC
201.0 General

202.0 Accepted
meanings

203.0 (A thru 2)
Definitions

Summary:

The definitions in the two documents have similarities as well as significant differences.
There are several terms defined in the UMC 2000 that are not defined at all in the IMC
2000. Examples would be Assembly Building, Cooling Unit/System, Heating degree-

2000 IMC

201.1 Scope

201.2
Interchangeability

Section 202
Definitions

Analysis

No specific reference to
a dictionary found in
the IMC.

Definitions in the two
documents are varied.
Even for the same
terms, the definitions
are not always
identical. The UPC is
generic in its building
code reference and,
therefore, can be used
with any building
code.

day, and Vented Appliance categories among others.

The UMC makes reference to a generic building in the definitions so as to be used with
a building code adopted by the jurisdictions. For words not defined at all the UMC

refers the user to a specific dictionary.



Chapter 3

2000 UMC
301.0 Scope

302.0 Approval

303.0 Type of Fuel and
Fuel Connections

304.0 Installation
305.0 Access

306.0 Automatic Control
Devices
307.0 Labeling

308.0 Location

309.0 Electrical
Connections

310.0 Condensate Wastes
and Control

311.0 Personnel
Protection

312 Air Filters

2000 IMC
3011 Scope

No comparable
provision.

304.0 Installation

306 Access and Service
Space

No such provision in this
chapter.

301.4 Listed and Labeled

304.3 Elevation of
Ignition Sources

301.7 Electrical

307 Condensate Disposal

304.9 Guards

IMbcomparable
jrovision.

Analysis

301.4 /301.5 Similar
except the UMC has
additional language on
BTU ratings at altitude.
Though both sections
have the title, the
provisions in each are
different. Some of the
material in this section of
the IMC is covered.
Not covered in this
chapter.

The IMCisa
combination of UMC 34
and 305. The
requirements for
clearances are not
identical.

The approach to the topic
is different. The UMC
deals with the marking
issue while the IMC ﬁoes
into the specifics of the
listing process.

Similar provisions.

IMC refers to the ICC
Electrical Code for all
electrical provisions
while the UMC spells out
the provisions for
mechanical equipment.

Provisions are similar
except the UMC has a
table to size condensate
piping based on
equipment capacity
specific atmospheric
conditions.

and



Chapter 3 (Continued)

2000 uMC 2000 IMC Analysis
Table 3-1 No comparable table.
Table 3-2 Table 308.6 Similar though not
identical.
Table 3-3
Table3-4 No similar tables.
Table 3-5

Summary:
There are some significant differences between the two chapters. The IMC chapter does

not contain tables needed to clearances for unlisted appliances. The IMC defers to the
listing of the equipment for information pertaining to installations.

UMC has sizing tables for condensate piping while IMC does not. The IMC refers to the
ICC electrical code for all electrical provisions while they are spelled out it in the UMC

2000.



Chapter 4

2000 umC 2000 IMC Analysis

401.0 General 401 General The scopes of the two
chapters are very

different. Chapter 4 of
the UMC deals with
ventilation
requirements of direct
gas-fired heaters by
reference. It has the
requirements for
evaporative coolers.

402.0 Makeup Air No comparable

provision.
403.0 Evaporative No comparable
Cooling Systems provision.
404.0 Location No comparable

provision.
405.0 Access Inspection No comparable
and Repair provision.
406.0 Installation No comparable

provision.
Summary:

Chapter 4 of the UMC 2000 is a brief chapter dealing mainly with evaporative coolers.
Chapter 4 of the IMC 200 deals extensively with the issue of ventilation. Some of the
issues in the IMC are mechanical ventilation, requirements for outdoor ventilation for
different occupancies, ventilation for parking garages. The UMC defers to the building

code on many of these issues.

10



Chapter 5

2000 UMC
501.0 Scope

502.0 Definitions

503.0 Motors, Fan and
Filters

504.0 Environmental
Air Ducts

504.3.3 Commercial
Clothes Dryers

2000 IMC
401.1 Scope

No comparable
provision.

503 Motors and Fans

508 Commercial
Kitchen Makeup Air

504 Clothes Dryer
Exhaust Ducts

504.7 Commercial
Clothes dryers

11

Analysis
The UMC chapter is
divided into two parts
with Part | dealing
with Environmental
Air ducts/product
conveying ducts and
Part Il dealing with
commercial hoods and
kitchen ventilation.
The IMC s laid out
differently and has
significant portions
from the ICC Fire Code
and ICC Building Code
reproduced in this
chapter.

Air filter requirements
only found in UMC.

Maximum length
limitation for clothes
dryer exhaust is 14 ft
under the UMC and 25
feet. IMC allows use of
manufacturer
installation
instructions to reduce
this length. UMC does
not. Both reduce
distance for use of
elbows though not
identical.

Both sections are
similar in that they
refer to the listing
requirements. The
UMC refers to
manufacturer's
installation for ducts
while the IMC has
specific duct
installation provisions.



Chapter 5

2000 WMC

504.5 Termination of
Environmental Air

Ducts

505.0 Design of
Product Conveying

Ventilation Systems

Table 501 Minimum
Conveying Velocities

506.0 Product
Conveying Ducts

Part II- Commercial
Hoods and Kitchen

Ventilation
507.0 Definitions

508.0 Kitchen
Ventilation Systems

508.2 Prevention of
Grease Accumulation

(Continued)

2000 IMC

502.6.3.6
Termination Point

502 Required Systems

No comparable table.

511 Dust, Stock and
Refuse Conveying

Systems

507 Commercial
Kitchen Hoods

No comparable
section.
507 Commercial

Kitchen Hoods

506.3.8 Prevention
of Grease

Accumulation

Analysis
IMC deals with both
product conveying and
environmental duct
termination in this
section.
The approach to this
subject is different
within the two
documents. The UMC
has the provisions in
the chapter while the
IMC reproduces
whole sections of the

ICC Fire Code.

Some of the material
covered is the same
though they are by no
means identical. 506.9
and 511.2 IMC are
almost identical.

Requirements for the
joints and seams for
hoods are different The
UMC requires all joints
and seams to welded
or brazed where the
IMC provides
exceptions under Sec.
507.1.1.
The sections are
identical except that
the UMC has
additional language
specific to using a
centrifugal fan with a
bottom horizontal
discharge.



Chapter 5

2000 uMC
508.3 Cleanouts and
Other Openings

508.4 Duct Enclosure

508.6 Air Velocity
508.8 Clearances

508.9 Exhaust Outlets

508.10 Fuel Burning
Appliances

509.0 Hoods

(Continued)

2000 IMC
506.3.9 Cleanouts and
Other Openings

506.3.11
Duct Enclosure

No similar provision.
No similar provision.

506.3.13
Type | Exhaust Outlets

507.3 Fuel Burning

Appliances

507 Commercial
Kitchen Hoods

Analysis

Identical except for
reference to listed door
assemblies in the EIVC.
There are major
differences. UMC
requires a one-hour
duct enclosure for a
Type I hood. IMC
provides for exceptions
to this rule.

Minimum clearances
from the duct to the
enclosure are 3" in the
UMC and 6" for the
IMC.

The UMC calls for
specific clearance of
eighteen inches from
combustible
construction for a duct
fora Type I hood. IMC
has no similar
provision.

Similar with two
differences. Vertical
distance above the
roof surface is 2 ft. for
the IMC and 40 inches
for the IMC.

Also IMC specifies a
minimum horizontal
distance from vertical
discharge fan and a
parapet. UMC does not
have a similar
provision.

Identical.



Chapter 5

2000 UMC
509.1 Where Required

509.2 Materials and
Installation

509.4 Clearances
for a Type | Hood

509.5 Grease Filters

509.7 Capacity of
Hoods

509.9 Make-up Air

509.10 Exhaust Outlets

509.11 Performance
Tests

510.0 Motors Fans and
Safety Devices

Summary:

(Continued)

2000 IMC
507.2 Where Required

507.4 Type | Materials

Analysis

Similar in scope except
UMC spells out
different types of
appliances for which a
hood is required

Type 1l Hoods:

507.5 Type Il Materials %24 gauge UMC

507.9 Clearances
for a Type 1Hood

509.5 Grease Filters

507.13 Capacity of
Hoods

508 Commercial
Kitchen Makeup Air

507.16 Exhaust Outlets

507.17 Performance
Tests

Nfo comparable
provisions.

22 gauge IMC.

UMC is more
restrictive. Allows for
a 3-inch clearance if
combustibles are
protected by one hr.
fire resistive material.
Under IMC, clearance
Is not required under
similar conditions

Identical except for
minimum distance
between lowest edge of
filter and cooking
surface without
exposed flame is 2 ft.
under the UMC and

0.5 ft. under the IMC.

Identical.

Similar with the
following differences:

Similar except UMC
has an exception for
listed exhaust hoods.

Identical.

Major difference; IMC
refers to the IBC and
IFC. UMC has
provisions describing
he type of fire
protection needed.

There are significant differences between the two chapters. The UMC requires a duct
enclosure for Type | Hoods while this is not the case with IMC which provides for
exceptions. The clearances from ducts serving Type | Hoods are also different. The
clothes dryer length provisions are different.

14



Chapter 6

2000 UMC
Scope 601.0

602.1 General

602.2 Combustibles
within Ducts or
Plenums

602.3 Factory-Made
Air-Ducts

2000 IMC
Scope 601.0

602.1 General

602.2.1 Materials
Exposed within
Plenums

603 Duct Construction
and Installation

15

Analysis
The scope of the two
documents is slightly
different. Some of the
material covered is the
same but the UMC has
Tables 6-1 thru 6-8
dealing with ducts.
The EMC does not have
similar tables.
UMC section deals
with a reference to
tables and prohibition
on the use of rated
corridors for
conveying air to and
from rooms. This
subject is covered in
Section 601.2 IMC.

IMC is less restrictive.

Provisions are similar.
UMC has one or two
more exceptions. IMC
specifically mentions
requirements for
pneumatic tubing.

There are significant
differences in which
duct construction is
handled within the
two chapters. The
UMC is very
prescriptive giving
specifics about joints,
seams and installation.
References are made to
UMC 6-1,6-2, and 6-3
that are found in the
code. The IMC simply
references SMACNA
standards.



Chapter 6

2000 UMC
605.0 Insulation

606.0 Smoke Dampers
Fire Dampers and

Ceiling Dampers

607.0 Ventilating
Ceilings

608.0 Use of Under-
Floor Space as Supply
Plenum

610.0 Product-
Conveying Ducts

Table 6-1 thru
Table 6-7

Summary;

There are similarities in some of the provisions of the two chapters. However, the UMC
does not allow air to be conveyed between rated corridors and adjoining rooms. The
IMC refers the reader to the ICC Building Code on this issue. UMC refers to the UMC
standard 6-2 for duct construction that is printed in the code. IMC reproduces text from
the ICC Building pertaining to smoke control. Tables 6 -1, 6-2 and 6- 3 deal with duct

(Continued)

2000 IMC
604 Insulation

607 Ducts'and Air
Transfer Openings

No similar provision.

No similar provision.

511 Dust Stock and
Refuse Conveying
Systems

No comparable tables.

details. EMC has no similar tables.

16

Analysis
The EMC refers the
user to the ICC energy
code. The UMC refers
to Table 6-4 for
minimum R-values.
The IMC reproduces
this section from the
ICC Building Code
with the building code
regulating these
provisions. The UMC
only the requirement
for dampers while IMC
deals with other issues
as well.



Chapter 7

2000 uvMC
701.1 Air Supply

701.2 Existing
Buildings

ynp.O Combustion Air
Openings

702.2 Dampers
Prohibited

702.3 Louvers Grills
and Screens

703.0 Sources of
Combustion Air

703.3 Prohibited
Sources

703.4 Interior Space
704.0 Combustion Air
Ducts

705.0 Gravity type
Warm Air Furnace

706.0 Special
Conditions Created

by Mechanical
Exhausts or Fireplaces

707.0 Area of

Combustion Air
Openings

2000 IMC

701.1 Scope
701.2 Combustion
and Dilution Air

Required

No comparable
provision.

702 Inside Air
703 Outdoor Air
709.2 Damper
Openings

No comparable
provision.

7015 Prohibited
Sources

702 Inside Air

708 Combustion Air
Ducts

No similar language.
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Analysis

UMC does not use the
term " dilution " air.
Also for buildings of
ordinary tightness,
UMC requires 50 cu. ft.
per 1000 BTU
appliance rating for
combustion air
alloi/ance. This is
handled in the IMC
through the definition
of unconfined space.

UMC requires prior
approval.

This subject matter is
scattered throughout
the IMC chapter.

Similar
Similar

Similar, though no
specific reference to
mechanical exhausts

The UMC refers to
Table 7-1. The IMC has
no such table. The size
of combustion
openings must be
gleaned from code text.
This is a significant
difference in the



Chapter 7 (Continued)

2000 uMC 2000 IMC Analysis

manner. The
information is
presented in the two

chapters.
707.2 Designed There is no specific
Installations provision for alternate
design for combustion
air in the IMC.

Summary:

The subject matter covered in Chapter 7 of each book is fairly similar. The difference
arises in how the information is presented. As an example, Table 7-1 provides you with
required combustion air requirements broken down into buildings of ordinary tightness
and those of unusually tight construction. This information is contained within the
IMC chapter but not in tabular form. The UMC tends to be a little more prescriptive in

some areas than the EMC.



Chapter 8

2000 UMC
801.0 General

802.0 Types of
Venting Systems

Required

803.0 Install and Const
Rgmts

804.0 Location and
Support of Venting
Systems

805.0 Length Pitch and
Clearances

806.0 Vent Termination

807.0 Vents for Wall
Furnaces Requiring a
Type BW Gas Vent
808.0 Size of Gravity
System

809.0 Multiple
Appliance Venting
Systems

810.0 Existing Systems

2000 IMC

801.1 Scope
801.2 General

802.1 General 801.8
Abandoned Openings
803.5 Manual Dampers

802.7 Support of Vents

No comparable
provis;on.

804

No similar provision.

No similar provision.

803.7 Connectors
Serving Two or More
Appliances

801.18 Existing
Chimneys and Vents

Analysis
IMC refers to ICC Fuel
Gas for Venting of gas

fired aﬁpliances.
Though there are some

similarities, they are
mostly different with
the IMC getting into
specifics. UMC
mentions Category |
through IV appliances.
802.4 UMC and 801.11
IMC are similar. Other
than that, no
comparable provisions
in IMC.

Similar elements found
scattered in the IMC
chapter.

UMC more
prescriptive.

Different requirements;
UMC has Table 8-1.

No similar table in
IMC. IMC has
requirements for
horizontal
terminations.

The UMC provides
some level of detail on
this issue.



Chapter 8

2000 uMC
811.0 Draft Hoods

812.0 Types of
Chimneys

813.0 Masonry
Chimneys

815.0 Connectors
815.2 Chimney
Connector

815.3 Vent Connector

Table 8-2 Chimney
Selection Chart

Table 8-3 Vent
Selection Chart

Table 8-4 Vent
Selection Chart

Table 8-5 Clearances to  No comparable table.

Combustibles

Summary:

(Continued)

2000 IMC

No similar provision.

805 Factory Built
Chimneys

No comparable
provisions.

803 Connectors

No comparable table.
No comparable table.

No comparable table.

Analysis

UMC requires spark
arrestor for
solid/liquid fuel appl.
unless excepted. No
such requirement in
IMC.

Significant difference;
UMC provisions are
extremely prescriptive
in this area. UMC
breaks it down into
chimney connectors
and vent connectors.

There are significant differences in the provisions for chimneys and vents between the
UMC and the EMC. The UMC chapter is highly detailed and has three tables at the end
of the chapter. By contrast, the EMC chapter refers to the listing or the standard. For
fuel gas provisions, IMC refers user to the ICC Fuel Gas Code.
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Chapter 9

2000 IMC
901.0 Scope

2000 uMC
901.0 Scope

Part 1-Warm-Air
Heating Systems

904.0 Prohibited
Installations

303 Equipment and
Appliance Location
306 Access and Service
Space

918 Forced-Air

Warm Air Furnace

906.0 Return and
Outside Air

907.1 Duct Size
907.2 Surgical Rooms

903.0 Attic Furnaces
909.0 Warm Air

910 Furnaces in Roofs
or Exterior of
Buildings

Part Il Vented
Decorative Appliances,
Floor Furnaces, Vented
Wall Furnaces, Unit
Heaters and Room
Heaters

914.0 Vented Wall
Furnace

915.0 Unit Heaters
916.0 Room Heaters

21

Analysis

UMC scope is different
from IMC. IMC refers
to ICC Fuel Gas Code.
UMC section
specifically refers to
warm air heating
systems, vented
decorative appliances,
floor furnaces, unit
heaters and room
heaters.

No comparable
provision in IMC.

Similar - not identical.
UMC more
prescriptive.

These are similar with
some differences.
Section 906.2, which
calls for a separation
only, appears in the
UMC chapter.

Same as in 918 IMC.

No comparable
provision in IMC.

No comparable
provision.

No comparable
provision.

No comparable
provision.

Unvented fuel burning
heaters are prohibited
by the UMC and
allowed by the IMC.
Tliis is a significant
difference.

IMC refers code user to
listing.



Chapter 9 (Continued)

2000 uMC 2000 IMC

Part El

917.0 Ranges

918.0 Open top Broiler

919.0 Direct Gas-Fired

Make-up Heaters and .
Industrial Air Heaters

920.0 Ceramic Kilns 923 Small Ceramic

Kilns

907 Incinerators
and Crematories

Part IV Incinerators

Summary:

Analysis

UMC details
clearances, hood
requirements and
exterior installations.
IMC refers to
manufacturer's
instructions.

IMC refers to the
listing while UMC is
extremely descriptive
providing detailed
provisions.

Though the titles of the two chapters are the same, the content is hardly the same. In
most instances, in the IMC chapter the standard for the equipment is referenced
without any further details. The UMC has additional prescriptive provisions. This is
true for floor furnaces, vented wall furnaces, unit heaters and room heaters The UMC
prohibits the use of unvented heaters. The IMC allows them.

UMC contains clearances for-cooking ranges and requirements for open top broiler
units The IMC relies on this information coming from the listing and the manufacturer's

instructions.
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Chapter 10

2000 UMC
1001.1 Scope

1004.0 Definitions

1006.0 Detailed
Requirements

1007. Expansion Tanks

1008.0 Relief Valve
Discharge

1009.0 Shutoff Valves
1010.0 Gas Pressure
Regulator

1011 Low Water Cutoff

1012.0 Combustion
Regulators-safety

valves
1013 Automatic
Boilers

1014 Clearance for
Access

1015 Boiler Rooms
and Enclosures
1015 Boiler Rooms
and Enclosures

2000 IMC
1002.0 Scope

No comparable
prdvision.

1003 Pressure Vessels

1009 Hot Water
Boiler Expansion

Tank
1006.6 Safety and
Relief Valve Discharge

No similar provision.
No similar provision.

1007 Boiler Low Water
Cutoff ..

No comparable
section.

IMbcomparable
provision.

No comparable
provision.

Analysis
Similar except UMC
specifically excludes
water heaters under
120 gallons and less
than 200,000 BTU
rating from this
chapter.

UMC sections deals
with boilers and
pressure vessels. UMC
provides detail on
stack dampers.

Similar. Provisions for
open and closed type
systems are different.

UMC section more
detailed. IMC refers to
ICC Plumbing Code
for low-pressure
systems.

UMC section more
detailed and allows for
an exception when
serving 6 or less
dwelling units.

No comparable table
for Table 10-3 in the
IMC.

m



Chapter 10 (Continued)

2000 uMC 2000 IMC Analysis
1017.0 Floors
1018 Chimney and No comparable
Vents provision.
1019.0 Drainage

1020.0 Fuel Piping

1022.0 Operating
Adjustments and

Instruction
1023.0 Inspections and UMC requires a
Tests warning notice before

testing is completed.
UMC also allows a
registered professional
engineer to do the
testing. IMC simply
refers you to the

standard.
1024 Operating Permit  No comparable
provision.
1025 Maintenance No comparable
Inspection provision.

1026.0 Operationand ~ No comparable
Maintenance of Boilers provision.

The two chapters are similar. However the UMC contains a definitions section. UMC
has 1ableslO-1,10-2, and 10-3 dealing with expansion tank capabilities and controls for
automatic boilers. The IMC has no comparable tables. The UMC has additional
provisions dealing with maintenance and operation of boilers.
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Chapter 11

2000 uMC 2000 IMC Analysis
1101.0 Scope 1101 General UMC has two parts
Part I deals with
refrigeration systems,
etc. Part Il is Cooling
Towers. The IMC
" chapter is formatted
differently using
standard references.

1102.0 Refrigerants 1102.1 General
Systems Requirements

1103 Refrigerant 1103.1 Refrigerant Both refer to ASHRAE

Classification Classification 34; IMC in the code,
UMC in Chapter 16.

1104.0 Classification 1103.2 Occupancy Significant differences

of Refrigeration Classification UMC classifies in table

Systems 11-2 into high and low
probability systems.

1105.0 Requirements No comparable

for Refrigerant and provision.

Refrigerant Use

j 1105.1 System No comparable

Selection provision.

1105.2 Volume of 1102.1/3 IMC UMC refers to 11-1

Occupied Space EMC to Table 1103.1

(governed by the ICC
Fire Code) UMC has 2

exceptions.
1105.3 Refrigerated 1104.2.2 Industrial Occ.
Process and storage and Refrig. Rooms
Areas
1105.4 Refrigerant 1102.2.2 Purity Similar.
Purity
1106.2 Supports and No comparable
Anchorage provision.

1106.3 Access through  No comparable
Condensate Disposal provisions.

1107.0 Refrigeration 1105 Machinery Room  UMC is specific within

Machinery Rooms General Rgmts. code text as to when a
refrigeration

machinery room is
required. The
requirements are
different.



Chapter 11

2000 uMC
1107.2 Dimensions

1107.4 Refrigeration
Vapor Alarms

1107.7 Special
Requirements

1108.0 Refrigeration
Mach. Rm. Ventilation

1108.3 Distribution of
Ventilation

1108.4 Intermittent
Control of the
Ventilation System
1108.5 Emergency
Control of the
Ventilation Systems
1108.6 Central Control
of Ventilation Systems
1108.7 Vent Discharge
1108.8 Fans

1108.9 Ventl. Intake

1109. 0 Refrigeration
Machinery Room
Equipment and
Controls

1110.0 Refrigerant
Piping Containers
Valves

(Continued)

2000 IMC
No comparable
provisions.

1105.3 Refrig. Detector
(governed by ICC Fire
Code)

1106.2 Elevated Temp

1105.6.3 Qty-Normal
Ventilation

Analysis

UMC has the
provisions in the code;
IMC refers user to ICC
Fire Code.

Similar though UMC
has two exceptions.
Some of provisions are
similar but UMC
provides additional
formulae to calculate
minimum airflows and
max. temp, increases.

No comparable
provisions in this
chapter of the IMC.

No comparable
provisions.

UMC divides into
ferrous and non-
ferrous materials IMC
deals with type of
piping material
individually. UMC
does not mention
aluminum.



Chapter 11 (Continued)

2000 UMC 2000 IMC

1111.0 Erection of
Refrigerant Piping
1112.0 Refrigerant
Control Valves
1113.0 Pressure
Limiting Devices
1114.0 Pressure Relief
Devices

1115 Pressure Relief
Device Settings
1116.0 Marking of
Pressure Relief Devices
1117.0 Over Pressure
Protection

1118.0 Discharge
Piping

1119.0 Special
Discharge
Requirements

Table 11-1 Table 1103.1

Table 11-2 No similar tables.

Table 11-3

Part I1-Cooling Towers No comparable

provisions in IMC.

Summary:

There are several differences in che chapter. In size alone, the UMC chapter is about
double the size of the IMC chapter. lhe reason being that the UMC in keeping with its
philosophy has several prescriptive provisions so as to allow the user to have all the
Information needed in the chapter. The IMC refers to both the ICC Building and Fire
Code extensively and defers to standards for requirements such as refrigerant control
valves. Table 11-1 and Table 1103.1 are the not same-the IMC refrigerant list being

Analysis

There are no
provisions that directly
compare in IMC.

Tables are different.
IMC has an expanded
list based on ASHRAE

34.

longer. The IMC chapter requires access to several other documents.
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Chapter 12

2000 uMC
1201.0 Scope

1201.2.1 Materials and
Construction

1201.2.2 Fabrication of
Joints

1201.2.4
Changes in Direction

1201.2.6 Hangers and
Supports

1201.2.7 Installation
1201.2.8 Pressure
Testing

Tart 1I- Hydronic
Panels

2000 IMC
1201.1 Scope

1202 Material

1203 Joints and
Connections

No comparable
provision.

No comparable
provision.

No comparable
provision.

1208 Tests

No comparable
provision.

Analysis

UMC specifies scope as
piping where pressure

/temperature in excess
of 160 psig and 250°F.

UMC is more
prescriptive in this
section specifying
permissible materials
In code text. IMC has
materials and
standards in tabular
form. IMC allows
PEX,PEX-AL-PEX.

No specific mention in
UMC of these
materials.

Similar though UMC
provides additional
information.

Joints for plastic piping
in IMC.

Similar requirements
except IMC contains
requirements for
ground source heat
pump loop systems.
There are multiple
sections in the UMC
dealing with the
installation of hydronic
piping, including
requirements for
underground and
outside of buildings
and trenching.



Chapter 12 (Continued)

Summary:

The material in both chapters in presented differently. The IMC allows for the use of
more kinds of plastic for hydronic systems. Hydronic panels are included in the UMC.
Overall the UMC chapter is more detailed. The differing philosophies in the
formulation of codes are reflected in this chapter.



Chapter 13

Summary:

Chapter 13 of the 2000 UMC refers the user to Appendix B, Chapter 13 of the 2000 UMC
where fuel gas provisions (reproduced from the 2000 Uniform Plumbing Code) can be
found. The IMC references the ICC Fuel Gas Code, a separate document.

Chapter 14 «

Summary:

Chapter 14 of the 2000 UMC is process piping. There is no equivalent chapter in the
2000 IMC.

Chapter 15

Summary:

This chapter references Section 1206.0 Heat Sources of the 2000 UMC and the Uniform
Solar Energy Code. IMC has a short chapter containing solar provisions.

Chapter 16

Summary:

UMC 2000 has two parts. Part I has standards adopted as part of the code (8 in all). Part
Il lists other referenced standards that are listed alphabetically by title. IMC 2000 in its

chapter lists standards by promulgating agency.

Appendices

Summary.

The UMC 2000 has Appendix A, B, C and D. Appendix A contains 8 standards.
Appendix B contains Fuel Gas Piping , Installation and Testing of Gas or Fuel Fired
Equipment, Installation and testing of Oil (liquid) Fuel Fired Equipment. Appendix C
has sizing tables for venting systems. IMC has 2 appendices - one for combustion air
openings and one for chimney connector pass throughs.
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MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS
Of Alufca, Inc.

July 30, 2001

Subject: Reason the State of Alaska Should Continue With
The Uniform Mechanical Code.

Dear

There is a controversy in our State surrounding the adoption
of the mechanical code, and a good chance that this controversy will he a topic
for legislation in the 2002 session. The purpose ofthis letter is to provide some
background and information from the perspective of the Mechanical
Contractors and Mechanical Administrators who are licensed under State
Statutes 08.40.210. 08.40.270 (3), 08:40.320 (a) (2), 08.40.490 (3) (A) (B) and

08.18.171 (7).

As enacted by the legislature, these statutes require mechanical
contractors to install or modify their work in accordance with a family of
Uniform Codes, specifically UriiformTlurribing Code. Uniform Swimming
Pool, Spa and Hot Tub Code, Uniform Solar Enei*y Code and the Uniform

Mechanical Code.

The State Fire Marshal without coordinating with other agene'es has
proposed repeal of the Uniform Mechanical Code and instead seeks to adopt
the International Mechanical Code. This was done despite strenuous objections
from these mechanical professionals licensed'under the Uniform Mechanical

Code per statute.

The basic problem, as we sec it, is one agency seeks to adopt a new
substantive code while another agency can only license mechanical contractors
under a different code.. We also think the proposed new code WTIITTI serve the
public and our members. We are opposed to this method of repealing the
Uniform Mechanical Code and will continue to fight this repeal until such time
as the Legislature clerrs up the diaos created "by the Tire Marshal and the Dept,

of Public Safety.

In the Department of Public Safety budget request “Change Record
Detail With Description 'dated 12/17/1999 the DPS asked for $98,100.00 for

1

P.O. BoX747B6 « Fx(rt>*nk*, AK BS707-4790
(907)466-8347 « Fax: (907) 461-6132
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“Extensive Code/RegulationProjecf. At tlie date of this budget request the
codes DPS proposed to adopt had not yet been published. According to the
fly/leaf in the front ofthese codes they are published as follows;

2000 International Residential Code - Published Jan. 2000

2000 International Fire Code - Published Dec. 1999

2000 International Building Code - Published March 2000

2000 International Mechanical Code - Published Dec. 1999

The DPS did not proceed to adopt the International Residential Code.

We are puzzled how the DPS could consider adopting codes before
they are published. The Budget Request goes on to conclude that other mode!
codes are no longer available. This isincorrect.The Uniform Plumbing Code.
Uniform Mechanical Code, Uniform Swimming Pool, Spa and Hot Tub Code
and the Uniform Solar Energy Code are still being published by the
International Association of Plumbing and Mechanical Officials (IAPMO) as
they have always published these codes. Also, the UniformTire Code was
developed and is published by the Western Fire Chiefs Association (WFCA).

A 2000 edition has been publishec?.

In summary, the 2000 edition ofthe family oTUniform Codes listed
above are in use across the United States. They are still available despite what
DPS states in their Budget Request.

Based on the information wc have to date, the only code body lu pull
out of the Uniform family was the International Conference of Building
Officials (ICBO). the organization ofwhich the Fire Marshal is a member.
What we have in this situation is one splinter group seeking to adopt a new and
untested code. Frankly, our members and the public should notbe required to
participate in this experiment.

The DPS statement that FEMA will not folly lund disasters in our
state unless we adopt the International Codes is wrong! The "State oFCalifornia
recently re-adopted the Uniform Codes after a review process that lasted more
than a year. They would not have taken that action if it would risk losing

FEMA disaster funding.

The DPS statement that failure to adopt the International Codes will
make it more costly for companies to build in Alaska is puzzling. How does the
DPS know the new code will reduce the cost of building in Alaska? Where is
the documentation? Common sense suggests the adoption ofany new
regulatory code will increase building costs, at least initially.

The DPS statement that the major cities in Alaska (all of whose
chief building officials arc ICBO members) plan to adopt the new codes is true.
But those chiefbuilding officials point to the State’s plan to adopt the new

.03



Out-29-01

01:31 Rutland 907 488 2385

#

International Codes as their justification to adopt these codes.Thislund of
bureaucratic selfjustification is driving the adoption of the International Codes.

It is clear that the DPS manufactured an artificial crises and
rammed through this regulation project to fix a phony problem. .This "“fix*’ has
and will cost hundreds of mechanical contractors and the public thousands of
hours of time and hundreds of thousands of dollars. We ash for what purpose?
To those of us caught in the middle of this bureaucratic turf fight, there is no-a

valid reason to adopt a new, untested code..

At the next code cycle, 2003, there wiH be a new integrated family
of model consensus codes, NFPA 5000, the full Consensus Code Set. This
family ofcodes wifi contain the NFPA Building'Code, ajoint TTFPA/WFCA
Fire Code, Uniform Mechanical Code, Uniform Plumbing Code. Uniform
Swimming Pool, Spa & Hot Tub Code, Uniform Solar Energy Code and the
National Electric Code. The last four of these codes will still be in effect in our
State at that time because statutes require the Dept. oFLabor to adopt those
specific codes. Let us take our time and fairly examine both code sets before
we rush to judgement. This is what California and Oregon are doing. It makes
no sense to adopt new cedes piecemeal, particularly where the statutes
governing testing and licensing are at odds with the new proposed International

Codes.

At the Federal level the government agencies are encouraging the
development of model consensusbuilding codes. Consensus is defined in
OMB A-1 19 by the-attribuies of Openness, Balance of interest. Due process
and an Appeals process. The International Codes do not meet these criteria in

my opinion.
Please use your good offices to make sure the regulation adoption
process works as the Legislature Intended, and the interests of all stakeholders

are considered, not just the interest o fa few building officials more concerned
with their own “turf” than the interests of the public..

Sincerely,

Eugene R. Rutland
Executive Director

P.04
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LEGAL SERVICES
DIVISION OF LEGAL AND WESEARCH SERVICES
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY 5W> Cepitol
-2« STATE OF ALASKA »
9&)(38%356667_2%2%66 2«0 Jixwau, Alaska 99601*1182
Mall Stop 3101 Da/h'ertae lo: 120 Bth St., Rm. 329
MEMORANDUM July 12,2001
SUBJECT: Regulatory adoption of International Mechanical Code
(Work Order No. 22-L.51056)
TO: Representative Jeannette James
Attn: Barbara
FROM:, f ¢ , csa L. Bannister

Legislative Counsel

You have asked whether The Department of Puhlic Safety may amend its regulations to
replace the Uniform Mechanical Code ("tIMC") with the International Mechanical Code
("IMC™). On June 25, 2001 the Lieutenant Governor's office filed regulations of die
Department of Public Safety ("D:partment*) that adopt, with some Alaska variations, the
International Mechanical Code and certain other international codes. The International
Mechanical Code replaces the Uniform Mechardoal Code in those regulations. The
relevant changes in the regulations occur at 13 AAC 50.023 (adoption of the International
Mechanical Code) and 13 AAC 55.150(a)(19) (repeal of the definition of "UM.C." for
13 AAC 50 « 13 AAC 55). The regulation changes take effect September 15,2001.

You are asking whether these regulatory changes are valid. First of all, keep in mind that
amended regulations that are filed by the lieutenant governor raise tht rebuttable
presumption that the amended regulations arc valid, AS 44.62.100. and see Q'Callaphan
v. Rue. 996 PJ2d 88, 95 (Alaska 2000). Howem, to uphold this presumption, the
amended regulations must be consistent with and reasonably necessary to implement the
statutes authorizing their adoption. £8£ AS 44.62.030 and ?tqp:. Bd, of Marine Pilots y.
Renwick. 936 P,2d 526, 531 (.Alaska 1997), cited by Interior Alnskft-Airboat Association
v. State. 18 P.3d 686, 689 (Alaska 2001). Where a regulation is adopted in accordance
with the Administrative Procedures Act (AS 44.62), and the legislature intended to give
the agency discretion, the court applies this test by reviewing first whether the regulation
is consistent with the statutory provisions that authorize it and second by determining
whether the regulation is reasonable and not arbitrary. See Interior Alaska Aiiboat
Association. 18 P.3d at 689 - 690. Finally, to be valid, an administrative regulation must
not violate existing state statutes or constitutional provisions. See P'Callaghan v. Rue.

996 P.2d at 98.

The information that | have received does not disclose the complete process that preceded
the filing of the regulations. Therefore, | w.il assume for the purposes of this memo that
the regulation changes were adopted in‘accordance with the Administrative Procedures
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Representative Jeannette James
July 12,2001
Pago 2

Act The authority cited for the repeal and reenactment of 13 AAC 50.023 and for tbe
repeal of 13 AAC 55.1S0(aXI9) is AS 18.70.080. In addition, AS 18.70.010 is also cited
for the repeal of 13 AAC 55.150"0(19). AS 18.70.080(a) expressly aurhorips the
Department of Public Safety to promulgate regulations for the purpose of protecting life
and property from fire and explosion by establishing minimum standards for certain listed
items. These items include, among other things, minimum standards for "fire and life
safety criteria in commercial, industrial, business, institutional, or other public buildings,
and buildings used for residential purposes containing four or more dwelling unitfl.../1
AS 18.70.080(a)(2). This is a very broad delegation of authority by the legislature and
gives the Department much discretion. AS 18.70.010 describes the general function of
the Department with regard to fire protection and states that the Department "shall foster,
promote, regulate, and develop ways and means of protecting life and property against

fire, explosion, and panic.”

The adoption of a code to regulate the mechanical systems of certain structures appears to
be consistent with AS 18,70.080 because it establishes standards for the installation and
operation of mechanical systems in buildings, and the mechanical systems appear to
directly affect fire in and explosions of structures. It is my understanding that mechanical
codes cover air flow systems (heating, cooling, and ventilation systems) and that air flow
systems are significant in fire protection matters because air is one of tbe elements that
arc needed for a fire, The authorization for adoption of a mechanical code is reinforced
by AS 18.5d.300(eX3)j which defines "sure building code" for the section to include the
mechanical standards adopted by the Department under AS 18.70.080.

However, AS 18.56.300(e)(3) expressly refers to tin Department’s adoption under
AS 18.70.080 of a version of the UMC for these standards. Although this reference does
not appear in the Department’s grant of authority under AS 18.70.080, it appeals to
indicate that the legislature intended that the UMC be the mechanical code adopted unde;
AS 18.70.080. Since this language is so clear, it is likely to be read to limit the
Department’s discretion under AS 18.70.080 when adopting a code for mechanical
standards. IfAS 18.70.080 and AS 18.56.300 are read together, the adoption of the IMC
would not be consistent with AS 18.70.080. On the other hand, it is possible that
AS 18.56.300 might be read as limited to the mechanical code to be adopted for the
structures covered by that section. However, even in that case, it would seem to require
that the Department adopt the UMC at least for the purposes of AS 18.56.300, which the

regulation changes do not appear to do.

When considering consistency, the purposes of the grant of regulation-making authority
may be considered. ~ Interior Alashr smuboat Association. 18 P.3d. at 690. In this
regard, ndoption of the IMC may not actually promote the protection of life and property
from fire and explosion because mechanical administrators, the persons who install and
modify mechanical systems, are required to be trained in the UMC, not the IMC. See
AS 08.40.270(a)(3), The training requirements of licensing provisions generally are to
insure that the licensees can implement the standards they arc required to apply. The
purpose of the licensing provisions for mechanical administrators is to protect the safety

P (3
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Representative Jeannette James
July 12, 2001
Page 3

of people 2nd property in the state from the danger of improperly installed or modified
mechanical systems by providing a procedure to assure, among other goals, that the
public that persons responsible for making mechanical installations in this state arc
gualified. Sss AS 08.40.210. If a licensee is not trained in the IMC the licensee will not
be able to implement the standards established by the IMC. If the two codes are not
significantly different, this may not be a significant problem. However, changing to a
oode in which the mechanical administrators arc not required to be trained appears, at
least on the surface, not to promote the purposes of the authorizing statute.

The next question is whether the regulation changes arc reasonable and not arbitrary. See
Kelly v. Z&rr.jrello, 486 P.2d 906, 911 (Alaska 1971), cited by Interior Alaska Akboat
Association. 18 P.5d at 690. The Alaska Supreme Court conducts the "reasonable and
not arbitrary” review using a deference] standard, gee OTflllaghnfi. 996 P.2d at 95. In
determining whether a regulation'is reasonable and not arbitrary courts do not substitute
their judgment for the judgment of the agency. See Meier v. St3te. Bd. of Fisheries. 739
P.2d 172, 174 (Alaska 1987), cited by Interior. Alaska Airboar Association. 18 PJd at
690. Therefore, review consists primarily of ensuring font the agency has taken a hard
look at the salient problems and has genuinely engaged in reasoned decision making. Sif
Tonaass Sport. Fishing Ass'n. v. State. 866 P.2d 1314, 1319 (Alaska 1994), cited by
Interior Alaska Airboat Association. 18 P.3d at 690.

As mentioned earlier, the information that I harvo received does not disclose the complete
process that preceded the filing of the regulations. Therefore, | will not sddress whether
there were any process failures in the adoption of the regulation changes. However, the
Alaska Supreme Court included In its process review a comment that the agency's
findings reflected carefril consideration of the public testimony received by The agency.

Interior Alaska Airboat Association. 18 P.3d ar 693. 1 have not reviewed any
Department findings, but a review of the regulation changes does raise questions as to
whether the Department adequately considered the comments that it received, including
comments from the Department of Community and Economic Development (June 7,
2001 letter from the Division of Occupational Licensing) about licensing issues end the
May 29,2001 letter from the Department of Labor and Workforce Development referring
to conflicts with existing statutes, and whether the Department had decided its position
before it went into the comment period.

Even assuming that the Department's findings indicate that it considered the comments
that it received, die unresolved problems created by the substitution of the International
Mechanical Code for the Uniform Mechanical Code suggest that the Department did not
engage in reasoned decision making. As mentioned earlier, AS 18.56.300 specifically
applies the Uniform Mechanical Code tb certain buildings subject to AS 18.56.300, and,
as also mentioned earlier in this memo, the licensing of mechanical administrators is
currently based by statute on knowledge of tbe Uniform Mechanical Code. The licensing
chapter, AS 08.40, defines a "mechanical administrator" as a person who is responsible

for
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(A) instailing or modifying mechanical piping and systems,
devices, fixtures, equiptAent, or other mechanical materials subject to the
Uniform Plumbing Code, Uniform Swimming Pool, Spa, and Hot Tub
Code, Uniform Solar Energy Code, and the Uniform Mechanical Code as
published by the International Association of Plumbing and Mechanical
Officials and the International Conference of Building Officials; or

(B) certifying that an .r tallation or modification described in (A)
of this paragraph complies with the applicable codes,...1

[AS 08.40.490(3), emphasis added.]

A reference to the UMC also appears in the definition of mechanical administrators for
the chapter that licenses contractors. 8£S AS 08.18,171(7).

In addition, the examination of applicants for mechanical administrator’s licenses
includes, in addition to the basic knowledge of basic mechanical system information,
familiarity with the requirements of the Uniform Mechanical Code. AS 08.40,27Q{aX3).

Finally, ifthe IMC conflicts with the UMC, mechanical administrators would bo exposed
to disciplinary action under AS 08.40.320 and penalties under AS 08.40.380. Those
sections authorize the discipline and penalties when a licensee knowingly violates a code
listed in As 08.40.490(3XA). As you recall, that paragraph refers to the UMC and not

die IMC.

The legislative intern for the licensing of mechanical administrators, therefore, appears to
be based on the use of the Uniform Mechanical Code. While it is possible, | suppose, for
persons familiar with one code to be familiar with and operate under another code, it does
not seem reasonable for the Department to mandate the use of a mechanical code that is
different from ths mechanical code that mechanical administrators must study and be
familiar with or to expose licensees to disciplinary action by requiring tbe use of the

IMC.

The third part of the analysis of an administrative regulation is determining whether tbe
administrative regulation violates existing state statutes or constitutional provisions. See
OcCaliathan. 996 P.2d at 98. As already discussed above, the adoption of the IMC
appears to directly conflict with the language of AS 18.56.300, As 08.40.320, and
AS 08.40.380, and leas directly with AS 08.18.171 and AS 08.40.270 and AS 08.40.490,
Before finding a conflict, a court will attempt to harmonize the regulation changes with
the statutes. See State v. Anderson. 749 P.2d 1342, 1346 1347 (Alaska 1988). As
mentioned earlier, although the reference to the UMC in AS 18.56.300 is clear, a court
may determine that the reference to tbe UMC is limited to the application of
AS 18.56.300 and may also attempt in some way to harmonize the licensing provisions
with the regulation changes, e.g., rending the licensing provisions to allow the licensing
agency to require training in the IMC. However, it is not clear how AS 08.40,320
(disciplinary 3ction) and 08.40.380 (penalties) could be harmonized with tlx; regulation
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changes, and, further, the regulation changes do not appear to provide for the application
ofthe UMC in cases covered by the AS 18.56,300.

As indicated earlier, | have not reviewed any findings thH the Department may have
made for the regulation changes. 1fyou would like me to do so, please advise. Keeping
that limitation in mind, my conclusion is that there appear to be 6erious questions whether
the adoption ofthe IMC by the Department satisfies the criteria established by statute and
the courts for the validity of regulations. The Department may be determined cot to have
been acting within the statutory authorization for regulations because of the language of
AS 18.56.300. The regulation changes may be considered unreasonable in light of the
language of the licensing statutes and AS 18.56.300. And the changes appear to conflict
with certain statutes in this area. Although it is always difficult to predict how a court
would rule In a particular matter, particularly in light of the deference the court gives
when applying part of its analysis,- ffcdieve that it is quiw possible that a court may
determine that invalidation o f the regulation changes related to the UMC is appropriate in

light ofthese problems.

If 1can be of further assistance, please eidvise.

Uiy



Memorandum

T0: Representative Gene Therriault, Co-Chair
House Finance Committee

FROM:  Representative Gary Davis, Chan
House Finance Subcommittee on Safety

DATE: March 6,2000
RE: Capita] Budget request

In reviewing the Department of Public _Safeéy operating budget, there is one item that
seems appropriately situated in the Capital Budget.

The apPropriation of concern is Bone-time item of 98.1 GF that will frnd,? 2-year prog'ect
t%revvr te and provide for the su sewent adoption of the Internationa Budeg Code
The ro*ect requires extensive review of the current coces, expanded public hearings and
notification and a complete rewnite of chapters 13 AAC 50, 13 AAC 52 and 13 AAC 55,

If. the International Building Code is not adopted and Alaska experiences a natural
disaster, FoMA will not provide full disaster recovery funding.

Session: Slate Capitol. Juneau, AK 99801 « Phone 907/465-2693 or 800/463-2693 - Fax 907/465-3835
Interim: 145 Main St. Lp., Ste. 223, Kcnai, AK 9961 1 - Phone 907/283-7095 or 907/224-2051 - Fax 907/283-3075
Email: Representative_Gary_Davis@ legis.stale.ak.us
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Scenario/ Trans Porsonal

Change Record Detail With Description
Department of Public Safety

Srijnarlo: FY2001 Governor
Component Fire Preveniion Oncraiions (494)

BRU: Firo Preveniion
Land/ Grants

Change Record Title Type Totals Services Travel Contractual Supplies Equipment Buildings  Claims

Increment for Extensive Code/Rug ilation Project: $98.1 GF

The Slale of Alaska has used Ihe Uniform Codes since statehood. The Uniform Codes are one cf ihree model cocte sels that have
been used across the United States, In 1935. tho three model code organizations combined into an organization called "The
Intemalinnnl Code Council”. The primary Fmpose oftho Ihree model node groups conning together was lo develop end publish one

set of model codes for use in the United ‘Steles ond other countries.

The model code organizations agreed to strip publishing Tieirown model code setonce the new International Codes were pifclisheri.
The Inteinational code Council has completed tho work on Ihe International Codes and Irioy will be published in calender year 2000.

This change has a significant impact on AJoska as wed as most states:

*The model code set used in Alaska since statehood Is no fonger available. The 1997 edition of tho Uniform Codes that are now in
use in Alaska is the last edllion that will be published by the International Conference of Building Officials, (ICBO).The only current set
ot codes Ihal will be available after calendar year 2000 wit be the International Codes.

+The International Codes are a combination of lhe Ihiee previous model code sels. The combined criteria sets standards for building
construction, fire safety, and nlher code requirements that are significantly different than esnow used in Alaska or any olhcr state.

The following impacts will occur il Alaska does nol move to the new model codes

The new Inlernalional Building Code wil be adopted hy the Federal Emergency Manag?ement Agency (FEMA). If a slate is nol using
this code anti there is a disaster (earthquake, Sre, etc.). FEMA will not provide lull disaster funding for recover.

IMol adopting the new codes would make it more costly for companies to build in Alaska. Tho primary purpose the code or

anizations
had in developing one code was to make il more cost effective for companies that buikl in many different states and jurlsdicfJ

lons.

The major cities In Alaska have plans to adopt the new codes. Hthe state does not orfopf Iheso codos it will cause many problems
for allwho want lo build in Alaska.

Because of the significant c.harvges in criteria these new codes wil establish, for building design and cons.'rurfion, firo safety standarcfe
and other requirements the adoption will require extensive review of IhB codes, expanded public hearings and notification, plus a
comFIete rewrite of chapters 13 AAC 50,13 AAC 52 and 13 AAC 55 of the Alaska Administrative Code. This will require resources

that lhe Division of Fire prevention does not have.
We believe Ifte program for Alaska to change lo the new International Building, Fire, Mochcrncal and Residential Codes will bo a two

Misc.

Non Position*
Specific PFT PPT MP

State of Alaska
DepartmentofPublicSafety 12-17-19901:10pm 0Q1WK



NFPA*
National Fire Protection Association

Western Regional Representative
3535 Inland Empire Boulevard. Suite 29. Ontario, ca 91764
Telephone (909) 941-250S Fax 1909) 941-2506
May 12,2000

The Honorable Ailcen Adams

Secretary, State & Consumer Services Agency &a Chair
California Building Standards Commission

915 Capitol Mall, Suite 200

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Ailecn Adams:

The purpose of this letter is to provide further information regarding ray research into
questions regarding Federal Post Disaster Funding and Federal Seismic Safely

Guidelines.

Over the past two years questions have been raised at both the BSC meetings and. tho
2000 Code Partnership meetings regarding whether or not there is in place some type of
federal mandate for states or local communities to update their current codes in order to
qualifylfor federal disaster relief. This has resulLtcd in some confusion among participants
as to how to proceed with future code adoptions.

This office has been working with our Washington D.C. staff over the past few months
reviewing federal regulations and guidelines on these matters.

Our findings indicate the Federal Government does not recommend or mandate the
adoption or use of any particular code or standard in order for states to qualify for post
disaster federal funding.

FEMA does encourage local and state governments to adopt and enforce good firul
reasonable codes in order to minimize building damage should disasters occur.

Since 1993 there has been an ongoing legislative discussion in congress as to whether or
not the Stafford Act should be strengthened to require state and localities to adopt state-
of-the-art building and fire codes to reduce the cost of losses caused by natural disasters.

The Earthquake Hazards Reduction act of 1977 requires the development and

promulgation of specifications, design criteria, etc., io achieve appropriate earthquake
resistance for new structures.

rewire.X. and riucarjon for file nfld rduoid Sofoty mueJ lion: 1S9!) Publishers of Ihs fteJoiul Ftrc Code™*, including ihe Nvionnl Eli%Srfcal CbJe' nnd the Life £»ieiy C.'«l-.6



Obviously, California has always adopted state-of-the-art codes and is currently viewed
as a national leader in statewide codes. Our current codes meet or exceed
recommendations by the Federal Government.

I have enclosed several federal documents, which address this subject ;

I would appreciate receiving any further information you may have on this subject.
Respectfully submitted,

4 A VAR ;
Robert V. Miller
Western Regional Manager

rvm/cac

Enclosure
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Change Record Detail With Description
Department of Public Safety

Scenario: FY2001 Governor

Component: Fire Prevention Operations (404)

BRU: Fire Prevention
Scenario/ Trans Personal Land/ Grants Non Positions

Chango Record Title Typo Totals Services Travel Contractual Supplies Equipment Buildings  Claims Misc.  Specific FFT PPT UP
Wo Deieve tho ‘'irogram for Alaska lo change lo the new International Building, Fire, Mechanical and Residential Codes will be a two
year effort, spa ..vng FY2001 and FY2002.

The funding requested for FY2001 is 398.1 General Funds
FY2001 Governor — e
Inspect schools, otherassemblies
Inc 400 0.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0
1005 GF/Prgm 400
Increment lor Inspection ol schools, other assemblies: 540.0 GF/PR (Excess Pien Review Fees)

This incrementwill provide funding so that schools and assenibly buildings (public buildings which hold 50 or more people) can be
inspected on an annual basis. Current funding only allows ihcse buildings to be inspected overy two years. The two year cycle doca
not provide iidequate fire prevention services and 0oos increase fire loss in these occtparciea Tho $40.0 to be funded from

additional GF/PR authority (Excess Plan Review Fees).

Technical Adjustment: I/A Funds for Building Plan Reviews end Other Services
Inc 125.0 0.0 0.0 125.0 0.0 00 0.0 00 0.0 0.0

1007 I/A Repis 125.0
This increment adjusts (he authorization ol Inlctagcncy Receipts in Fire Prevention BRU to reflect historical trenri3 In unbudgeted
PSAs These RSAs have “ccn for building plan reviews and otfier fire prevention services for stale agencies.

Totals 1,705.8 1,285.1 59.4 280.7 23.5 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18

o g

Eag

Stale ol Alaska
Department if Public Safety

10-17-1999 L10pm
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Mechanical Code Adoption

Background

Under AS 18.70.080, the Department of Public Safety has the authority to “adopt
regulations for the purpose of protecting life and piCDerty from fire and explosion.” Since
1981, the State Fire Marshal has adopted the Building, Fire and Mechanical codes.

Our primary concern regarding the mechanical code is that we adopt and use a code that
is compatible and correlated with a building code and fire code. The nation’s three model
building code organizations, Building Officials and Code Administrators (BOCA),
International Conference of Building Officials (ICBO) and Southern Building Code
Congress International (SBCCI) have agreed to form the International Code Council for
the purpose of publishing a national standard code. As a part of this agreement, the three
organizations will no longer publish separate model building codes. Currently, there is
only one model building code published; the International Building Code (IBC). This
means that if ajurisdiction wants to adopt a fire or mechanical code that is compatible
and correlated with a building code, they will either have to adopt the International Fire
Code (IFC) and International Mechanical Code (IMC) or stay with the 1997 editions of
the codes now being used. Industry is eager to use the new International Codes and would

not look favorably upon any delay ofadoption.

Process

The adoption process for the International Building, Fire and Mechanical Codes nvolved
all organizations either served, affected by or subject to the Alaska State Fire
Regulations. At the outset, organizations such as the Alaska Home Builders Association,
the Alaska Professional Design Council, the Alaska Mechanical Contractors Association,
the American Institute of Architects, the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration &
Air Conditioning Engineers, the American Society of Mechanical Engineers, the
Associated General Contraciors, the Building Owners and Managers Association, the
Mortgage Bankers Association as well as the Building and Fire Officials of the various
deferred jurisdictions from around the state were asked to have representatives participate
in the development process for the adoption of the International Codes into the State Fire

Regulations.

Recommendations were received from many of those organizations and a v/ork group of
40 people representing all the interested areas of the state and affected parties participated
in work shops held in Fairbanks, Juneau, Soldotna and Anchorage between October 23
and 30, 2000. The outcome was a set of revisions to the International Building, Fire and
Mechanical Codes that were then set into the required regulatory format as outlined in the
“Drafting Manual for Administrative Regulations, 14th Edition” dated September 2000.

The “draft” of these regulations was again e-mailed to all workshop participants for
review and comment. The final document was submitted to Assistant Attorney General
Michael Stark in the Department of Law for review' under File #993-01-0048 and Notice



of Proposed Adoption was made through the Anchorage, Fairbanks and Juneau
newspapers and Alaska Journal of

Commerce as well as direct e-mails or mailings to those work group members, any who
requested such, and as outlined in the Manual for Administrative Regulations. The public
comment period was from December 15, 2000 through January 31, 20001. Comments on
the regulations were received from at least five groups, the foster care industry (fire &
building), the bulk fuel storage design engineers (fire), DOT on rural airports (fire),
PACE representing a group of oil workers (fire & building) and the safety engineer from
BP (fire). The variour comments were considered and some were included in the final set
ofregulations now in review and some were rejected. Throughout the process, there has
been unqualified support for the adoption ofthe three “family” members if the
International codes under the jurisdiction ofthe Fire Marshal’s Office.

Since the adoption order was signed, we have conducted code classes in Juneau,
Fairbanks, and Soldotna and will be conducting one in Kodiak within two weeks. These
classes have been attended by code officials, contractors, architects, and mechanical
engineers. All participants have been enthusiastic regarding the coordination between the
three codes, the cross referencing of other codes and *\e clear direction to the Department
of Labor for the plumbing and electrical standards and auihority.

A number of the major deferred jurisdictions will be adopting the IMC, and are currently
in the process. Several large scale projects are in the design phase under the International
Codes in anticipation of the adoption of me IBC, IFC and IMC.



MESSAGE FROM DEBORAH BEHR:

On June 25, 2001 the lieutenant governor's office filed regulations of the
Department of Public S_afetY to adopt (with some Alaska variations) the International
Bundmg Code, International Fire Code, and the International Mechanic; 1 Code as the
standards for buildings In this state. The codes replace the Uniform | uilding Code,
Uniform Fire Code, and Uniform Mechanical Code in those re8ulat|ons. e new
requlations arc contained in 13 AAC 50.010 - 13 AAC 50.150. (The codes are
commonly known as the Fire and Life Safety Codes.) The regulation changes take effect

September 15, 2001,

| did a quick search in the statutes and requlations databases and found the
following state agencies had at least one statute or Tegulation that incorporated one or
more of the uniform code described above. | also am aware that some state agencies
refer to the fire and life safety codes in contracts and state plans.

You_ should ask the agencies that you advise to review their statutes, regulations,
and other important documents to see if they incorporate these codes. We can then
advise on the appropriate actions to take.

|f you have questions, please contact me at deborah_behr@law.state.ak.us.

STATUTES
Department Citation Affected AAG
Community and Economic AS 08.18.171 Truitt/Horetski
Development Construction Contractors)
50840270
Mechanical Administrators)
50840490
(Mechanical Administrator)
Alaska Flousing Finance AS 18.56.300 McKinnon
Corporation (Construction Standards
- AHFC)
Labor and Workforce AS 18.60.705 Steinberger
Development (Plumbing Code)
REGULATIONS
Education & Early Development 4 AAC 31.014 Reeves/Mischel

(New School Planning


mailto:deborah_behr@law.state.ak.us

and Construction)

Health & Social Services 7 AAC 12.900 Bomengen
(Medical Facilities

Licensing)

Community & Economic

Development 12 AAC 39.252 Truitt/Horetski

(Mechanical Administrator)

12 AAC 39.410
(Mechanical Administrator - OLcs)

Alaska Housing Finance Corporation 15 AAC 150.910 McKinnon
(Definitions - AHFC)

Environmental Conservation 18 AAC 78.025 Daugherty
(Requirements For Existing

Underground Storage
Transfer Systems)



MEMORANDUM STATE OF ALASKA
Department of Law

to:  The Honorable Glenn Godfrey date: June 25, 2001
Commissioner
Department of Public Safety FLeno:  993-01-0048

TELEPHONE No..  465-3600

from: Deborah E. Behr subject:  Department of Public Safety
Assistant Attorney General Regulations Re: Fire and Life
and Regulations Attorney Safety Code
Legislation and Regulations Section (13 AAC 50.010 - .060;

13 AAC 55.150)

Under AS 44.62.060, we fHB reviewed the Department of Public Safety's
adoption, amendment, and repeal ofthese regulations and approve the changes for filing
by die lieutenant governor. A duplicate original of this memorandum is being furnished
the lieutenant governor, along with the 96 pages of regulations and the related

documents.

You might wish to contact the lieutenant governor's office to confirm the filing
date and effective date of the attached regulation changes.

The December 15, 2000 and April 30, 2001 public notices and the June 22, 2001
adoption order all state that this action is not expected to require IT. increased
appropriation. Therefore, a fiscal note under AS 44.62.195 is not required.

The regulation changes were adopted by the Department of Public Safety after "the
close of the public comment periods. The regulations are commonly known as the fire
and life safety code. Also, please note that the regulations take effect September 15,

2001 as specified in the adoption order.

DEB:jf
cc wlenc.: Royce Weller, Regulations Contact
Department of Public Safety

Ross Fosherg
Department of Public Safety

Mike Stark
Assistant Attorney General
Juneau



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

TO: Deborah Behr DATE: June 22, 2001

Regulations Attorney
Legislation/Regulations Section

Department of Law
FILE: File #993-01-0048

TELEPHONE: 269-5061
FAX: 338-4375

FROM: Ross A. Fosberg SUBJECT: Request for Final Legal Review of
Regulations Contact Regulations Project on State of Alaska Fire and
Division of Fire Prevention, Life Safety Regulations 13 AAC 50.010-55.150

Department of Public Safety

We are requesting legal review and approval of the attached final regulations on Fire and Life Safety,
which were adopted by the Department of Public Safety.

Enclosed are the following documents:

1 The original and one copy of the final regulations for the Department of Law's use;

2. One copy ofthe final regulations and the public notice for governor's office use;

3. The original ofthe signed and dated adopiion document;

4, A copy ofthe delegation of authority to adopt regulations;

5. A copy ofthe public notice;

6. A copy of the additional regulations notice information form distributed with the notice;
7. The originals of the publishers' affidavits of publication;

8. The original of the affidavit of notice;

9. The original ofthe affidavit of agency record of public comment;

10. Material adopted by reference in the regulations has already been transmitted to the
agency attorney.



Fosberg/Behr
June 22,2001
Page 2

We would appreciate the project being reviewed at the earliest possible opportunity, for the following

reasons:

1. The regulations contain design criteria for projects ranging from small multi-family (4-
plex) residential projects to the multi-million dollar industrial and oil related industries.
Although the effective date will be September 15, 2001, the design and construction
communities, and deferred jurisdictions are dependent on sufficient lead time to prepare
for the timely adoption of regulations and the proposed Building, Fire and Mechanical
codes adopted under this set ofregulations. The adoption of these regulations has been
eagerly anticipated by both industry and the deferred jurisdictions.

2. The various deferred jurisdictions throughout the state are moving forward in their code
adoption processes for the International Building and Fire codes, which are the referenced
codes under these regulations. Some have already adopted portions ofthose codes. It is
imperative that the Department of Public Safety be in a position to assist and work with
these jurisdictions in promoting fire and life safety through adoption and enforcement of

the same standards.
We have worked with Assistant Attorney General Michael Stark on the project.

Upon completion of your review, please forward the regulations to the lieutenant governor for filing.



TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

3301 Eagle Street, Suite 301
P.0. Box 107021
Anchora?e, Alaska 99510-7021

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR Phone; [907) 269-4900
& WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT Fax. (907) 269-4915

WAGE AND HOUR ADMINISTRATION
LABOR STANDARDS & SAFETY DIVISION

May 29, 2001

Mr. Gary Powell

State Fire Marshal’s Office

State of Alaska, Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Dear Mr. Powell:

Mr. Eugene Rutland has contacted me and requested a clarification of paragraph two of your letter to him
dated May 21, 2001. In your letter, paragraph two makes mention ofone of our plumbing inspectors, Mr. Paul
Yoder, as a representative of the Department of Labor.

In early fall of 2000, the Department of Labor obtained information that there was an effort to adopt a family
of codes, including the International Plumbing Code (IPC) and the International Electrical Code (IEC). A
review of the initial draft o the regulations did indeed reference both of those codes. We contacted your
agency through Mr. Fosberg to inquire into the proposed regulation change. Mr. Fosberg invited the
Department to provide a code review of your body of codes and point out our opposition to any language.
While this is a function of the review committee, the Department felt compelled to have the proposed codes
reviewed by our agencies. Mr. Yoder was asked to attend the meetings. The subsequent regulation package
reflected the deleted references to the IEC and IPC, courtesy of Mr. Yoder. Mr. Yoder never endorsed the
adoption of the International Mechanical Code over the Uniform Mechanical Code. In addition, you state that
Mr. Yoder reviewed the IFGC code sections also. Mr. Yoder informs the Department that it was Tami Harder

and not he that reviewed the International Fuel Gas Code.

If the tone of this letter sounds somewhat critical and defensive, it is not meant that way; it is meant to clarify
our positions on a number of issues. It is important for both our agencies to work together, and in order to
accomplish that end, we must address several points that have caused these agency problems.

In one instance, your personnel approved the installation of materials not approved by the state adopted
Uniform Plumbing Code (UPC) enforced by the Department of Labor (DOL), for a structure in Homer,
Alaska. The material was cross-linked polyethylene (PEX) piping for potable water. While that material was
finally approved and is included in the current code, at the time it was installed it was not approved by the
code. ASTMF 1807 was promulgated as a standard for PEX and the material was adopted in the 2000 code.

Most recently, we opposed the installation of an emergency power generator at a school, which did not have an
on-site fuel supply. This is a direct violation of the state adopted National Electrical Code (NEC). We
solicited and received the support of your division for requiring code compliance until we discovered from the
engineering firm that the code requirement had been directly addressed to your plan review section and they
granted an exception. The exception was the prerogative ofthe Department of Labor.

fii



Mr. Gary Powell 2 May 29, 200!

In the past two weeks, the Department has received two national trade publications with “press releases”
ostensibly written by you that announce the adoption by the State of Alaska of the “2000 1BC, IFC and IMC
codes effective March 1, 2001.” That is not true. Your regulations are still out for public comment. We are
getting daily calls from industiy wanting to know what codes are in effect. In a meeting attended by
Department of Labor personnel, Mr. Fosberg was quoted as stating that “it doesn’t matter what the public
comments are, the adoption of the International Codes is a done deal.” This is an extremely cavalier approach

to regulation adoption.

We have had regulations adopted in the past, and our experience has been that public comment does matter.
The Department has also been informed that the endorsement of your proposed codes was by members of your
own code review committee. This committee is made up of “all the major stakeholders.” We have been told
that all the workgroups were almost exclusively ICBO members. This is the organization responsible for the
codes, which your agency is attempting to adopt. Conspicuously missing from the groups are mechanical
contractors and mechanical administrations that will have to radically adjust their activities in order to comply
with the proposed International Mechanical Code.

When the Director of Occupational Licensing Division offered to make a mailing list of Mechanical
Contractors and Mechanical Administrators available to Mr. Fosberg, he was not interested in receiving them.
Occupational Licensing Division took the unprecedented step of public notice mail out of the proposed
regulations on the second go-round. Further, the original advertising for public comment was poor. The
Department attended two of the four meetings and found attendees were made up of review committee

members.

I, as Director of Labor Standards and Safety, can appreciate that “The Boss” doesn’t always have the time to
carefully review every detail that comes across their desk. However, when facts are distorted or
misrepresented, steps must be taken to correct the matter. The Labor Standards and Safety Division, through
the Mechanical Inspection section, stands ready to explain our position concerning the proposed regulations.
We have conducted a side by side analysis of the IMC/UMC and the IPC/UPC and find no compelling reason
to abandon the uniform codes that have been in effect for over thirty years.

Finally, the adoption of the International body of codes would create several conflicts with existing statutes.
These conflicts will have to be addressed by the various agencies that enforce existing statutes. Switching
enforcement to the International codes would create confusion and require each agency to access what the
costs of enforcing the codes would be. In closing, Labor Standards and Safety stands ready to assist you and

your agency with any assistance you may need from us.

Sincerely,

Director
Labor Standards and Safety

RAM:jr
cc: Ed Flanagan, Commissioner
Glenn Godfrey, Commissioner
Mr. Gene Rutland
Mr. Dwight Perkins
J.R. Carr, Chief Labor Standards and Safety
Dennis Bowden. Assistant Chief, Mechanical Inspection

regnot.
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June 7, 2001

Mr, Ross Fosbury

Code Adoption Coordinator
Dcpru iment of Public Safety
Division of Fire Proiecliou
5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Dear Mr. Fosberg,

The following are the Department of Community nnd Economic Development Division of Occupational
Licensing comments on the Department of Public Safety proposed changes to 13 AAC 50.020 and 13 AAC
50.023 regarding the Building Code and the Mechanical Code.

The Department of Public Safely proposes lo repeal the Uniform Building Code and the Uniform
Mechanical Code and lo adopt the International Building Code and the International Mechanical Code.
This change would significantly impact the Division of Occupational Licensing and our licensed
Mi'chunical Administrators nnd Residential Contractors.

The proposed change from the Uniform Codes to the International Codes appcamo conflict with the
statutes and regulations administered by the Division of Occupational Licensing governing Mechanical
Administrators and Residential Contractors. Even if the Mechanical Administrator and the Residential
Endorsement statutes cun be interpreted in a manner that does not technically conflict with the proposed
DPS regulations, .'lie outcome will be conflicting policies and public confusion.

The purpose of licensing Mechanical Administrators as stated in AS 08.40.210 is to, "protect the safety of
people and property in thestate front the danger ofimproperly installed or modified mechanical systems by
providing a procedure to assure (1) the public that persons responsible for making mechanical installations

in this state are qualified; and (2) that a sufficient number of persons are so qualified."”

The primary qualification that AS 08.40.270 requires Mechanical Administrators to posses is passage of an
examination that must test applicant’s, "fomiliarity with the requirements of the...Uniform Mechanical
Code currently in effect in the state.” Therefore current Mechanical Administrators have studied and been
tested on the Uniform Mechanical Code nnd not the International Mechanical Code that DRS proposes to

adopt.
Furthermore, the continuing education Mechanical Administrators are required to obtain under Division
regulations is training in the Uniform Codes. All Mechanical Administrators must renew their licenses by

August 31, 2001 nnd document 8-16 hours of training on specific Uniform Codes. This training will not
have familiarized them with the International Codes.

"Promoting a healthy economy and strong communities”

Y.
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The other reference to specific codes in ihe Mechanical Administrator statute appears AS 08.40.490 ihnt
defines Mechanical Administrator as a person who is responsible for installing or modifying items subject
lo the Uniform Mechanical Code. These references appear to imply the legislature was intending
Mechanical Administrators to be performing under the Uniform Code,

Residential Contractors arc required by AS 08.18.025 to hold residential endorsements for which they nrc
tested. The Division tests applicants on the Uniform Building Code Bnd continuing education relates lo llifil

code.

The Division contracts with Experior Assessments to write the Mechanical Administrator and Residential
Endorsement Exams. Under our contract with Experior, it may cost up to 52,000 per cxnm for the revisions
necessary lo switch to the International Code. Eight separate examinations would have to be revised nnd

the revisions wolild take four to six months to complete.

A change from the Uniform Code to the International Code would also result in the Division having to
revise its own examination and continuing education regulations for Mechanical Administrators and
Residential Endorsees. The Division would need to locate providers of continuing education on tho

International Code and approve their courses.

In conclusion, the Division requests that the Department of Public Safety delay adoption of the
International Codes until conflicts with the Mechanical Administrator statutes can be resolved and the
transition can be made in an orderly manner.

Thank you for consideration of my comments,

Director

CC: Deborah Behr, Deparunent ofhaw
JeffBush. Department of Community and Economic Development



* Fire Prevention regs

Subject: Re: Fire Prevention regs
Date: Fri, 27 Apr 2001 15:59:17 -0800
From: "Deborah Behr" <Deborah_Behr@ law.state.ak.us>
To: <Ross_Fosberg@ dps.state.ak.us>, "Michael Stark" <Michael_Stark@ law .state.ak.us>

Mike/Ross - Here's what | think:

1) Ross is having my edits typed into the regs. | would like to
see them as soon as possible after this is accomplished because |

can check for typos, etc.

2)1 understand that Occupational 7,icensing is going to be

mailing notices to all licensed contractors, including mechanical
administrators. | would suggest that Ross ask Kurt West to give
a short affivadit indicating that Occupational Licensing made the
mailing at the request of Public Safety |,

3)Please get the remaining incorporation by reference books to
me when they arrive. Don't wait for the submission of the final

product.

4) Ross needs to check in with Mike before Mike goes on leave.

If Ross is contemplating edits after the public comment period
closes, perhaps some preliminary language can be developed before
Mike leaves. Ross and DPS cannot formally make changes in the
regs until have the public comment period is closed.

5)DPS should prepare a new adoption order and have Mike OK it
before he goes on leave. If changes are made in the regs that

affect the order, | can work with Ross.

6)Ross needs to send the final regulations package - order,
affivadits,newspaper notices, etc. - directly to me. | believe
that | can process them without further assistance from Mike. If

it gets beyond me because of complexities or other priorities, |
will talk to Dean Guaneli.

Will this work for both of you??? Deborah Behr

»> Michael Stark 04/27/01 02:50PM >»

Ross and Deb, since the deadline for comments on the new notice
for the Frire Prevention regs is June 8th, it occurred to me that
I should let you both know that | will be out of state from June
8-24. | expect that Ross will get his packet to us sometime late
in the week of June 11, when | am gone. Since time is of the
essence, and | won't return to my office until June 25, | wanted
tc seek your input on how we should handle this. Thanks. Mike

Starlk

04/27/2001 4:19 PM
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Mr. Ross Fosberg % ¥

Division of Fire Prevention

State Fire Marshall 0 ro* - \B\a
5700 E Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

Enclosed please find a roster of mechanical administrators and mechanical contractors
that were sent a copy ofyour public notice relating to proposed regulations. The division
mailed your public notice to these individuals on May 2, 2001. The attached rosters
include only currently licensed individuals as of May 2, 2001. Feel free to contact me at

465-2537 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Kurt West
Regulations Specialist

"Promoting a healthy economy and strong communities"
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Subject: Fwd: International lvrechanical Code
Date: Thu, 14 Jun 2001 13:20:29 -0800
From: "Dean Guaneli" <Dean_Guaneli@ law.state.ak.us>
To: <delbert_smith@ dps.state.ak.us>

attached

Subject: Internationa] Mechanical Code
Date: Wed, 13 Jun 2001 14:26:43 -0800
From: "Dean Guaneli" <Dean_Guaneli@ law.state.ak.us>
To: <glenn_godfrey@ dps.state.ak.us>
CC: "Dan Branch" <Dan_Branch@ law.state.ak.us>,
"Deborah Behr" <Deborah_Behr@ law.state.ak.us>,

"Ken Truitt" <Ken_Truitt@ law.state.ak.us>, "Michael Stark" <Michael_Stark@ law.state.ak.us>

Commissioner Godfrey:

This is a follow-up to conversations v/ith you and others in your
department about the advice provided to the Department of Public
Safety and the Division of Occupational Licensing regarding the
authority of Public Safety to adopt regulations implementing the
International Mechanical Code in place of the Uniform Mechanical

Code.

It is apparent that the Department of Law has consistently
advised both agencies that Public Safety has the clear legal
authority to adopt the International Mechanical Code, and that
the testing requirements of AS 08.40.2"0 and the definition in AS
08.40.490(3) are not inconsistent with Public Safety's authority

in this regard.

In my view, the private legal opinion sought by Dwight Perkins
is incorrect insofar as it opines that the Division of
Occupational Licensing will lack the authority to test the
knowledge of license applicants under the International
Mechanical Code. Although | do not provide advice to the
Division of Occupational Licensing, | believe the division's
authority under AS 08.40.270 to test for knowledge of "the
Uniform Mechanical Code currently in effect in the state" is a
sufficient statutory grant to allow testing under the
International Mechanical Code if the IMC is adopted by Public
Safety as the mechanical code in effect in Alaska.Although it
may be appropriate to revise the statutes in AS 08.40 to more
accurately or more flexibly reflect the nomenclature used in
describing the mechanical code, in my opinion the thinly-veiled
threat of litigation setout in attorney Joe Geldhof'sJune 4
letter to Dwight Perkinsis merely bluster.

Dean Guaneli

06/1-

001 1:31 PM
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JOSEPH W. G.ELDHOF

Attorney at Law
i 229 4th. Street
JuneaujAlaska 99801
(90?)S8£-$193
FAX* (907)586-8216
Email; jo'jg@a]fiska.cojn

June 4, 2001

U.A. Local 375 & Mechanical
Contractors of Alaska, Inc.
tVo Mr. Dwight Perkins
P.O. Box 33922
Juneaui Alaska 99S03
Re; Proposed Changes-to 13 AAC SO

Dear Mr. Perkins:

You have requested an expedned review with respect to the
proposed adoption of regulations addres lug mechanical code requirements
In Alaska, In summary, the Department of Public Safety has proposed
altering 13 AAC 50,023 er seq., the provisions dealing with mechanical
requirements for buildings in Alaska, Typically the term "mechanical”
refers to heating, ventilation, air conditioning and other building systems.

Currently, the Department ol Public Safety has adopted by reference
the Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC), for use in Alaska. The proposed
changes to 13 AAC 50 have had a hisjtory of procedural problems, but
essentially the Department of Purile Safety is proposing to replace the
existing UMC with the Internationa LMechanical Code (IMC).

A review of the statutory authoriti found in A$ 18.70, indicates that
the Department of Public Safety has fairly broad authority to adopt
regulations necessary "for the purpose o rmprotecting life and property from
fire and explosion...".1 Other agencies cf the state of Alaska do not have
similar sweeping powers to adopt regulations. For example, the legislature

1AS 18.70.0fi0 (a).



_ P. 03
10S "rift20 JUN 07"01 14:27

\Vav4

FAX NO

[ECH CONT. OF FAI

JUN-07-01 THU 03:% 1PJ;13'
' Bl

the Aect Depertert o lbor'sabilty to acot buiing

i e e ot oo
X rpg/{\ﬂﬂ, | e
Bl

2See,e.g., AS 18.60.590 (affording the Department of Labor with authority to_
sadopt the most recenr National Electrical Code "approved and Issued by the American
National Standards Institute."; see also, AS 18.60.705 (a)(1) (adopting the Uniform

Plumbing Code).

3 Aseparate Memorandum will outline these legal theories and assess the probability
of a successful challenge, Jn any event, litigation over adoption should be avoided u
possible for all the obvious reasons.

4 AS08.40,270 (a)(3); see also, AS 08.40.490 (3)(A).

5See generally, Arty Gen. Op. 663-93-0354, March 31,1993,

2
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2 Fire Regulations (Proposed)

Subject: State Fire Regulations (Proposed)
Date: Fri, 22 Dec 2000 09:17:42 -0900
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosberg@ dps.state.ak.us>
Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: monty@agcak.org

Monty Montgomery:

I talked with Don Weber this morning and at his request | am forwarding
to you the attached two legal notices regarding the proposed changes to
the state fire regulations and the regulations themselves. Anyone
wanting to see how the revisions fit with the International Building,

Fire or
Mechanical codes needs to obtain a copy of those code. They can be

obtained from International Conference of Building O fficials. The
address and phone number is contained in the proposed regulations under

the editors notes.

If | can be of further assistance, please contact me at 269-5061 or drop
me a e-mail at ross_fosberg@dps.state.ak.us.

Thanks,

Ross Fosberg

Name: |_A-Notice Change to Regs docl.doc

P)1_A-Notice Change to Regs docl .doc Type: Winword File (application/msword)
Encoding: base64

Name: |_A-AdditionalRegsNoticel.doc
QI _A-Additional Regs Noticel.doc Type: Winword File (application/msword)
Encoding: base64

Name: A-Final Regs Submitted.doc

Q A‘Fmal RegS Sme|ttEdd0C Type: Winword File (application/msword)

Encoding: base64

Name: |_A-Additional RegsNoticel.doc
Q 1 A-Additional Regs Noticel .doc Type: Winword File (application/msword)
Encoding: base64

Name: |_A-Notice Change to Regs docl.doc
Pi 1l A-Notice Change to Regs docl .doc Type: Winword File (application/msword)
1 Encoding: base64

Name: A-Final Regs Submitted.doc

Q A'Final RegS SmeMEddOC Type: Winword File (application/msword)

Encoding: base64

04/27/2001 8:00 AM
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:Fire Regulations (Proposed)

Subject: State Fire Regulations (Proposed)
Date: Fri, 22 Dec 2000 09:04:16 -0900
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosbherg@ dps.state.ak.us>
Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: agcsafety@gci.net, info@ alaska.agc.org

Don Weber:

Attached are the two legal notices regarding the proposed changes to the
state fire regulations and the regulations themselves. Anyone wanting to
see how the revisions fit with the International Building, Fire or
Mechanical codes needs to obtain a copy of those code. They can be
obtained from International Conference of Building O fficials. The
address and phone number is contained in the proposed regulations under

the editors notes.

If ¥ can be of further assistance, please contact me at 269-5061 or drop
me a e-mail at ross_fosberg@ dps.state.ak.us.

Thanks,

Ross Fosberg

04/27/2001 7:58 AM
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Memorandum

Date: Jure 15,2001
To: Record/File
From: Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator

Re: Summaty of written comments (essence of) against the adoption of IMC from Public Comment Period
of May 6, 2001 through June 8, 2001 and agency action regarding such. Action recorded in lieu of notes on

comment letters.

1. Uniform Plumbing, Mechanical, Solar Energy, Swimming Pool, etc; form a family of Codes that cover
all of the mechanical systems in a building. Adoption of the IMC would only weaken the otherwise

strong cohesiveness that these codes have.

Rejected. While the UMC and UPC for part of a family of codes, the IMC is also part of a family of
code, the 1-codes. The IBC, 1FC and IMC are integral to one another with extensive cross-referencing
and design/installation requirements based on one another that are intrinsic to the fire/life safety
performance of the structure. To break that relationship would be to deprive the designer, the
construction team and the end user (the public/owner) of a properly integrated safe environment, as the
IBC is the only building code now being published.

2. The adoption process is flawed. Advisory groups only composed of public officials and engineers, not
those who work in the trades with the codes such as mechanical administrators.

Rejected. The adoption process has foliowed the statutory and regulatory requirements outlined in the
“Drafting Manual for Administrative Regulations”, 14th Edition as provided by the Department of
Law. We have gone bejond the notifications required and the time frames required in regard to public
input and comment. Th.it an organization fails to respond to such notices in a timely manner does not
make the “process flawed.” The Anchorage Chapter of the Mechanical Contractor Association was
notified, but for whatever reason did not distribute the notice to its members in the first public
comment period. Other ‘trades” people were involved and responded to the invitation to participate.
All responding groups or individuals were assigned to work on the review project.

3. The IMC refers to so many other documents or publications. UMC is self-contained, and provides all
the information that is necessary. Will require administrators to have greater library, and may result in

mistakes and unsafe conditions in the field.

Reject contention that the presence of numerous other standards and references will result in mistakes
and unsafe conditions. Concur with both statements in regard to multiple documents and publications.
It should be noted that the currently adopted 1997 UMC did not include the adoption of the
appendices, therefore the current UMC and the proposed IMC references the same standards. The
inclusion of other codes such as the IBC and IFC as well as the NFPA, ANSI and ASTM Standards is
no different than any other interrelated body or family of codes. The UMC itself is not as self-
contained as alleged, the cross-referencing assists in elimination of design, installation and

interpretation problem solving.

4. There are omissions in the IMC whereas, the UMC is complete. User must refer to other codes such as
the IFGC for gas venting. UMC one document. Alleged omissions include gas piping, combustion air,
and refrigeration.

Concur. The IMC is a companion to the IFGC, which was not adopted because it would cover
material already adopted under the plumbing code as adopted under 8 AAC 63.010. The plumbing



Page 2-Ncgative Comments Summary

code is the Uniform Mechanical Code 2000 edition and is under the authority of the Department of
Labor. There is a concerted effort in this adop.'ion process not to create conflict with such safety
standards already adopted by another agency. In addressing the identified omissions from the IMC, we
have referenced other codes adopted either by this agency or other agencies, or made revisions or
adoptions by reference to cover the subject idenrfied which would not have been omitted had we
adopted the IFGC. Those are as follows:

a. Fuel gas piping, installation and testing. This is covered in Chapter 12 of the UPC adopted by
the Department of Labor.
Process piping. This is covered under the various processes as covered by the "'C.
Combustion air. The requirements for combustion air for oil fired equipment is covered in
Chapter 7 ofthe IMC. The requirements for combustion air for gas fire equipment is covered
under Section 304 of the IFGC which has been adopted by reference in a revision to IMC
Section 701.1.

d. Refrigeration. This is covered under IMC Chapter 11.

5. Will seriously compromise minimum safety standards.

Rejected. The safety standards and design criteria along with the cross-referenced requirements
between the IMC, IBC and IFC give greater fire/life safety protection than does the adoption of the
UMC without the integration with the other codes. The mechanical systems are subordinate to the
fire/life safety design requirements of the fire and building odes. The mechanical code transmits the
systems : :sign into a working component of the overall design of the structure.

6. Mechanical administrators licensing, testing and training is based on UMC. No trainin,. or continuing
education credits are allowed under IMC. Will need to rewrite training for apprentices and field
personnel. Regulations on licensing conflict with regulations allowing adoption of IMC.

Rejected: The DECD has responsibility for licensing under regulations adopted by that agency. Law
Department advises that those regulations are subordinate to the code adoption authority of DPS under
AS 18.70. While DECD has a significant role relating to licensing, certification, and continuing
education, it is their responsibility to conform their policies .'.d where necessary their statutes to the
code so adopted by DPS. Mr. perkins alluded to this fact in l.«s discussion of the transitional reference
“currently in effect in the state” adopted in AS 08.40.70 with the Fire Marshal and the Commissioner
at a meeting on May 314 in Anchorage. No work will stop because of this code change. Current
licenses will continue to the next renewal period with certification and testing being done under the
IMC at that time.

7. Disclaimer on liability in preface of IMC not in UMC.

Relevance? This is a publisher’s disclaimer that occurs throughout all the I-Codes. Does not have any
impact or relationship to our adoption process.

8. UMC is legally tested. We will be guinea pigs for an untested code.

Rejected. As an adopted standard of safety in the state, it contains the same references as the current
UMC and is based on the same criteria. The commentator in this case often testifies in cases so
therefore his concern. We are not a guinea pig. This is one of the first 1-Codes promulgated in 1997
and is based on the same safety and design premises as the UMC. The commentator v/ill need to
become familiar with this code in order to give expert testimony; just as he would with any newly
adopted standard of design.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

The thickness of the UMC indicates that the UMC must be better. The IMC is a thinner document.
Something must have been left out.

Rejected. This has nothing to do with the issue. The UMC contains the code body and appendices.
Only the portions of Chapter 1and Chapters 2-16 had been adopted previously. The IMC contains the
same material in 16 Chapters. Chapter 16 of both codes contains the references. Those appendices,
which have been made issue over, have never been adopted as part of the regulations. Some of the
material covered in the UMC would be covered if the IFGC were adopted, but those sections and other
references are picked up through adoption by reference and revisions. Nothing has been left out in the

adoption process.

The prescriptive nature of the UMC is superior to the performance nature of the IMC. The UMC tells
you exactly how to do it, whereas the IMC give latitude that could result in error.

Concur on the nature of the codes. Reject superiority and error allegation. We are looking at a
central issue on the national code effort here. The codes are moving to a performance basis. This
allows design latitude and new technology for problem solving in safety and design, as well as greater
cost effectiveness to the owner/end user. This is a concept the Division of Fire Prevention accepts and
that some of mechanical trade’s people do not. A competent trade’s person will not be affected by this
concept. The life safety standards are not reduced in this approach, and in fact new technologies have
fostered under such performance based design criteria.

IMC allows LPG systems in pits whereas the UMC prohibits such dangerous installations.

Rejected. The IMC is silent on this subject, neither allowing nor prohibiting such. This would have
been prohibited if the IFGC were adopted. It should be noted that the IFC in Chapter 38 prohibits such
installations in basements, pits and other such locations. The IMC being silent on this defers to the

IFC.
There isno compelling reason to adopt IMC, why fix it if it isn’t broke.

Rejected. The coordination with the IBC and IFC makes this change to/adoption of the IMC
imperative. As an example the room ventilation requirements are no longer in the IBC. These
requirements are located in Chapter 4 of the IMC. Another example is the coordination between the
code on the smoke control design criteria for life safety systems. Neither of these is addressed in the
UMC. The process ventilation requirements of the IFC are clearly set forth in the IMC, not the UMC.
With the adoption of the IBC and the IFC, it is broke ifthe IMC is not adopted as part of the integrated
fire/life safety design concepts allowed by the 1-Codes.

Don’t adopt the structural requirements of the UBC, as they are not easy to understand.

Rejected. The structural design chapters of the IBC while approaching the subject different from the
UBC reach the same end. This is a major reason for the change from three model codes to a single
nationwide code. The driving force for this was the federal government’s requirement for uniform
structural requirements across the country. End result, the new structural design criteria adopted from
the BOCA code. Anchorage structural review committee has reviewed the chapters and found that it is
not dissimilar to the UBC, but addresses all parts of the nation unlike the UBC.



Our Phone Discussion

Subject: Re: Our Phone Discussion
Date: Mon, 12 Feb 2001 16:15:55 -0900
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosberg@ dps.state.ak.us>
Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: Carol Whelan <Carol_Whelan@dced.state.ak.us>

Carol:

I just reviewed those references. While they reference your requirement for
licensing and testing for administrators under those codes, our charge is AS
18.70.080 dealing with fire life safety. The International Mechanical Code is one
of those codes dealing with that subject and is published by ICBO. The last
edition of the UMC was the 1998 Edition which was published on a off cycle year.
The IMC replaces that code as the UMC is no longer published. You can establish an
equivalency by looking at the code and the course document 686i published by ICBO.

I don't see any conflict. This office adopts the codes, and your office tests and
certifies competency under the adopted codes. It does appear however, that since
the UMC is no longer published there needs to be a change to the statutes
referenced the basis for such testing since the referenced code will be a thing of

the past.
I just got off the phone with Debbie Stovern. We had discussed this very point of
equivalency and she seemed to think that this was doable. | also suggest that you

talk with Ron Watts of the MOA as they are shortly going to adopt the IMC as well
as Steve Shuttleworth in Fairbanks.

Hope this helps.

Ross

Carol Whelan wrote:

> Thanks for the written confirmation regarding what was or was not stated. |
apprecrate your response.

Did ﬁet a chance yet to review AS 08.
It you tRink there is potential conflict
regulatrons and our current statute?

Ross Fosberg wrote:

Carol:

40,270 and AS 08.40.490(3) (A) and see
between your agency's név) f(in)aF

vou misunderstood what was said.

ted that we will be accep plans for revrew nder the 2000 I-codes
(B %drn Fire &Mechanrcaf ?g tive March 1 8 age}r} on the counsel
from our attorney Mrchael Stark tha when, we submrt the Affrdavrt of
Notice of Proposed adoption of Regulations” to the Department of Law we
have comp Ieted the V\Ptlrblrc comment gerrod anE In effect have adogted ?
regulatrons This be completed the week prior to March 0 therefore
the effectjve date that we erI be accepting those plans designed under the

odes will be March 1, 2001. Plans will continue to be accepted under t
UbrC, 1997 Edrtron until " the the regulations are effective 30 days after the
Lt. Governor receives them.

We see a window of about 90 days where we WI|| be acceﬁtrng plans for review
under hoth sets of codes. |? S been apg lauded ?rgn community,
and has been common practrce or each new code adoptron cycle

| hope this clarifies where we are at this point.

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
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:Our Phone Discussion

Carol Whelan wrote:

> >

>>> | would tike a written Clarification regarding our phone conversation

> > > the other day while you were at the course given by ICBO, Paw Ronning.
> > >

> > > vou Stated that the regulations had been submitted to the Department of
> > > ?w and tha} you had a Iett?,r which stated [he,r,egul,atlons would be

> > > effective 3/1701. | would like a written clarification and also a copy
>>> of the letter and the "final" regulations that have been approved by the
> > > Department of Law. (I h?ve the fogﬁ of the draft"rer%;ullgthns éhat were
> > > sent to Law for adoption/approval but | npeed the "fimal"™ signed version
> > > pefore | can move forward with this and how it will affect the

> > > Mechanical Administrator's laws.

> > > Please review AS 08.40.270 and AS 08.40.490 (3) (A) and see if you think
> > > there is potential conflict between your agency's new final régulations
> > > and our current statute.

> > > Your Jmmedlalte resevqnse IS a Pre,mated because if there are . :

> > > conflict/problems with our existing statutes and regulations this office
> > > must fix the conflicts ASAP.

07/02/2001 10:22 AM



Our Phone Discussion

©

Subject: Re: Our Phone Discussion
Date: Mon, 12 Feb 2001 15:25:19 -0900
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosberg@ dps.state.ak.us>
Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: Carol Whelan <Carol_Whelan@dceci.state.ak.us>

Carol:
You misunderstood what was said.

I stated that we will be accepting plans for review under the 2000 I-codes
(Building, Fire & Mechanical) effective March 1, 2000. Based on the counsel
from our attorney Michael Stark that, when we submit the "Affidavit of
Notice of Proposed adoption of Regulations” to the Department of Law, we
have completed the public comment period and in effect have adopted those
regulations. This will be completed the week prior to March 1, so therefore
the effective date that we will be accepting those plans designed under the
I-codes will be March 1, 2001. Plans will continue to be accepted under the
UMC, 1997 Edition until the the regulations are effective 30 days after t.:e

Lt. Governor receives them.

We see a window of about 90 days where we will be accepting plans for review
under both sets of codes. This has been applauded by the design community,
and has been common practice for each new code adoption cycle.

I hope this clarifies where we are at this point.

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator

Carol Whelan wrote:

> 1 would like a wrjtten clarification re%ardlng p one conversation
> the other day while you were at the coutse given by ICBO, Pam Ronning.
> You stateﬂ that the regulatlons had been gubmltted ﬁ the Department of
> L dt gt you a a eé I WhICh state egu tlons woud be

> e ectlve wo%t k ritten c ar| |ca on and aso a co?
> 0 Ietter and inal’ %u atloTn e een ap rove %

> De artment of Law t | have the oga th e t,r r%]u atio hat ere
> sent to Law for adop lon/ B\Prova need f al" sqne version
> pbefore | fan move . forward his and now |t WI affec

> Mechanical Administrator's Iaws

> Please. review AS 08.40.270 and AS 08.40. 490%3 (Ag and see |f Xou think
> there is potential conflict between your agericy's new final régulations
> and our current statute.

> Your |mmed|ate response is QPremated beciiuse if there are

> conflict/problems W|th our e sting statutes and regulations this office
> must fix the conflicts ASAP.

07/02/2001 10:22 AM
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e Regulations

Subject: State Regulations
Date: Fri, 02 Mar 2001 13:50:26 -0900
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosherg@dris.state.ak.us>
Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: grayjd@ci.anchorage.ak.us

James:

Attached is a copy of the final new state regulations with our revision
to the I-Codes integrated into them. Effective March 1, 2001 we are
accepting plans for review under these regulations. The old regulations
using the 97 Uniform codes will still be in effect until 30 days after
the regulation package hit the Lt. Governor's desk, so we anticipate a
60-90 day transition time before we will no longer accept designs for
review under the 97 codes.

Could you place these reg's on your web site for the Muni code changes
in place of the existing "Proposed Changes"?

Thanks,
Ross


mailto:ross_fosberg@dris.state.ak.us
mailto:grayjd@ci.anchorage.ak.us

Jonse Letter of February 24,2001

Subject: Response Letter of February 24,2001
Date: Mon, 05 Mar 2001 10:13:10-0900
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosberg@ dps.state.ak.us>
Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: Granville L Couey <granville_couey@ dot.state.ak.us>

Granville:

We appreciate your observations and the work of your staff, particularly
Anna Walker, who talked with us and researched some of the material that
creates conflict between your area of responsibility and ours.

Sorry for the delay in response, but the last two weeks have been rather
hectic.

The adoption order for the 2000 International Building, Fire and
Mechanical Codes as part of the State Fire Regulations was signed on

February 20th. Beginning ) ) ) ) )
March 1, 2001 the Fire Marshal's office will begin accepting projects

designed under those codes.

As requested, we accepted your recommendation #2 and revised, not only
Section 1103.5, but also Section 11.<6.1 to say "Aircraft motor vehicle
fuel-dispensing stations shall be in accordance with NFPA 407, Sections

2-5 and 2-6."

The second suggestion was deemed not to be possible without creating a
possible disparity in requirements between rural and urban areas of the
State. Those matters will have to be handled on case-by-case basis.

Thank you for your input. The complete text of the new State Fire
Regulations will be available at the DPS/Fire Prevention web site by the
end of this week.

Ross Fosberg ]
Code Adoption Coordinator

07/02/2001 10:26 AM
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moe to ""PACE"" letter of January 16,2001

Subject: Response to "PACE” ietter ofJanuary 16,2001
Date: Mon, 05 Mai- 2001 10:42:29 -0900
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosberg@ dps.state.ak.us>
Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: dblessman@ isdn.net

David Blessman:

Thank you for your input and comments regarding the two section of
Appendix L as adopted by the Department of Public Safety under 13 AAC

50.020 item 74.

On February 20th, the Order of Adoption was signed by the Public Safety
Commissioners O ffice, and effective March 1, 2001 the Fire Marshal's
office began accepting projects designed under the 2000 International
Building, Fire and Mechanical Codes.

The two sections you commented on were left as they were proposed. It
was felt in ourreview of the Building Code that the Appendix Chapter L,
as written, was morerestrictive and betteraddressed the life safety
issues than the codeas written without therevision. The provisions of
the H-4 classification still apply if the threshold amounts exceed those
set forth in Table 307.7(2), and the second exit requirement for a U
Occupancy would be at 1000 sq. ft. under the un-revised provisions of
the Building Code, so the second exit at 250 sq. ft. in Appendix L is
far more restrictive.

Again, we thank you for your input. The complete text of the new State
Fire Regulations will be on our web site (DPS/Fire Prevention Division)

by the end of this week.

Ross Fosberg ]
Code Adoption Coordinator

07/02/2001 10:26 AM
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ponse to Letter ofJanuary3,2001

Subject: Response to Letter of January3,2001
Date: Mon, 05 Mar 2001 11:02:19 -0900
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosberg@ dps.state.ak.us>
Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: enslowda@bp.com

Don Enslow:
Thank you for your input on 13 AAC 50.030 (h)(4).

For your information, the Order to Adopt the new State Fire regulations
was signed on February 20, 2001. Beginning March 1, 2001 the Fire
Marshals O ffice has begun accepting projects designed under those
regulations. A complete copy of those regulations will be available by
the end of this week at the Public Safety web site
(www.dps.state.ak.us/Fire Prevention).

In regard to your proposal, the Fire Marshal's office has chosen to
leave the regulation as proposed. This will require certification of
persons performing monthly inspection at n class | level. The change
from the previous regulations however will allow those individual having
a Class | certification to do the annual inspections and service as long
as no "invasive" maintenance is required. This means that as long as the
extinguisher does not have to be opened, or repaired, then a Class two
certification is not required. It was never the intent to do away with
certification for monthly inspections. This fits the intent of NFPA 10,

Sections 4-1.2, 4-1.4 and 4-3.

Again, we thank you for your input on this matter.

Ross Fosberg
Code Adoption Coordinator

07/02/2001 10:26 AM
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[a!l_anchorage_fp] Statewide reminder

ifl

Subject: Re: [allanchoragefp] Statewide reminder
Date: Wed, 14 Mar 2001 08:09:53 -0900
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosberg@ dps.state.ak.us>

Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: Pamela Brandt <pamela_brandt@ dps.state.ak.us>

Pamela:

The 2000 IBC, IFC & IMC were adopted effective March 1, 2001. The 97 Codes
will continue to be an acceptable design basis until approximately June 1,

2001.
Ross

Pamela Brandt wrote:

> Please include the attached information in your weekly bulletins and
> monthly bulletin.

> Any suggestions as to other avenues to reach state wide would be
> apprecidted.

Thank you very much for any assistance you can give us.
Name: |T. IS THE.LAW.doc

IT IS THE LAW.doc Type: Winword File (application/msword)
Encoding: base6t4

VVVVYV VYV
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ode Adoption Process

Subject: I-Code AdoDtion Process
Date: Wed, 21 Mar 2001 10:58:44 -0900
From : Ross Fosberg <ross_fosberg@dps.state.ak.us>
organization: Department of Public Safety
To: Harold Murray <liberalcitybldg@swko.net>,
Gary Powell <garyjpowell@dps.state.ak.us>

Harold:

Per Gary Powell's request, | would love to inform you that there were
transcripts of our meetings, but there are not. Out process was as
follows:

1. Off a list of interested fire, building, architectural, engineering,
state and local government, general contracting and primary industry
organizations we asked for individuals either from those organizations
or specifically representing those organizations that would wish to
participate in workshops that would develop revisions to the I-Codes
adopted by the State Fire Marshal under the State of Alaska Fire & Life

Safety Regulations.

2. Letters of interest were received and a committee of 44 individuals
were tasked with research and input for the project. This group was
divided into three groups of eleven governmental agencies from around
the state assigned to either the IBC, IMC or the IFC. The remainder were
an at-large group (15) of engineering, architectural, industry or other
governmental agencies that would work on and comment on any or all of
the codes. The foundation document that they worked from was a document
that was developed in-house by the fire prevention staff based on
previous revisions to the UBC, UMC and UFC, with transition work to the
I-Code terminology along with other additional revisions that staff felt
were needed to address our geographic problems.

3. Four one day work sessions were held in the differentareas ofthe
state. AIll work committee members were invited to attend and/or
participate via teleconference. The "foundation document" was used with
either written suggested or verbal suggested changes suggested. The
meeting were open and free flowing in regard to input with only myself
serving as moderator and keeping the process on track. AIl notes from
these meetings were then incorporated into the "foundation document".
The final document was reviewed in-house with final approval resting
with the Fire Marshal, then prepared according to the regulatory hearing
guidelines for the state, advertised for public comments for 45 days.
The comments received during that time covered 5 areas with about 50%
being incorporated into the final document which was adopted at the end

of February.

4. The comparison work was completed by myself using ICBO various
comparison books and a great deal of research. The general comparison
work took about three months of dedicated work and is a continuing
process. We are still finding little nuances to the I-Codes.

This brief summary gives a overview of our process. If you would like to
discuss specifics, please feel free to call me, my number is
907-269-5061. | am here on Monday, Wednesday and sometimes Friday.
Remember, we are three time zones away from you (I think) .

Ross Fosberg
Code Adoption Coordinator

07/02/2001 10:29 AM
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option of International Building, Fire & Mechanical Codes
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Subject: Adoption of International Building, Fire & Mechanical Codes
Date: Thu, 28 Jun 2001 13:37:56 -0800
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosberg@dps.state.ak.us>
Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: Ron Watts <wattsrk@ci.anchorage.ak.us>,

Gary Powell <gary_powell@dps.state.ak.us>,
Robert Springer <springer@ci.kenai.ak.us>, Harry Chartier <harry@cityofsitka.com>,
Leonard Kimball <lenk@ ptialaska.net>, Dick Bower <dbower@ci.soldotna.ak.us>,
Steve Shuttleworth <sshuttleworth@ci.fairbanks.ak.us>,
Dave Calvert <dcalvert@arctic.net>,
David Aden <david_aden@ pssun02x.dps.state.ak.us>,
Kelly Nicolello <kelly_nicolello@pssun02x.dps.state.ak.us>,
Randy Waters <Randy_Waters@ci.juneau.ak.us>,
Chris Roust <Chris_Roust@ci.juneau.ak.us>, Edith Curry <fneic@uaf.edu>,
Jim Emery <jemery@ci.valdez.ak.us>, Carol Olson <caroi_olson@dps.state.ak.us>,
Frank Carpenter <carpenterfe@ci.anchorage.ak.us>,
Ron Thompson <thompsonrj@ci.anchorage.ak.us>,
Ernie Misewicz <edmisewicz@dps.fai.state.ak.us>,
Andy Nault <anault@city.kodiak.ak.us>,
Doug Mathers <dmathers@city.kodiak.ak.us>, David Squires <sewardfd@arctic.net>,
Steve Homan <steveh@seward.net>, Dave Miller <d."em@cityofsitka.com>,
Donnie Blackburn <dblackbum@ci.valdez.ak.us>,
David Gildersleeve <fire@ci.valdez.ak.us>,
John McCool jmccool@ mcgalaska.com>, Pat Krochina <pat@krochina.com>,
Bob Painter <rpainter@ci.homer.ak.us>, Ruben Scherle <rscherle@ ceiak.com>,
Tim Janneck <timjanneck@pdceng.com>, Lee Holmes <lholmes@rsa-ak.com>,
Jack Krill jkrill@msb.co.mat-su.ak.us>, Dan Contini <bldg_insp@ palmerak.org>,
Bill McNeal <mcneal@alaska.coffman.com>,
Tami Hamler <thaml@amc-engineers.com>,
Edmond Thompson <thompsep@bp.com>,
Paul Yoder <paul_yoder@labor.state.ak.us>,
Don Brandon <don_brandon@ labor.state.ak.us>,
Steve Flodin <steve_flodin@dot.state.ak.us>,
"Henry D. Kim" <henry.kim@veco.com>, Greg moore <mooreg@bp.com>,
Scott Walden <swalden@ci.kenai.ak.us>,
Gary Powell <gary_powell@dps.state.ak.us>,
Walter Winston <Walter_Winston@dps.state.ak.us>,
Jerry Gentile Jerry_gentile@dps.state.ak.us>,
Kelly Nicolello <kelly_nicolello@pssun02x.dps.state.ak.us>,
Carol Olson <carol_olson@dps.state.ak.us>,
David G Aden <david_aden@dps.state.ak.us>,
John S Bond <john_bond@dps.state.ak.us>,
David W Andrews <david_andrews@ dps.state.ak.us>,
Robert J Plumb <robert_plumb@dps.state.ak.us>,
Theresa A Smith <theresa_smith@dps.state.ak.us>,
Thomas N Depeter JR <thomas_depeter@ dps.state.ak.us>,
Daniel A Diehl <daniel_diehl@dps.state.ak.us>

Greetings:

The 2000 International Building, Fire and Mechanical Codes with
revisions were adopted by the Department of Public Safety, Division of
Fire Prevention on

June 22, 2001 when the Deputy Commissioner of Public Safety signed the
Adoption Order. The package was reviewed by the Department of Law and
forwarded to the Lieutenant Governor who signed and filed the Adoption
Order on June 25, 2001. The regulations have an effective date of
Septenber 15, 2001.

07/02/2001

10:55 AM
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m
option of International Building, Fire & Mechanical Codes
The Fire Prevention Division will accept plans for projects designed
under 1-Codes as of the date of the adoption order and will continue to

2

accept projects designed under the 97 Uniform Codes that are currently
in effect until September 15, 2001. On September 15, 2001, submittals
for plan review must be designed under the 2000 International Codes as
adopted under 13 AAC 50.010-.060 and 13 AAC 55.150.

A copy of these regulations will be on the Fire Prevention web site by
next week.

Thanks to all of you for your assistance in this project.

Ross Fosberg
Code Adoption Coordinator

07/02/2001 10:55 AM
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or in "Notice of Proposed Regulations Changes"

Subject: Error in "Notice of Proposed Regulations Changes"
Date: Mon, 18 Dec 2000 08:52:57 -0900
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosberg@dps.state.ak.us>
Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: Ron Watts <wattsrk@ci.anchorage.ak.us>,
Gary Powell <gary_powell@dps.state.ak.us>,
Robert Springer <springer@ci.kenai.ak.us>, Harry Chartier <harry@ cityofsitka.com>,
Leonard Kimball <lenk@ptialaska.net>, Dick Bower <dbower@ ci.soldotna.ak.us>,
Steve Shuttleworth <shuttleworth@mosquitonet.com>,
Dave Calvert <dcalvert@arctic.net>,
David Aden <david_aden@pssun02x.dps.state.ak.us>,
Kelly Nicolello <kelly_nicolello@pssun02x.dps.state.ak.us>,
Randy Waters <Randy_Waters@ci.juneau.ak.us>,
Chris Roust <Chris_Roust@ci.juneau.ak.us>, Edith Curry <fneic@uaf.edu>,
Jim Emery gemery@ci.valdez.ak.us>, Carol Olson <carol_olson@dps.state.ak.us>,
Frank Carpenter <carpenterfe@ci.anchorage.ak.us>,
Ron Thompson <thompsomj@ci.anchorage.ak.us>,
Ernie Misewicz <edmisewicz@dps.fai.state.ak.us>,
Andy Nault <anault@city.kodiak.ak.us>,
Doug Mathers <dmathers@city.koaiak.ak.us>, David Squires <sewardfd@arctic.net>,
Steve Homan <steveh@seward.net>, Dave Miller <davern@ cityofsitka.com>,
Donnie Blackburn <dblackbum@ci.valdez.ak.us>,
David Gildersleeve <fire@ci.valdez.ak.us>,
John McCool <jmccool@mcgalaska.com>, Pat Krochina <pat@krochina.com>,
Bob Painter <rpainter@ci.homer.ak.us>, Ruben Scherle <rscherle@ ceiak.com>,
Tim Janneck <timjanneck@pdceng.com>, Lee Holmes <lholmes@rsa-ak.com>,
Jack Krill gkrill@msb.co.mat-su.ak.us>, Dan Contini <bldg_insp@ palmerak.org>,
Bill McNeal <mcneal@alaska.coffman.com>,
Tami Hamler <thaml@amc-engineers.com>,
Edmond Thompson <thompsep@bp.com>,
Paul Yoder <paul_yoder@labor.state.ak.us>,
Don Brandon <don_brandon@labor.state.ak.us>,
Steve Flodin <steve_flodin@dot.state.ak.us>,
"Henry D. Kim" <henry.kim@veco.com>, Greg moore <mooreg@bp.cpm>,
Scott Walden <swalden@ci.kenai.ak.us>

To all committee members:

Thanks to the keen eye of Bill McNeal who picked up the error, attached
please find a revised copy of the "Notice of Proposed Changes in the
Regulations of the Department of Public Safety™.

We all (staff and attorney) missed the error in item #3. It should read

that the 1997 Uniform Mechanical Code is being replaced with the
International Mechanical Code, but | had inserted the International Fire

Code.

The attached "Notice" reflects the correct code reference.

Sorry for the additional, paper work, but thanks to Bill for his keen
eye.

Ross

Name: A-Notice Change to Regs doc.doc

QjA-Notice Change to Regs doc.doc Tvpe: Winword File (application/msword)
Encoding: base64

07/02/2001 10:14 AM
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Notice of Public Comment Period for Fire Regulations

Subject: RE: Notice of Public Comment Period for Fire Regulations
Date: Fri, 15 Dec 2000 14:32:17-0900
From: "McNeal, Bill" <McNEAL@alaska.coffman.com>
To: 'Ross Fosberg' <ross_fosberg@dps.state.ak.us>

Ross,
It appears that there may be a typo in item #3 in the first attachment,

which indicates that the UMC will be replaced by the 2000 Intrnational Fire
Code.

Bill McNeal

Coffman Engineers

800 F Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

(907)276-6664

Orr inal Message------—
< From gs Fosherg ﬁSMTP:ross fosberAg@dps state.ak.us]
> Sen r| a Dec mber_15, ﬁOUO 0:48" AM.
> To Ron_ W atts: ary Powell; Robert S}Prrn%er; Harry Chartjer; Leonard
> Kim baII D ck Bower Steve Shuttleworth: Dave Calvert: David Aden:
S Nicg lello; Ran Y Waters; ChrIS Rou st; Edith. Curry; Jim Emery; arol Olson
> Frank Carpen er Ron Thom son E rnie Misewicz: Jas ?n E son; An
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>
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>
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>
> |f there are any questions that I can answer, please contact me.
>
> RossS Fosbe_r% << File: A-Notice Change to Regs doc.doc > << File: A-Final
> Regs Submitted.doc >>
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ir In Notice of "Proposed Changes"

Subject: Error In Notice of "Proposed Changes™
Date: Mon, 18 Dec 2000 08:22:30 -0900
From: Ross Fosberg <ross_fosberg@dps.state.ak.us>
Organization: Department of Public Safety
To: Robyn E Ramos <robyn_ramos@dps.state.ak.us>

Robyn:

It appears we all missed an error in the "Notice of Proposed Change".
Item 3 of that document should read the 1997 Uniform Mechanical Code is
being replaced with the International Mechanical Code, not the
International Fire Code.

Attached is the corrected "Notice". Also, find attached better copies of
the signed notices.

Sorry, but we all missed it

Ross

Name: A-Notice Change to Regs doc.doc

PjA-Notice Change to Regs doc.doc Type: Winword File (application/msword)
Encoding: base64

Name: 1_A-Additional RegsNoticel.doc
[j L_A-Additional Rees Noticel .doc Type: Winword File (application/msword)
Encoding: base64

Name: |_A-Notice Change to Regs docl.doc
[j1 A-NoticeChangetoRegsdocl.doc Type: Winword File (application/msword)
Encoding: base64

07/02/2001 10:06 AM
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE
REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

The Department off Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention proposes to adopt regulation changes in
Title 13 of the Alaska Administrative Code, dealing with Codes and Standards of Construction and Plan
Review Fees, including the following:

) 13 AAC 50.010 Occupancy Classifications will be as defined in the International
Building Code, 2000 Edition.

2 13 AAC 50.020 Building Code is proposed to be repealed and readopted. The intended
effect of this is to repeal the Uniform Building Code 1997 Edition with related revisions,
and adopt the International Building Code 2000 Edition V/ith related revisions.

(3) 13AAC 50.023 Mechanical Code is proposed to be repealed and readopted. The
intended effect of this is to repeal the Uniform Mechanical Code, 1997 Edition with
related revisions and adopt the International Mechanical Code 2000 Edition with related
revisions.

4 13 AAC 50.025 Fire Code is proposed to be repealed and readopted. The intended effect
of this is to repeal the Uniform Fire Code, 1997 Edition with related revisions and adopt
the International Fire Code, 2000 Edition with related revisions.

5) 13 AAC 50.027 Plan Review and Approval is revised with a new Valuation and Plan
Review Fee Schedule.

(6) 13 AAC50.030 Fire Protection System (Installed & Portable) is revised with updated
standards and a revision to the work allowed under Class | fire extinguisher permit
activity.

) 13 AAC55.150 Definitions is revised with updated design standards and definitions
consistent with new International Codes use of the terms Building and Fire Official.

Youmay comment on the proposed regulation changes, including the potential costs to private persons
of complying withthe proposed changes, by submitting written comments to Ross Fosberg, Code
Adoption Coordinator at Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention 5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225. The comments must be received no later than 4:30 p.m. on January 31,

2001.

If you are a person with a disability who needs a special accommodation in order to participate in this
process, please contact Ross Fosberg at (907) 269-5061 no later than January 15, 2001 to ensure that any
necessary accommodations can be provided.

For a copy of the proposed regulation changes, contact Ross Fosberg at (907) 269-5061 or go to
http://www.dps.state.ak.us/fire.

After the public comment period ends, the Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention will
either adopt these or other provisions dealing with the same subject, without further notice, or decide to


http://www.dps.state.ak

take no action on them. The language of the final regulations may be different from that of the proposed
regulations. YOU SHOULD COMMENT DURING THE TIME ALLOWED IF YOUR INTERESTS
COULD BE AFFECTED.

Statutory Authority: AS 18.70.010; AS 18.70.080; AS 18.70.090.
Statutes Being Implemented, Interpreted, or Made Specific: AS 18.70.010; AS 18.70.080; AS

18.70.C90.
Fiscal Information: The proposed regulation changes are not expected to require an increased

appropriation.

DATE: December 15, 2000

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator

Note! The Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention keeps a list of individuals and
organizations interested in its regulations. Those on the list will automatically be sent a copy of all of the
Department of Public Safety, Fire Prevention Divisions Notices of Proposed Regulation Changes. To be
added to or removed from the list, send a request to the Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire
Prevention at 5700 East Tudor Road Anchorage, AK 99507-1225, giving your name, and either your e-
mail or mailing address, as you prefer for receiving notices.



ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS NOTICE INFORMATION
(AS 44.62.190(d))

1 Adopting agency: Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention
2. General subject of regulation: State of Alaska Building and Fire Regulations
3. Citation of regulation: 13 AAC 50.010 through 13AAC 50.55.150
4. Reason for the proposed action:
() compliance with federal law
() compliance with new or changed state statute
( ) compliance with court order
() development of program standards
(X) other: New International Building, Mechanical & Fire Codes unifying the previous three model
codes into a new national standard that addresses the most up-to-date application of life
and property safety design criteria.
5. Program category and BRU affected: Health/Safety-Fire Prevention

6. Cost of implementation to the state agency and available funding (in thousands of dollars)
Initial Year Subsequent

FY 2001 Years
Cost $ None $ None
General fund $ None $ None
Federal funds $ None $ None
Other funds
(specify) $ None $ None

7. The name of the contact person for the regulations:

Name: Rc s Fosberg

Title:  Code Adoption Coordinator

Address: 5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Telephone: (907) 269-5061

8. The origin of the proposed action:

XX_ staff of state agency
federal government
general public
petition for regulation change
other (please list)

9. Date: December 15, 2000 Prepared by:
Name: Ross Fosberg
Title: Code Adoption Coordinator

Telephone: (907)269-5061



ENGINEERS

June 7, 2001
I 1
Mr. Gary Powell, State Fire Marshal
Mr. Ross Fossberg, Code Coordinator
Alaska State Fire Marshal’s Office
5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99507 Via fax to:  338-4375

And email to: garv_powell@dps.state.ak.us
ross_fosberg@dps.state.ak.us

RE: Adoption of 2000 International Mechanical and Fuel Gas Codes
SUBJ: Recommendation in Favor of Adoption of 2000 IMC & IFGC, with reservations.

Gentlemen:

This letter reviews the current situation with the Code adoption process, and contains some of our
thoughts regarding the 2000 International Mechanical Code (IMC) and 2000 International Fuel Gas Code
(IFGC). We support adoption of both the 2000 IMC and the 2000 IFGC, with the recommendation that
an additional reference document be prepared and adopted by the Alaska State Fire Marshal’s Office to
supplement the new IMC which is incomplete as a stand alone document.

The Code adoption process is in a awkward situation at present. 1he State should adopt a complete set
of unified codes, such as the International Code series, or a Uniform Code series, but unfortunately,
neither option is currently possible given the present situation in Alaska. The State Department of Labor
has eliminated the option of adopting the entire suite of International Codes by adopting the Uniform
Plumbing Code. On the other hand, the Uniform Code series has been discontinued and will no longer

be maintained in the future.

The best choice for replacement of the UBC and the UFC are the new International Building Code (IBC)
and International Fire Code (IFC). These codes appear to be reasonably well received, and have the
advantages of being well coordinated and in wide circulation. From this base, the logical choice would
appear to be to adopt the new IMC and IFGC as well. The IMC is well coordinated with the IBC and the
IFC, which will significantly reduce the number of conflicts between Codes. Likewise, The IFGC is well
coordinated with the IMC. Unfortunately, the new IMC has some serious drawbacks, as appropriately

pointed out by the Mechanical Contractors of Alaska.

A major advantage of the current Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC) is that it contains clear performance
requirements with supporting tables and guidelines. The IMC, on the other hand, relies on external
references for much of the important technical material. External references are not a problem for an
established engineering firm like AMC, but it is unlikely that the average mechanical contractor or

fax -°100
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Alaska State Fire Marshal’s Q jjce

Adoption of2000 IntemationaflWechanical and Fuel Gas Codes
June 7, 2001

Page 2

plumber will have all of the reference material available. Human nature being what it is, this could lead
to a lot of confusion and error in the field as people “wing it” for lack of good information. “Winging it”
will not serve the public’s best interest for safety.

Considering the balance of interests that must be weighed, we recommend that one of the following two
alternative courses of action be taken:

First Choice: Adopt the 2000 IBC, IFC, IMC, and IFGC and also issue a companion reference
document published by the Alaska State Fire Marshal’s Office that includes a copy of all the
major reference tables and related documents identified in the IMC. The primary idea here is to
create a coordinated code set that is nearly as complete as the UMC, injust one additional
supplement.

Additional amendments should be adopted to address the many individual technical issues that
have been identified. An logical amendment would be a ruling stating that in the event of a
conflict, the Uniform Plumbing Code (UPC) will take precedence over the International Fuel Gas

Code (IFGC).

Alternative Choice: Stick with the existing Uniform Code Series entirely, and wait a few years
for the dust to settle in the Code arena. The entire purpose ofa body of Codes is to protect the
public interest. No one will be protected if we have chaos, which could easily occur if the code
set is incomplete or contradictory. Certainly there are warts on the Uniform Codes, but
realistically they are a pretty good set of documents. The Uniform Codes have come a long way
over the past 20 years, and are probably adequate to survive a few more years.

We like the idea of consistent and well coordinated Codes. Like a new car, all of the parts should work
together. The radio, or the muffler, and even the tires can be manufactured by almost anyone, but the
engine and transmission need to be from the same company. No one would dream of buying a new
Chevy with a Ford transmission. The Building Code, Fire Code and Mechanical Code are the power
train of the Code series, and need to be coordinated. The International series has great promise in this
regard, but the important issues raised by the Mechanical Contractors should be cleanly resolved.

We realize that this is an extremely difficult situation, and wish the best of luck in coming ti  suitable
resolution.
Sincerely,

AMC ENGINEERS

Tami Hamler, P.E Boyd Morgenthaler, P.E.
Mechanical Engineer Principal Mechanical Engineer.

&Vr*mp'AME€-k«ti«rl)ead-Btaet<TdoiM:\Codcs & siandyds\Lir Slate FM supporting 2000 IMC.doc
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May 25, 2000

Attached is Resolution 2000-02 from the Kenai Peninsula Fire Chiefs
Association. This Resolution was passed unanimously by the members in
attendance at the May 19, 2000 meeting.

We would appreciate the support of your office regarding this Resolution.

Sincerely yours,

Chief Billy W. Harris
President | _ _ o
Kenal Peninsula Fire Chiefs Association



RESOLUTION 2000-02

A RESOLUTION OF THE KENAI PENINSULA FIRE CHIEFS ASSOCIATION
RECOMMENDING THE INTERNATIONAL CODE SET NOT BE ADOPTED
FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA BY THE STATE FIRE MARSHALS OFFICE.

Whereas, the Kenai Peninsula Fire Chiefs Association is dedicated to public fire
prevention and promoting life safety issues throughout the Kenai Peninsula and the State

of Alaska, and

Whereas, the State of Alaska adopted the 1997 Uniform Fire, Building, and Mechanical
Codes on March 27 of 1999 and the Uniform Code Set has been the adopted Code for
this State since the late 1950’s, and this code has protected Alaskans for more than 40

years, and

Whereas, the Uniform Fire Code and the National Fire Protection Association are in the
process of developing a National Fire & Building Code to be released in the year 2003,

and,

Whereas, the International Code set is a first edition and not a proven code, and,

Whereas, by adopting a new code standard, Deferred Jurisdictions responsible for code
enforcement will have an added burden and cost associated with such adoption, and

Whereas, the Kenai Peninsula Fire Chiefs Association consists of three Deferred
Jurisdictions (Kenai, Soldotna, and Seward) that will be directly effected by such code

adoption, and

Whereas, Deferred Jurisdictions who are responsible for code enforcement should have a
vote on which code is adopted in the State of Alaska, since they bear the costs of

enforcement in their jurisdictions,



NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Kenai Peninsula Fire Chiefs
Association recommends that the State of Alaska continue using the 1997 Uniform
Code set, and that the International Code set not be adopted during the 2000 code
cycle, but wait until the 2003 code cycle to give all major codes an equal chance for
consideration.



Prilntegb - Gary Powell TAAJay, June 20,2000 3:21:13 PM
Title: Code Issdes Page 10f2

Thursday, June 15, 2000 11:35:07 AM

Fire Chiefs
From: y Jason Elson
Subject:  Code Issues
To: sS Fire Chiefs

After reading the recent remarks on the Code adoption process and representing a
deferred jurisdiction Ifeel compelled to write and express my opinion on this highly
controversial issue.

This issue first came to my attention in Kenai at the State Fire Chiefs Conference in the fall
0f 1999. At that time a motion was made to support adoption of the Uniform Fire Code.
The State Fire Marshal raised an objection, based on the fact that he was not willing to
suPport any code without first Ioo,kmg,at all that was out there to look at in the Code world.
Atthe time’this sounded like a fair objection and I, very vocally, supported the State Fire
Marshal. My remarks at that time included the statement that'l felt all those involved in the
Code enforcement process should be involved in the review and adoption process. The
Chiefs agreed and the Fire Marshal had his stay.

Between this meeting and the Spring Chiefs meetm% I be?an to_hearword of how the State
Fire Marshals Office had hegun to support the adoption of the IFC. Along with this rumor
came the inference that this code was going to be adopted whether the Chiefs liked it or
not. This disturbed me, considering | had been so vocal in supporting the State Fire
Marshal in what I thought was going to be a fair process. Needless to say nothing about
the code adoption process was discussed until the sprlng ChieFs meeting in Juneau when
the State Fire Marshal aPprqached me and we discussed these “"rumors”. In my
discussions with the State Fire Marshal | made it clear that Iwas not willing to accept the
adoption of any Code without a fair ﬁubhc hearing process that included comments and
concerns of the states fire chiefs. The State Fire"Marshal assured me this would take
place. Unfortunately it did not happen while we we e in Juneau.

From the time we left Juneau to the date of the invitation to art|C|Fate in a teleconference |
have not been contacted by any member of the State Fire Marshals Office with re?ards to
any particular Code preference or what m o&lmon would be about the adoption ofan
articular code. THIS IS WHAT DISTURBS ME AND SHOULD DISTURB ANY CHIE
ESPONSIBLE FOR ENFORCING THE FIRE CODE IN ALASKA. As the Fire Marshals
Office has stated just recently, why should ljust accept at face value what others are telling

me?

The second question that comes to mind, what is the rush? What is the dnvmqbforce _
behind adopting a code when the current code works so well? This would not be the first
code cycle to have been skipped. Ron Coleman, a leading authority in the nations fire
service wrote in the May issue of Fire Chief's magazine a response to an article he wrote "l
never said in the column that fire chiefs weren't included. |said they were being treated in
a deplorable fashion ".id excluded from the demsmn-makmq_process regardmﬂ the overall
system of organization for the fam|lly of codes." Sound familiar to anyone? When
discussing the consensus of a sm? e national fire code he ?oes on to state "l don't think so.
| said in the column that | believe the issue will remain contentious for some time to come.
[l be so bold as to predict that period of time: two more code c¥cles. It will take that long
to work out the conflict." Ifthatis the case again Iask, what is the rush?
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Title: Code IssUes

And finally, I offer up as evidence that the International Code is not exactly considering the
best interests of the fire service, the press release page for the International Fire Code
Insitute www.ifci.org). Under top ten advantages architects should know about the IBC, #3
Less restrictive provisions for egress through addommg rooms. #5 Allows for larger floor
areas with lesser fire resistance. #7 Escape and rescue openings not re(‘uwed where a
rated corridor provides access to two exits or in sprinkiered buildings. Do these sound like
changes that are in the best interests of those we are trying to protect?

For me the bottom line is this, there should be no rush to adopt an_% new code until the
dusts settles on these controversial issues and ail those responsible for code .
enforcement have an opportunity to review all codes that are available to us. At that time
there must be a public hearing process that involves all those responsible for enforcing the
codes and then and only then should the State Fire Marshal begin the adoption process for
the next fire code. I might also add that the State Fire Marshal would be wise to consider
the consensus of ‘he fire chiefs of this state, for believe it or not, these are his constituents.

Jason A. Elson
Fire Chief
City of Kenai
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TONYKNO WLES, GOVERNOR

RONALD L OTTE
COMMISSIONER

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
DIVISION OF FIRE PREVENTION

May 3, 2000

Len A. Malmquist

Fire Chief

Central Emergency Services
231 South Binkley
Soldotna, AK 99669-8084

Dear Chief Malmquist:

In response to your letter to me dated March 6, 2000,1will not attemr o reply on a point by
point basis. | fail to see the purpose or benefit in answering 22 questions of which you know
most of the answers. | will, however, tell you where we are on the adoption of the 2000 edition

of the fire, building and mechanical codes. | believe that is the real intent of your letter.

As you know, the code issue has been quite fluid over the last several months, if not years. In
the time that | have been in the State Fire Marshal position | have:

Read numerous articles in trade journals on the issue

Met with or had phone conversations with several building officials
Met with or had phone conversations with several fire officials
Met with a number of architects and engineers

Attended overview classes of the IBC
Attended the State & Provincial Fire Marshals Forum at NFPA
Attended and participated in code hearings for the IBC and IFC

Examined copies of the IBC, IFC and IMC
Watched closely the developments of the WFCA, NFPA and IAPMO

These activities have helped formulate our direction for adoption of the next set of building
safety codes for Alaska.
At this point in time, we intend to adopt the International set of codes, specifically the IBC, IFC

and IMC. We have broad based support for this direction, and in fact would have difficulty
justifying any other position. As you know, no other current building code exists at this time.

Our concept of the adoption process is to form code committees to review each of the respective
\ codes and make recommendations for state amendments. Local jurisdictions then have the

Y TO: O P.O.BOX 111200 N/%$i700 EAST TUDOR ROAD 1979 PEGER ROAD
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-1200 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99507 FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99709
PHONE: (907)269-5*04 PHONE: (907) 451-5200
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Powell/Malmquist
May 3, 2000

option to adopt local amendments, if necessary. Our goal is to have as few different local
amendments as possible. In other words, if a local amendment is adopted in Fairbanks regarding
assisted living facilities, we would hope the same amendment would work for Soldotna or
Seward, etc.. The makeup of the committees will involve all the deferred jurisdictions as well as
at large members and representatives from architects, engineers and builders. Each deferred
jurisdiction will be entitled to a building official on the building code committee and a fire
official on the fire code committee. Participation will be at the jurisdiction’s expense but we will
attempt to keep meetings to a minimum and conduct as much as possible electronically.
Throughout the process meetings for the purpose of public input will be held in Fairbanks,
Anchorage, the Kenai Peninsula and possibly Southeast Alaska (Juneau). We will hire a project
coordinator to facilitate the process and do expect it to take 12 to 18 months.

I encourage you or a representative from your department to participate in the code revision
meetings in San Francisco this September. Each deferred jurisdiction is entitled to at least one
class A voting member on the fire code changes, and one on the building code. Contact ICBO
for information and registration materials. | would also encourage support for Deputy ChiefJim
Tidwell from Ft. Worth, Texas. He is running for a vacant seat on the ICBO Board of Directors.
Having been primarily involved in the negotiation process as WFCA attempted to become a
member of the International Code Council, he should be a good advocate for the fire service.

Gary L. Powell
State Fire Marshal



" TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

PO.BOX 111200
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-1200

PHONE: (907)465-4322

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER FAx: 07y 4ssienes
May 23, 2000
Fire ChiefLen A. Malmquist 3 Ortice
Central Emergency Services Div. of fire Prevention
231 South Binkley Anchorage, Alaska

Soldotna, AK 99669-8084

Dear Chief Malmquist:

I have received and reviewed your recent letter and attachments. | have discussed the fire code
issue with State Fire Marshal Powell on numerous occasions. We recognize that you have a
strong position on the fire code issue, and we certainly support your right to have an opinion on
the matter. Other fire chiefs, building officials, architects and engineers also have the right to an
opinion on the fire code issue. The same is true of the industry. The issue has been discussed,
reviewed and debated. The preponderance of support is in favor of the new International Codes.

In his briefings to me after the Fire Chiefs conferences, State Fire Marshal Powell discussed the
code issue. At the Kenai conference, Mr. Powell expressed that a last minute resolution to adopt a
future code was premature. He also stated his opposition to the manner in which the resolution
was brought to the floor. If any deception took place in Kenali, it was by those who proposed the
resolution. In my opinion, it is irresponsible to propose a resolution of this type without involving
the State Fire Marshal in the process. It is my understanding tliat State Fire Marshal Powell raised
those two concerns during the conference and the resolution was withdrawn.

At the Spring Conference in Juneau, State Fire Marshal Powell’s recollection is that the fire code
was not much of an issue. On the last day of the conference, in a room with eight or ten people
remaining, he was given an opportunity to give his general report. In that report he mentioned that
no formal decision had been made, but “the handwriting was on the wall.” In plain language,
there was n; fher building code to choose from and NFPA would not have a code available for
two to four years. The State would not adopt incompatible building and fire codes and therefore,
the International Codes were the only option.



State Fire Marshal Powell has made an informed decision which he believes is in the best interest
of all Alaskans. | support his decision and feel that he made it appropriately and with integrity. |
would like to make it clear that State Fire Marshal Powell vigorously supports the fire service in
general and the Alaska Fire Chiefs in particular. It Avould be unfortunate if that support were not
reciprocal in nature. | am sure there are many other issues on which you can agTee, and |
encourage you to continue working with the State Fire Marshal’s Office on those issues.

Commissioner

cc- Gary Powell, State Fire Marshal
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A laska M echanical Contractors Association, inc.

| P.O. 80x 92950 - Anchorage, Alaska 99509-2950
Phone 1-907-229-1700 - Fax 1-907-243-8466

May 30, 2001

To Whom it may concern:

| attended the May 7th 2001 meeting of the Anchorage Mechanical Contractors
Association. At that meeting, Mr. Ross Fosberg, representing the State Fire Marshal’s
Office, stated that the reopening of the public comment period for the repeal of the 1997
Uniform Mechanical Code and the adoption of the 2000 International Mechanical Code
was due to a mistake in the original advertisement and was merely a formality. He stated
that the adoption was a “done deal”, and that he would entertain no suggestions
concerning adopting the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code.

Signed,
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A VIKING MECHANICAL, Inc
Post Office Box 230804 Phone  (907) 346-8384

Anchorage, Alaska 99523-0804 Fax (907) 346-2153
E-mail avm@gci.net

June 8, 2001

Ross Fosberg

Code Adopt|on Coordinator
Dept of Public Safety

Division of Fire Protection

5700 E. Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225
Re: Proposed Changes to 13 AAC 50

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

Please put the attached copy to the letter regarding your statements to the Alaska
Mechanical Contractors Association into the public record.

Don L. Crane


mailto:avm@gci.net

ALASKA CHAPTER

national electrical
contractors association, inc.

712 West 36th Avenue <Anchorage, Alaska 99503
(907) 561-1958 «FAX (907) 561-8633

June 6, 2001

Ross Fossberg, Code Adoption Coordinator M .
Dept, of Public Safety, Div. ofFire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

RE: Proposed Changes in TitleJo dealing with Codes-anf£Standards of Construction

Dear Mr. Fossberg: v

I would like to make”iherfollo®ig comments regarding the propos]led changes:

*e | notiG”that reference is made to 8 AAC 70.025jregarding the National
YVjElectricaTSodp'as the Electrical Standard. Our organization supports the
use of this standard and consider it a foundation of our industry. It is used
not mifAMfdP'construction inspectors but also prov des a major portion of
outf'craft people’s training and continued educatioi. To make a change in
this~tandard would be ludicrous.
WO e t0 why this change (96 pages) is being pursued.
ATherej*no mention of a fiscal ~alysis. It seeris that this would be a
significant change to impl”*i'n®oi”lie construct on industry. Based on
this, vAjyoufp strongly opppta makifig:these changesjvithout any impetus
from the*ir*ustp”beingdmpakted”™"

In summary, we are op”~eatpAh”sp4~ulation changes, but if they we are
strongly in M~ AnrntAang ' ffie Nafipifd Electrical Code as the electrical st

&><=£P*>  * 0
Sincerely,
Alaska Chapter, NECA

Steven F. Boyd (\Ksfllot Ib toilet
Chapter Manager U&ot, hi ibfro&hice 9%
CC: Fran Ulmer, Lieutenant Governor \pe cerfc N

iQbl1Hie i(=6 me uy jpC,
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THE TOP OF THE WORLD CHAPTER
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Comments on the International Mechanical Code (I.M.C.):

1

Section “Maintenance” of I.M.C. has a significant disclaimer for any liability
resulting from compliance or non-compliance with I.M.C. The U.M.C. contains no

such disclaimer.

Under paragraph (11) of 13AAC 50.023 of the proposed regulations the addition of
the Table 304.7 would not be needed if 2000 U.M.C. were adopted. This information
is contained in Table 3-1 of 2000 U.M.C. This is a concrete example of how much

more prescriptive the U.M.C. is.

The code users currently using the 1997 U.M.C. will find it a relatively smooth
transition to the 2000 U.M.C. in comparison to adopting the I.M.C. It is clear from
comparing the size of the two books that the U.M.C. 2000 is significantly more
prescriptive in its approach, a philosophy that has been utilized in the development of
the Uniform codes. This philosophy is evident in the fact that the 2000 U.M.C.
reproduces important standards in the codeffor ease of use while-the I.M.C. only
references them. The State Fire Marshal needs to examine these differences and
consider their impact on the health and safety ofthe communities in Alaska.

/
The 2000 I.M.C. consists of 110 pages, the 2000 U.M.C. consists of 284 pages. The

2000 U.M.C. is a much more descriptive, stand-alone, document. Part of the
difference in size is probably due to the fact that the publishers of the U.M.C. have
many more years of experience publishing a Mechanical Code than the publishers of
the .LM.C. The I.M.C. relies heavily oil incorporating .other codes and standards by
reference. This makes the I.M.C. more cumbersome for the user and therefore more
prone to mistakes and misundersteildings:' Exactly the sorts of problem codes are

designed to avoid.

Since the Fire Marshal’s proposed regulations already incorporate the 2000 Uniform
Plumbing and 2000 Uniform Solar Energy Code, doesn’t it make sense for him to
adopt the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code?

Then there would be an integrated family of Uniform Codes that cover all of the
plumbing, heating and ventilation systems in a building. Considering that these
Uniform Codes are superior to their International Code counterparts and that the
installers (Plumbers, Pipe Fitters and Mechanical Administrators) are licensed (as
required by statute) according to the Uniform Codes and are familiar with Uniform
Codes it seems apparent that better, safer systems could be installed.

To my knowledge, today there are no installers or mechanical administrators licensed
per the International Mechanical Code in the State of Alaska.

Once more we raise the question “What is the compelling reason to adopt the

International Mechanical Code?

LPG Facilities are prohibited in pits or basements and other specific locations by
Section 1313.5 ofthe U.M.C. The 2000 I.M.C. does not contain any such restriction.

P.0. Box 74796 + Fairbanks, AK 99707-4796
(907) 456-8347 + Fax: (907) 451-6132
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Referenced Standards: Appendix A ofthe 2000 U.M.C. contains 7 U.M.C. standards.
These standards based on nationally recognized standards are reproduced in their
entirety in the UM.C. The I.M.C. does not have any standards in it and only
mentions them by reference.

The 1.M.C. reproduces text from other codes. As an example refer to Section 513 in
the 1.M.C. for Smoke Control systems. The U.M.C. does not use this approach.
Section 513 of the I.M.C. reproduces portions of the 1.B.C. and the I.F.C. for this
section. | urge you to study Section 513 of the I.M.C.

Chapter 11 Refrigeration:
There are several differences in this chapter. In size alone, the U.M.C. chapter is

about double the size of the 1.M.C. chapter. The reason is that'the U.M.C., while
keeping with its philosophy, has several prescriptive provisions so as to allow the user
to have all the information needed in the chapter. The I.M.C. refers to both the I.C.C.
Building and Fire Code extensively and defers ter standards for requirements such as
refrigerant control valves. The I.M.C. chapter requires access to several other
documents for the user to comply with its pr/ovisions.

Chapter 14 ofthe 2000 U.M.C. covers Process Piping. There is no equivalent chapter
in the 2000 1.M.C.

The U.M.C. 2000 has Appendix A,-B, C and D. Appendix A contains 8 standards.
Appendix B contains Fuel Gas Piping, Installation and' Testing of Gas or Fuel Fired
Equipment, Installation and Testing of Ojl (liquid) Fuel Fired Equipment. Appendix
C has sizing tables for venting systems. [.M.C. has 2 appendici.es - one for
combustion air openings and one for chimney connector pass throughs. The I.M.C.
has no provisions for Fuel Gas Piping.

P.0. Box 74796 + Fairbanks, AK 99707-4796
(907) 456-8347 » Fax: (907) 451-6132
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PO BOX 74715 < FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99707 < (907) 451-4482 + FAX(907) 451-1948

May 25, 2001

Ross Fosberg

Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety
Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

It has been called to my attention that your office is preparing
to adopt a new Mechanical Code. It appears as though you are
preparing to adopt the 2000 International Mechanical Code in lieu of
the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code.

Having utilized codes for the last nearly 50 years, | can offer a
historical perspective as well as a current perspective as to why
the International Mechanical Code should not be adopted and that we
should continue with the Uniform Mechanical Code.

As you know codes evolve over time. The series of codes
produced by the International Conference of Building Officials have
been in use since prior to 1950. As is the case codes of this nature
they evolve with time. Then stay up with innovations in the
industries that they cover as well as fine tune provisions to avoid
confrontation and legal actions as a result of contradictory
interpretations. In addition, enforcement officials as well as the
contractors and owners of structures come to understand and know
the codes if not by studying them, then at least by the use of



industry standards that result from code usage. This knowledge and
usage brings with it a uniformity in the field of code interpretation

and usage.

Beginning in the early 1990's the Uniform Building Codes had
their format changed to be in compliance with most other codes as
far as the locations in the codes where certain work items are
included. Just this simple change in the codes created enormous
confusion and difficulty of use for a time period. Now most
everyone in the industry is used to the change in format as well as
the under signed and now the confrontation and adjudication
processes are back to what they were hefore the change. The one
area that was not changed when the format was changed was the
actual contents of the codes themselves. Very little change has
occurred other than the normal changes that are to update and
upgrade the codes that happen periodically.

We have had an opportunity to go through the newfj.

believe
ifr"tif'"tvaTleast'16°'to T'5"years before these codes are t]
through the courts and all of the confusion and arbitrariness
removed and the full education of the user’s is accomplished. |,
personally, do not believe that we should have to go through this. |
believe we should continue to use and adopt the Uniform series of
codes for the next 2 cycles which is approximately 6 years and
observe what is happening to the International Codes in other areas

the

tribulations of a new code systdm. | would suggest that

this should bd”reviewed in approximately 6 years to see if the new
International Code is 1) still in existence and 2) is providing the
necessary protections for building owners and has been tested in
court to eliminate those controversial portions which ultimately

will be tested.

Another point that | would call to your attention is that in any
given cycle, to adopt a complete series of new codes will act as a



magnifier to the confusion, misinterpretation and actual misuse of
the codes themselves. The various codes should be adopted one at a
time so that the magnitude of the change is greatly reduced allowing
the user’s of the codes to become educated and get used to the
changes in format and requirements.

As a Forensic Engineer | testify often in court cases involving
codes, their interpretations and applications. |
of goipgh to-court with a new' code'j tryjng tO interpret it arid to show;
botlrthe”™judgd”™hg!a jury that its’ipplicatibns are proper and faif to
allfe'piTAMfiIN™ Onlylif this code has been tried and tested in the field
and”its' applications well known by everyone would | feel
comfortable in a court of law offering an opinion on a particular
incident as to its correct application.

| strongly recommend that consideration be given to
maintaining the series of Uniform Building Codes for at least the
next 2 cycles until the International Codes have been tried and
tested in the field and found usable.

This concludes my remarks. | appreciate your taking the time
to read my letter and hope that it may be of assistance in the
determination of which codes to adopt.

CC: MCA, E. Rutland
P. 0. Box 74796
Fairbanks, AK 99707

BFBrbjh
bfb99.1 Code Adoption Response



A VIKING MECHANICAL, Inc.

Post Office Box 230804 Phone 907-346-8384

Anchorage, A?aska 99523-0804 Fax. 907-346-2153
E-mail. avm@gci.net

May 29, 2001

Office of the Governor

Ton Knowles overnor

Stae Ca Th rrd Foor
Post Off e Box

Juneau, Alaska 99811 0001

Dear Governor Knowles;

RE:  Alaska State Fire Marshal's proposed regulation changes in Title 13AAC 50.023
Mechanical Code

| am writ rn o pro es t the Alaska Stat Frre Marshal’s Propo ed requlation chanygles in Title
13 t\élec anica %8 ro 0se eg the 1 9 nrform echani a
o e UMC adopt t terHa a l\/Iec 0d Jv C). T'am concerned t
% ars a(Js e ﬁrngaco whic assen/e rs state el rm N years and rs
substitut rng a code that has no track record, especially In the area of Ife safe

| am dismayed at the process by which this, code change has occurred. | responded in writing to
the pro oseﬁ chan e ‘ Hnd recerveg no reP Igaﬁso ma etbree h ecal? Mr. ROSS
Fosﬁergs office: m& C I

o s géwere not rXturne ron RoSS _?SO% ds 9Su%]seet:%e
ent

o 6}6%]( explal ﬁhici)tngggg%rs 0S Sf%%agonsmeﬂmgfﬁlemS%g rocess, public com
een ? h (ngg unt |

June 8 d entertain suggestions concern
a}go t]on oft OUMC Instead o?rhe 200? IMC, esated atr gsgmere ?Prmaq f
that the ado tro]n Q Mhe wasa "done dea He went 0 Eosa ewou 8 review
Comments C, and that any comment ?oncernrng ee n C would [fe a wasted
effort. I qu estroH how this can e consid ed a arr pr ce sr e rre Mars al chooses t0 rgnore
r(%com ent t encoura es keer()rno% % nn}h aso ques ron y Mech anrca
nistrators were not represented on the oar s to revre\rv II\/IC over th
This co[n lttee was com[pose [eny rt)u lic officials and engrneers trs certarn
eSate of Alaska Js oo g(a oes %ar rtrehry implementatiop of t %NL
when it ignores the Input of cenced administrators - by far, t egr up most affected by this
change.

As alicenced Mechanlcal Administrator in the State of Alaska, | utilize the Uh/l%darl and have
com Iete con rdence at anywor my company per orms n accor ance with the U Crs toa
natr nayrehco%nrze standard. The IMC cont arnsadrsc arm%r under Maintenance in the

re ace of the tode which stat es that the organjzations and err members participating in the
deve olr[)]mento hrﬁ code “da not accept any liability resulting from compliance or

nonco rancevvr the provisions.” The UMC con arns nos ch drsc al er | am gravely
%ncern (S he egaJ ramifications fvvorkrnd under a code th cce tS no resroonsrbr r g ty for

t it emboales. It Is'no wonder that the UMC Ts used erther In ota the ba: s of cod

the majority of the United States.


mailto:avm@gci.net

Tony Knowles, Governor 2. May 29, 2001

The State of Alaska requires that all Mechanical Administrators he licensed b}g statute to the
UMC, In addition, the State of Alaska under 12AAC 39.410 requires that Mechanical
Administrators document cqntlnumq education for the UMC. Ifthe IMC is adopted, the State of
Alaska will have to change its statutes to reflect the new code. It makes no sense for the State
to adopt a code which lacks the support and confidence of the very people who utilize it. The
Fire Marshal's proposed regulations already incorporate the 2000 Uniform Pluming Code and
2000 Uniform Solar Energy Code. It only makes sense to adopt the 2000 Uniform Mechanical
Code and keep the family of Uniform Cades complete.

In closinOg | would ask that you_reassess the State of Alaska's position on this issue and adopt
the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code. At the very least, the entire process should begin anew to
allow equal representation inthe review process by all concerned in this proposed change.

Don L. Crane, President
AViking Mechanical, Inc. ~ t ..

10(/\ N
cc.  Ross Fosherg, Code Adoption Coordinator



OFFICE OF THE

May 23,2001
HY 31 201
To; FranUlmer, Lieutenant Governor LIEUTENANT GOERNOR

Third Floor, State Capitol
P.0. Box 110001
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0001

From: Gary Hile, ChiefPlumbing/Mechanical Inspector, Municipality of
Anchorage

Re: Proposed adoption of the International Mechanical Code

Dear Lieutenant Governor Ulmer,

lam veryconcerned that the State Fire Marshal isconsidering adoption of
the 2000 International Mechanical Code (IMC) in lieu of the 2000 Unifornm
Mechanical Code (UNC). The State of Alaska and the Municipality of
Anchorage have used the UM C since 1964. Iquestionwhy the State is
considering adoptinganew document that is essentially unproven. I MC
has only been in existence since 1997, whereas the UM C has been pnnted
since 1964. The UM C has servedus well over the years. Engineers, Plan
Reviewers, Inspectors, Contractors, and Installers are all familiarwith the
provisions of the UMC. Ithasproven tobe reliable, user-friendly and most
impoitantly ithas maintained a high standard of safety.

The UMC isaturnkey document. All the informationneeded to install a
mechanical system isincluded in the document The IMG requires an
individual to reference several other documents to achieve the same goal.
The additional documents would only add confusion and cost. Most all
journeymen have been trained utilizing theUMC. Ifthe INC were adopted,
several training facilities and apprenticeship programs would have to rewrite
their courses. The State and Municipal testswould have tobe rewritten at

great time and expense.

There are some individuals that have concern that the UM C will not
harmonize with the International Building Code. The CaliforniaBuilding
Standards Commission spent several months investigating this issue, and
concluded that there are no appreciable conflicts, other than a couple of



definitions. After several months of evaluating the International Codes, the
State of California opted not to adopt the International Codes and elected to
continue touse the Uniform Codes. They also elected to continue using the
older 1997 Uniform Building Code, instead of adopting thenewer 2000
International Building Code. J believe their decision was hased on the same
concerns that I'have inreference to safety and user friendliness.

Another issue’ to take into consideration is the process used in the adoption
of code changes to existing codes. The UM C and the Uniform Plumbing
Code (UPC) arenow created incooperation with the National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA), using the American St* lards Institute
(ANST) process.- TheMANSFprocessis the-only tnie-open consensus process,
where anybody and everybody have avote. The I'MC restricts voting
privileges tomember Government Officials only. Shouldn’tthe end user,
the public, have a voice and avote on which codes are adopted?

I donotknow ofany compelling reasons or justifications to adoptanew
Mechanical Code (INC), when we currently have an excellent Mechanical
Code (UMC) already inplace. lurge you toplease do everything inyour
power to overturn the State Fire Marshal’s decision to adopt the INC. Ido
not believe his intentions are in the best interest of the public. He may be
very knowledgeable on Fire Codes, but I believe I'have more expertise in
relation toMechanical Codes and itismy opinion that the U M C is far

superior to the INC.

Please feel free tocall me ifyou have any questions that Imay be able to
clarify. I'have enclosed my business card.

ChiefPlumbing/Mechanical Inspector
Municipality of Anchorage

0 33ud aoNdSA0Din 00t>SS9fZ06  .--s:  TOOC;/t>0/90



Key Mechanical Co.

4-W s 'm,2-vXme0”yV U ckin"tart,-"s

19430 fSTH AVENUE SOUTH. SUITE B « KENT. WASHINGTON 98032 (253) 872-7392
#KEYMEWt240 NZ:Wa ' //0093479;0R #2090);AK FAX (253) 872-7398

June 8,2001

.Mr. Ross Fosberg

siCODE ADOPTION COORDINATOR Di:Silv;- ¢ 1,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY or r,.]
DIVISION OF FIRE PREVENTION

5700E. Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

SUBJECT: ' UNIFORM MECHANJ.CAL CODE

Dear Mr. Fosberg: m o o

Key Mechanical as a Company, and | as an individual, are strongly’opposed to the adoption of
the International Mechanical Code, Key Mechanical would spend enormous amounts of money
and time to become skilled at anew mechanical code that Wl not provide any increased
protection to the public at large. In fact using the two codes proposed, (2000 , & >
INTERNATIONAL MECHANICAL CODE and 2000 UNIFORM MECHANICAL CODE) in

the way the Fire Marshal proposes results iri less protection to the public. .

§

We are present*y renewing our Mechanical Administrators License by reviewing changes in the.
2000 Uniform Mechanical Code. Why are we being asked to do this? What is tbe reason to.
adopt the International Mechanical Code? . » .o -

o* ¥ -l

We see po positive Teasoil in adopting the International Mechanical Code. The Uniform
Mechanical Code is prescriptive inits approach. It is a.mgeh more descriptive stahd-alone
document. The International Mechanical Code refers to standard.in rhe ICC Building and fire;
codes. Thus, we would have to become versant in other code documents due to the adoption of

the International Mechanical Code, .o ) -

The Uniform Mechanical Code has served the industry well for many decades. We see no
compelling reasons to, “... fix what is not broken.”

Respectfully,.

KEY MECHANICAL CO. OF WASHINGTI

Frank W. Leonard, President
FWLmmp

pinvigtimif JUfjonor’ Jjhvi-ce 1975



OFFICE OF THE COVERNOR
Tony Knowols, Governor .
Third Floor, State Capital

P;0. Box 110001 "

Juneau, AK 99811-0001

MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS OF ALASKA
Eugene R, Rutland, Executive Director

P. O. Box 74796. D

Fairbanks, AK 99707-4796. .



ANCHORAX<TftPLUMBING & HEW ING , INC.

P.O. BOX 201563 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99520
(907)349-6620 FAX (907) 349-0754

June 4, 2001
Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
B_epartmeplt:pfFl’Dubhcst;_ ety i- | 5 2001 1
ivision of Fire Prevention A A
5700 East Tudor R __ DilaCitit ouwt
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225 v of

Dear Sir or Madam:

We are writing this letter to express our disappointment in the proposed change from
the Uniform Mechanical Code UMC, a code which has served the state of Alaska
and the Mummpah% of Anchorage well for over 40 years, to the International
Mechanical Code IMC. A code that wasn't even published until 1997, has no track
record, has never been used in Anchorage, or anywhere in Alaska, and is only used
ina couple of states in the whole United States.

Anchorage Plumbing & Heating is a company that readily accepts change when the
advantages of doing so are realized. So we went to work trying to find a logical
reason why changing would be a good idea.. J J

As we hegan comparing the two codes, we first thought maybe whoever was makmg
this decision felt the " International Mechanical Code was easier to use an

understand than the Uniform Mechanical Code. As we leafed through the IMC, the
idea of easier became laughable as we found no less than 100 times that it referred
to other publications for the information needed. This means as a contractor we
would have to purchase and carry volumes .of other publications, manuals,-and
reference materials to do what we'can nowdo With'dne book'. * =

Ok, so maybe the IMC does a better job of addressing safety than the. Uniform
Mechanical Code_we thought. Not even close! Just one example of_man¥, IS non-
vented furnaces. This t?;pe of gas fired furnace uses mechanical devices to ensure
that the deadly gas Carbon Monoxide is not being poured into the dwelling. The IMC
accepts these appliances as safe. The Uniform Mechanical Code on the other hand
does not allow them to be installed. Perhaps we could find a NASA engineer, one
who worked on the Challenger space shuttle to break the tie by telling us whether it's
possible for a mechanical device to fail. We wouldn't install them in our homes, and
It's a sure bet that given the facts you wouldn't either, but a building contractor given
a chance to save a couple hundred dollars by not installing a vent would likely pick

this choice every time.

So we'think we have stumbled onto someone’s justification for e.tanging....MONEY!



ANCHORA&: PLUMMNG & HEATING, INC.

P.O. BOX 201563 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99520
(907) 349-6620 FAX (907) 349-0754

It is our opinion that the IMC is written in a way that saves builders money hy
compromlsmg standards associated with safety. It has become a political issue and
the focus.on protectmE our fellow Alaskans will now take a back seat to the building

industry making a buck.

Equally as troubling Is how this issue is being handled. When concerned contractors
inour mdustrK have called the Reople whise job it is to make the decision to keep the
Uniform Mechanical Code or change to the IMC, theﬁhave been told that “although it
is open for public comment, you can save your breath, because nothln% anyone says
will change anything. The decision has already been made." It seems that when you
have several contractors who stand to make more revenue if the new code is
adopted, all saying don't adopt the hew code in the name of safety. And all the while
the decision makers are plugg;ng their ears saying "we don't have to listen to you",
we are on a crash course for disaster. It's like the deck chair salesman.on the Titanic
telling the owners, “l know | could sell You a couple hundred more chairs, but are you
sure you wouldn't rather use this area for a couple more life boats instead?"

When it comes to public safety, let's keep politics out of it and make the safety of our
citizens the driving force when deciding which code best serves our community. We
need to rteg]state e Uniform Mechanical Code. Any help in this matter will be greatly
appreciate

Sincerely,

Dave Domas «m -
t ; >i. -, - * e
Owner, Anchorage Plumbing & Heating.Inc. <+« s Mgr. Anchorage Plumbing & Heating Inc.

CC. Tony Knowies, Governor
Eugene Rutland

=Page 2



BITTNER PLUMBING & HEATING, |NC\T,
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May21,2001 \/{] I'tt «

. v-\avh -J
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR n f\v3 vor.
Tony Knowles, Governor ryl. °(.’r>3, rea3"
Third Floor, State Capitol [+

P. 0. Box 110001
Juneau, Alaska 99811-1001

Dear Governor Knowles,

Re: Uniform Mechanical Code vs. Internationa]
Mechanical Code

I am an Alaska licensed Mechanical Contractor and a Mechanical Administrator . |
started my business in 1963 and | have many years of experience with theCodes and
Code changes. | recently served on the code review committee.

I have been informed the Alaska State Fire Marshal proposes to adopt regulation changes
in Title 13AAC 50.023 Mechanical Code. He proposes to repeal the 1997Uniform
Mechanical Code and adopt the 2000 International Mechanical Code.

I am opposed to the adoption of the 2000 International Mechanical Code. The 2000
Uniform Plumbing Code has been adopted by the Alaska Department of Labor. My
Mechanical Administrator License is based, by statute, on the Uniform Plumbing Code
and the Uniform Mechanical Code which are coordinated and integrated to provide
codes for all mechanical systems within a building to assure the public of safe

installations.

I have confidence based on experience in the Uniform Mechanical Code and why should
we spend time and money to become skilled in a new mechanical code that is not going
to provide the public with any increased protection.

Since the Fire Marshal’s proposed regulations already incorporate the 2000 Uniform
Plumbing and 2000 Uniform Solar Energy Code, doesn’t it make sense for him to adopt
the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code? Then there would be an integrated family of
Uniform Codes that cover all of the plumbing, heating and ventilation systems in a
building. Considering that these Uniform Codes are superior to their International Code
counterparts and that the installers (Plumbers, Pipe Fitters and Mechanical
Administrators) are licensed (as required by statute) according to the Uniform Codes and
are familiar with Uniform Codes, it seems apparent that better, safer systems could be



installed. | am not aware of any installers or mechanical administrators licensed per the
International Mechanical Code in the State of Alaska.

The code users currently using the 1997 U.M.C. will find it a relatively smooth transition

to the 2000 U.M.C. in comparison to adopting the I.M.C. It is clear from comparing the
size of the two books that the U.M.C. 2000 is significantly more prescriptive in its
approach. The 2000 I.M.C. consists of 110 pages and the 2000 U.M.C. consists of 284
pages. The 2000 U.M.C. is a much more descriptive, stand-alone document. Part of the
difference in size is probably due to the fact that the publishers of the U.M.C. have many
more years of experience publishing a Mechanical Code that the publishers of the I.M.C.

The 1.M.C. relies heavily on incorporating other codes and standards by reference. This
makes the 1.M.C. more cumbersome for the user and therefore more prone to mistakes
and misunderstandings which 16Xare exactly the sorts of problems codes are designed to

avoid.

My question, therefore, is “What is the compelling reason to adopt the International
Mechanical Code?

Paul J. Bittner, President
Bittner Plumbing and Heating, Inc.

Cc: Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety
Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225



CASEY'S PLUMBING & HEATO\I<
PO BOX 112278
ANCHORAGE, AK 99511-2278
(907) 522-8126
FAX (907) 522-8590

June 1, 2001
/\ : : 1
o Osillint)
Mr. Ross Fosberg NN - 2000 1I'¢
Code Adoption Coordinator tJJ
Division of Public Safety Director's
Division of Fire Protection cVv "6

5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Re:  Proposed Adoption of 2000 International Mechanical Code

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

It hasjust recently come to my attention your plan to adopt the 2000
International Mechanical Code C'IMC") in place of the 1997/2000 Uniform Mechanical

Code ("UMC") currently in effect.

My investigation of the IMC raises serious concerns for public health and safety
in our community if in fact adopted. My initial concerns are first; current UMC Section
1313.5 prohibits LPG facilities in pits or basements in order to prevent'hazardous
explosive conditions. IMC contains no such restrictions.

Furthermore, the 2000 UMC has Appendices A, B, C, and D. Appendix A contains
8 standards. Appendix B contains fuel gas piping, installation and testing of gas or fuel
fired equipment, and installation and testing of ail (liquid) fuel fired equipment.
Appendix C contains sizing tables for venting systems. The IMC contains two; one for
combustion air openings and one for chimney connector pass throughs. The IMC

contains no provisions for fuel gas piping.

These two points alone, in my opinion, cause serious concern to public safety
issues in the hands of uneducated unscrupulous contractors with only the IMC to follow.



Mr. Ross Fosberg  m
Code Adoption Coordinator
Division of Public Safety
Division of Fire Protection
June 1, 2001

Page Two

Furthermore, the current UMC book, as adopted today, is a stand-alone
document. A contractor equipped with this book has to look no further to answer
questions. The IMC document heavily references other codes and standards, meaning
a contractor would need a virtual |_|bra(rjy of reference materials to do hisjob correctly.
All this will undoubtedly lead to misunderstandings and mistakes, with possibly life
threatening results.

_ In conclusion, | see no possible benefits to adopting a new, less restrictive, code
in place of the current UMC, but rather, the possibility of less protection to the public at
large. | personally see this as a step backward in the progress of our state of Alaska. |
would urge all those involved reconsidering the adoption of the IMC and continuing to
use the UMC currently in place.

B
Mechanical Administrator

Ccs:  Office of the Governor
Tony Knowles, Governor
Third Floor, State Capitol
PO Box 110001
Juneau, AK 99811-0001

Eugene R. Rutland, Executive Director
Mechanical Contractors of Alaska, Inc.
PO Box 74796

Fairbanks, AK 99707-4796
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19535 FIRST STREET

EAGLE RIVER. AK 99577-7104
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June 8,2001
Gary Powell ey
Alaska State Fire Marshal : F H
5700 £ Tudor Road : Dirze.0:". Ksi,
i Lo
Anchorage, AK 99507-1225 J\\// \9\1’ “‘r\é rravb: ai-.
Fisfijys o dy
RE: Opposition to adoption of Tbe International Mechanical Code
Mr. Powell,
1amthe owner of Wheeler Mechanical Plumbing Heating. Inc. Our work involves commercial and

jretideoriil plumbing, beating, gas piping, and processed piping in the Anchorage Bowl Area, as well as, other
communities through the State of Alaska.

It has been brought to my attention, this -week that the State of Alaska is onthe vnge of dropping lIhe
Uniformed Mechanical Code and replacing it with, by it's own admission, a fer less pxcjcriptrrc code, the
International Mechanical Code.

1 have many concerns involving this code, but the two that I find immediately alarming are:

1) 1find it incredibly frustrating that a decision as important as the deletion of one entire code and
replacing h with a drastically different code would be poshed through the political process
without even one public hearing or Ibe inclusion of tbe men and women oftbesc trades in the

VAATS

process.
It appeals that while the b'tate accepts the ideas of engineers, prchrttcls, and budding officials,

it did not deem tbe input from the actual people in there prospective trades that do the hands on

installations as important enough to Include themin the process,
2) The Uniform Mechanical Code has been used Inthe State of Alaska from statehood to the

present and is as important a tool in the fidd as a pipe wrench, soldering torch or a powver tool,
Mv employees continually me this book as well as the Uniform PInmbinp Code bode on adally
Buis.
The International Code Book while having vast reference material hi it is not a code book that xay employee*

oould use in the field withotn carrying all the reference material described in this new code book
The International Code Book, to my knowledge, has not address die licensing or training ih»t is needed in this

to bring all the people involved tip to speed to that quality workmanship can continue not to mention {be incredible

expense to all to get this training.
In the past ample of days after learning of tide decision by you as the State Fire Marshall, 1 have questioned

many people in the Mechanical Trades, as well as the Mechanical Inspectors. Ihave yet to find one individual

working the mechanical trades that agrees with a complete change ofthis code.
On the other hand many understood tbe need to tweak and fine tune tbe Uniformed Mechanical Code to meet

the needs of other codeB that work in unisonwith thiB oode book.
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Gary Powell

1 would aafcall parties Involved to postpone this decision until such time RSthe Mechanical Trades people can
be heard in this process, And thatproper information is disbursed to all, so that an educated decision can be made by
and for the people of AW m, with regards to health, life, and safety.

1 would be very happy to discuss "these marten in more detail alNy time YOU could mala yourself available,
My office phone humber is 907-696-7326 or my cell numberis 907-360*2125.

Michael B Wheeler
President
Wheeler Mechanical, Inc.

C ¢ Governor Tony Knowles
it Governor Fran Ulmer
Commissioner Glean Godfrey



Mailing: P.0. Box 60067 ¢ Fairbanks, Alaska 99706-0067
Physical: 2225 Van Horn Road ¢ Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
Phone: (907) 452-1831 « Fax; 5?07% 456-3493 « Email; westmech.com

'Contractor Registration #333 « Business License #014458 §

May 9, 2001

State of Alaska

Department ofPublic Safety
Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Attn: Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator

Subject: Proposed Adoption of Regulation Changes Airec- 1
N
AN em?sge i-
Gentlemen: C

Thank you for providing notice of the proposed adoption of regulation changes in Title
13 of the Alaska Administrative Code. | offer the following comments.

13 AAC 50.023 Mechanical Code: | am opposed to adoption of the International
Mechanical Code 2000 Edition. The 2000 Edition of the Uniform Mechanical Code
should be adopted to replace the 1997 Edition of the UMC.

» As a Mechanical Administrator I am licensed by statute to the Uniform
Mechanical Code, not the International Mechanical Code.

» | support the adoptiomofprescriptive'Codes, because there is a much lower (\0)
probability of misinterpretation of the Code requirements.

» The M”laDkSvrequifbhientS!for>:fueli'gas:pipitl'gj'installatibti-antPtesting;ofgas- /] .
or ;fgfit*et>,equipment; installation.andtesting<ofoildfifed"equipment.

* The EMC installation of LPG systems within pits or j\
basement”.' —
e There does be any compelling reasop to replace the Uniform /jgK

Mechanical Code, other than updating it to the current edition.



13 AAC 50.020 Building Code: If the International Building Code 2000 Edition is

seismic design requirements’ from the UBC, so that the construction industry can actually
understand the requirements.

Yours truly,
WESTERN MECHANICAL, INC.

Michael C. Desmond
President
MA #77
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ankal Construction, Inc.

550 W. 54th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99518
(907) 563-5719
General FAX: (907) 562-6496 Industrial . i}

June 6,2001

Office of the Governor
Tony Knowles, Governor
Third Floor, State Capitol
P.O. Box 110001

Juneau, AK 99811-0001

ATTENTION: TONY KNOWLES
SUBJECT: MECHANICAL CODE

Gentlemen:

I strongly oppose the adoption ofthe International Mechanical Code and strongly urge you to adopt the Uniform
Mechanical Code.

I currently hold a Mechanical Administrators License and have confidence, based on experience, in the Uniform
MechanicalCode. |see no reason to spend time and money to become skilled in a new mechanical code that is
not going to provide the public with any increased protection. It appears based onthe Mechanical Contractors of
Alaska, Inc. research ofthe 2001 1.M.C. (copy attached) that melding the two codes together, in the way the Fire
Marshall proposes, results in less protection for the public. Again I urge you to adopt the Uniform Mechanical
Code.

Ifyou have any questions, or require further information, please contact the undersigned at your convenience.

Sincerely,
HANKAL CONSTRUCTION, INC.

cc: Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator cc: Eugene R. Rutland, Executive Director
Dept, of Public Sefcty Mechanical Contractors of Ak, Inc.
Division of Fire Prevention P.O. 1'ox 74796
5700 E. Tudor Rd. Frirban.s, AK 99707-4796

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

GH\mm\LTROOG.606
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of Alaska, Inc,

Comments on the International Mechanical Code (I.M.C.):

1

Sectiov. “Maintenance” of I.M.C. has a significant disclaimer for any liability
resulting from compliance or non-compliance with I.M.C. The U.M.C. contains no
such disclaimer.

Under paragraph (11) of 13AAC 50.023 of the proposed regulations the addition of
the Table 304.7 would not be needed if 2000 U.M.C. were adopted. This information
is contained in Table 3-1 of 2000 U.M.C. This is a concrete example of how much
more prescriptive the U.M.C. is.

The code users currently using the 1997 U.M.C. will find it a relatively smooth
transition to the 2000 U.M.C. in comparison to adopting the I.M.C. It is clear from
comparing the size of the two books that the U.M.C. 2000 is significantly more
prescriptive in its approach, a philosophy that has been utilized in the development of
the Uniform codes. This philosophy is evident in the fact that the 2000 U.M.C.
reproduces important standards in the code for ease of use while the I.M.C. only
references them. The State Fire Marshal needs to examine these differences and
consider their impact on the health and safety ofthe communities in Alaska.

The 2000 1.M.C. consists of 110 pages, the 2000 U.M.C. consists of 284 pages. The
2000 U.M.C. is a much more descriptive, stand-alone, document. Part of the
difference in size is probably due to the fact that the publishers of the U.M.C. have
many more years of experience publishing a Mechanical C'-'de than the publishers of
the .LM.C. The I.M.C. relies heavily on incorporating other codes and standards by
reference. This makes the 1.M.C. more cumbersome for the user and therefore more
prone to mistakes and misunderstandings. Exactly the sorts of problem codes are

designed to avoid.

Since the Fire Marshal’s proposed regulations already incorporate the 2000 Uniform
Plumbing and 2000 Uniform Solar Energy Code, doesn’t it make sense for him to
adopt the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code?

Then there would be an integrated family of Uniform Codes that cover all of the
plumbing, heating and ventilation systems in a building. Considering that these
Uniform Codes are superior to their International Code counterparts and that the
installers (Plumbers, Pipe Fitters and Mechanical Administrators) are licensed (as
required by statute) according to the Uniform Codes and are familiar with Uniform
Codes it seems apparent that better, safer systems could be installed.

To my knowledge, today there are no installert or mechanical administrators licensed
per the International Mechanical Code in the State of Alaska.

Once more we raise the question “What is the compelling reason to adopt the

International Mechanical Code?

LPG Facilities are prohibited in pits or basements and other specific locations by
Section 1313.5 ofthe U.M.C. The 2000 I.M.C. does not contain any such restriction.

P.O. Box 74796 e Fairbanks, AK 99707-4796
(907)456-8347 = Fax: (907)451-6132
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7. Referenced Standards: Appendix A ofthe 2000 U.M.C. contains 7 U.M.C. standards.
These standards based on nationally recognized standards are reproduced in their
entirety in the U.M.C. The I.M.C. does not have any standards in it and only
mentions them by reference.

8. The I.M.C. reproduces text from other codes. As an example refer to Section 513 in
the I.LM.C. for Smoke Control systems. The U.M.C. does not use this approach.
Section 513 of the I.M.C. reproduces portions of the I.B.C.and the I.F.C. for this
section. | urge you to study Section 513 ofthe I.M.C.

9. Chapter 11 Refrigeration:

There are several differences in this chapter. In size alone, the U.M.C. chapter is
about double the size of the I.M.C. chapter. The reason is that the U.M.C., while
keeping with its philosophy, has several prescriptive provisions so as to allow the user
to have all the information needed in the chapter. The I.M.C. refers to both the 1.C.C.
Building and Fire Code extensively and defers to standards for requirements such as
refrigerant control valves. The I.M.C. chapter requires access to several other
documents for the userto comply with its provisions.

10. Chapter 14 ofthe 2000 U.M.C. covers Process Piping. There is no equivalent chapter
in the 200C | M.C.

11. The U.M.C. 2000 has Apoendix A, B, C and D. Appendix A contains 8 standards.
Appendix B contains Fuel Gas Piping, Installation and Testing of Gas or Fuel Fired
Equipment, Installation and Testing of Oil (liquid) Fuel Fired Equipment. Appendix
C has sizing tables for venting systems. [I.M.C. has 2 appendices - one for
combustion air openings and one for chimney connector pass thrcughs. The I.M.C.
has no provisions for Fuel Gas Piping.

P.0. Box 74796 + Fairbanks, AK 99707-4796
(907)456-8347 + Fax:(907)451-6132



SouthXenfaral Plumbing and Heating
3419 Jerde Circle
Anchorage, Alaska 99504
(907) 337-2444 or (907) 229-0654 Cell

ROSS FOSBERG, CODE ADOPTION COORDINATOR . ; 4= gt

Department of Public Safety
Division of Fire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road VTee vl ban
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225 S
I/.7. &

As you may or may not be aware, the Alaska State Fire Marshal proposes to adopt
regulation changes in Title 13AAC 50.023 Mechanical Code. He proposes to repeal the
1997 Uniform Mechanical Code and adopt the 2000 International Mechanical Code.

As a State of Alaska Licensed Mechanical Administrator and Mechanical Contractor,
| am strongly opposed to the adoption ofthe International Mechanical Code. (I.M.C.) The
2000 Uniform Plumbing Code has been adopted by the Alaska Department of Labor and
is the “law of the land” in Alaska for plumbing and fuel gas installations. The Fire
Marshal recognizes this fact in his proposed regulations. We (contractois) have worked
with the Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC), since it’s adoption by the Municipality of
Anchorage and the State of Alaska in 1964. It is not in my best interest, as a contractor or
installer, and is not in the best interest ofthe public, to adopt the IMC.

As you should know, my Administrators License is based, by statute, on the
Uniform Plumbing Code and the Uniform Mechanical Code. The mechanical industry
has confidence based on experience in the U.P.C. and the U.M.C. and | am not interested
in spending time and money to become skilled in a new mechanical code that is not going
to provide the public with any increased protection. As an example, the 1.M.C. refers me,
the installer, to 128 different codes. As a member of the public, it is less restrictive with
the installation of gas appliances. This is just two of the numerous problems with the
I.M.C. With the U.M.C., | can design and install with just one book and it governs the

installation of all gas appliances.

I urge you to stop the Alaska State Fire Marshal in the adoption of the International
Mechanical Code and strongly support the adoption of the Uniform Mechanical Code.
The Uniform Plumbing Code and the Uniform Mechanical Code are coordinated and
integrated to provide a family of codes for all mechanical systems within a building and
they assure the public of safe mechanical installations.

I received a letter from Eugene Rutland, the executive director of the Mechanical
Contractors of Alaska, Inc. and was given some insight into his research of the 2000
I.M.C. and the 2000 U.M.C. and as a result of that research, | have attached comments

that seem useful in explaining our position.

v/ Lee M. van Ness
South Central Plumbing and Heating



th Central Plumbing and Heatin
3419 Jerde Circle
Anchorage, Alaska 99504
(907) 337-2444 or (907) 229-0654 Cell
Lee M. Van Ness

Comments on the International Mechanical Code (I.M.C.):

1. Section “Maintenance” of I.M.C. has a significant disclaimer for any liability resulting
from compliance or non-compliance with I.M.C. The U.M.C. contains no such

disclaimer.

Under paragraph (11) of 13AAC 50.023 of the proposed regulations the addition of
the Table 304.7 would not be needed if 2000 U.M.C. were adopted. This information
is contained in Table 3-1 of 2000 U.M.C. This is a concrete example of how much

more prescriptive the U.M.C. is.

. The code users currently using the 1997 U.M.C. will find it a relatively smooth

transition to the 2000 U.M.C. in comparison to adopting the I.M.C. It is clear from
companng the size of the two books that the U.M.C. 2000 is significantly more
prescriptive in its approach, a philosophy that has been utilized in the development of
the Un.form codes. This philosophy is eUdent in the fact that the 2000 U.M.C.
reproduces important standards in the code for ease of use while the I.M.C. only
references them. The State Fire Marshal needs to examine these differences and
consider their impact on the health and sa”ty ofthe communities in Alaska.

The 2000 1.M.C. consists of 110 pages, the 2000 U.M.C. consists 0284 pages. The

2000 U.M.C. is a much more descriptive, stand-alone, document. Part of the
difference in size is probably due to the fact that the publishers of the U.M.C. have
many more years of experience publishing a Mechanical Code than the publishers of
the I.M.C. The I.M.C. relies heavily on incorporating other codes and standards by
reference. This makes the I.M.C. more cumbersome for the user and therefore more
prone to mistakes and misunderstandings. Exactly the sorts of problem codes are

designed to avoid.

. Since the Fire Marshal’s proposed regulations already incorporate the 2000 Uniform
Plumbing and 2000 Uniform Solar Energy Code, doesn’t it make sense for him to

adopt the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code?

Then there would be an integrated family of Uniform Codes that cover all of the

plumbing, heating and ventilation systems in a building. Considering that these

Uniform Codes are superior to their International Code counterparts and that the

installers (Plumbers, Pipe Fitters and Mechanical Administrators) are licensed (as

required by statute) according to the Uniform Codes and are familiar with Uniform

Codes it seems apparent that better, safer systems could be installed.

To my knowledge, today there are no installers or mechanical administrators

licensed per the International Mechanical Code in the State of Alaska.

Once more we raise the question “What is the compelling reason to adopt the

International Mechanical Code?

LPG Facilities are prohibited in pits or basements and other specific locations by
Section 1313.5 ofthe U.M.C. The 2000 I.M.C. does not contain any such restriction.
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South Central Plumbing and Heating
3419 Jerde Circle
Anchorage, Alaska 99504
(907) 337-2444 or (907) 229-0654 Cell
Lee M. Van Ness

Referenced Standards: Appendix A ofthe 2000 U.M.C. contains 7 U.M.C. standards.
These standards based on nationally recognized standards are reproduced in their
entirety in the U.M.C. The I.LM.C. does not have any standards in it and only

mentions them by reference.

The 1.M.C. reproduces text from other codes. As an example refer to Section 513 in
the I.M.C. for Smoke Control systems. The U.M.C. does not use this approach.
Section 513 of the I1.M.C. reproduces portions of the J.B.C. and the I.F.C. for this
section. | urge you to study Section 513 ofthe I.M.C.

Chapter 11 Refrigeration:
There are several differences in this chapter. In size alone, the U.M.C. chapter is

about double the size of the I.M.C. chapter. The reason is that the U.M.C., while
keeping with its philosophy, has several prescriptive provisions so as to allow the
user to have all the information needed in the chapter. The 1.M.C. refers to both the
I.C.C. Building and Fire Code extensively and defers to standards for requirements
such as refrigerant control valves. The I.M.C. chapter requires access to several other
documents for the user to comply with its provisions.

Chapter 14 ofthe 2000 U.M.C. covers Process Piping. There is no equivalent chapter
in the 2000 I.M.C.

The U.M.C. 2000 has Appendix A, B, C and D. Appendix A contains 8 standards.
Appendix B contains Fuel Gas Piping, Installation and Testing of Gas or Fuel Fired
Equipment, Installation and Testing of Oil (liquid) Fuel Fired Equipment. Appendix
C has sizing tables for venting systems. I.M.C. has 2 appendices -one for combustion
air openings and one for chimney connector pass throughs. The I.M.C. has no

provisions for Fuel Gas Piping.
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May 3, io0i

Mr. Gary Powell

State.Fire Marshal’s Office

State of jAlaska, Division ofFire Prevention
5700 E. frudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Subject:' Proposed Regulation Changes
To 13AAC 50.023, Re-Issued

Dear Mii Powell:

Our Association is opposed to the repeal of the Uniform Mechanical Code. We feel ve
strongly that the State of Alaska should adopt the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code.

In orderto properly address our concerns during the public comment period we need
some information from your office:

1. We need the review analysis you performed that led lo your conclusion that th;
international Mechanical Code is superior tothe Uniform Mechanical Code.

2. We need to know how"the public comments will be weighed and how the
determination is made as to.whioh Mechanical Code wiii be adopted after the
comment period.

Your pfompt reply is requested due to the short comment .period and the fact that the -
Mechanical Industry is veiy busy at this time of the year.

Sincerely,

Eugene  Rutland
Executive Director

cc. GleHn Godfrey, Commissioner
Department of Public Safety
450 Whittier Street
PO kox 11120
Juneau, AK 99.811-1200

P.0. Box 747513 + Feirbnnks, AK 99707-4768
(907)455-8347 + Fax:(907)451-6132
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
DIVISION OF FIilE PREVENTION

May 21,2001

Eugene R. Rutland
Executive Ejirsctor
MechamcalfContractors of Alaska Inc.
P.0. Box 74796

Fairbanks, £IK. 99707-4796

Dear Mr. Rutland:

Per your request, the following outlines the review process followed by this office in reaching the
conclusion TiEt the International Mechanical Code should be adopted &s part of the Alaska Fire safety’

regulations:

1. Areview of the International Mechanical Code (IMC) and Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC), 2000
Editions sh’owed that both cedes essentially regulated the same sub#ects and systems with a few Variations
and that bolh codes had ch_anged from the previous 1997 Edition ofthe UMC,” The IMC in addressmg% the
fuel-gas distribution, gas-fired appliances and gas-fired appliance venting deferred to the Internationa
Fuel Gas Cixle Q)FGCE} which is not being adopted as part ofthe State Fire Regulations. The UMCdefers
to the, Uniform Plumbing Code adopted by the labor department for fuel-%as Istribution while still
covering the gas-fire applionces and venting of such in chapter nine. On the other hand, the UMC had no
correlation to the building or fire codes construction and process/occupancy requirements as they related
to subjects covered and impacted by the mechanics! code, whereas the IMC had clear correlation to both
the International Building FI BC) and Fire Codes ESIFC{ Examples of this correlation/cross referencing
within the IMC can be found in'sections 302.309-311.401.4, 502.2-502,15, 507, 509, 510, 513, 603.1.
and 607.. Similar cross-references to the IMC are round in the IBC and [FC. An additional important
factor is that the International Building Code, in Section 1202.1, now refers you to the IMC for change of
air ratios &Dd design purposes whenever mechanical ventilation is provided in lieu of natural ventilation.
On the strength ofthe correlation and cross referencing of the IMC it was felt that to the end user this
would be very valuable, if not imperative, nnd would facilitate clear understanding of the codes
requirements and eliminate conflict. All other things being equal, that was an overpowering factor in our

selection ofthe IMC.

2. To corroborate our conclusion, ali 40 members of the codes review committees that were formed to
review the |-Codes were asked, among other tasks, to look at the correlation between the three codes.
Amontqst this Proup were three mechanical engineers representing firms within the state and the State
Department ot Labor represented by Paul Yoder. Mr. Yoder reviewed the IMC and recommended
adoption with suggested revisions that would eliminate conflicts between the labor department's authority
and the fire marshal's. Those included the revisions to chapters 10 and 14. Later discussions with Mr.

REPLY TOi o P.0.BOX 11JICO 57W EAST TUDOR HOAD O 1979 PEGER ROAD
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811-12W ANCHORAGE , ALASKA 59StT FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99709
PHON8: (907)4<51S*3JI PHONE; (907)269-5604 PHON& (907)451-5200
FAX: p»7)JA3-5«0 FAX; (SO7)m-FI75 FAX: (Q07) 451-22111
rpDi (907)465-549] TDDr (507) 269-504 TDD: (907) 451-5344

(1) primed<niscyowC et



Powell/Rutlind
May 21, 2001
Page 2

Yoder (after the various work sessions) identified the conflicts of adopting the IFGC and the possible

void in the coverage of the gas-fire Appliances and their venting. Since this is the labor department's area
.ofjurisdiction Mr."Yoder agreed to review the IFGC as it relates to the subject and rnovc forward, with
reCommendations to revise reg,t\J/latlons to cover that, All other mechanical reviewers were complimentary
in regard tojthe correlation between the codes and offered few changes, The adoption o fthe throe |-
Codes has been supported by all others commentlnﬁ from the deferred jurisdictions to the architectural
firms and fire departments. ‘The principle reason, the harmony between the three codes and the ease of

USe.

3. Asa result of the resounding su%port through our previous public comment period we have chosen to
go forward with the IMC.. During that lime it was felf that certain revisions should be added that covered
Unlisted appliances and unvented room heaters (revisions 10 & 22). These v/ere added for life safety
reasons, hecause, while the IMC does not reco,?nlze the existence of unlisted appliances such as bartel
stoves, etc., the simple nature ofthe Alaskan lifestyle dictates that we address such. It should be noted
that throughout this process ?reat effort has been puit forth to make a clear delineation between the codes
and enforcement authority ofthe fire marshal's office and the febor department.

On the matter of how the comments will be _welf%hed In regard to the adoption of the mechanical code, |
can only assure you that it is the intent of this office to adopt by reference a standard that achieves the

reatest level offire and life safety protection to the citizens of Alaska. At this point it if our analysis

at the IMC meets that criteria. AH comments received during the (Prewous comment period support that
Posmon._As additional comments are received they will be weighed in regard to their contribution to the
evel of fire and life-safety afforded the public in general, the enhancement of the interrelationship
between the building, fire'and mechanical codes, and their enhancement of the end users ease of
interpretation and understanding of the fire and life-safety regulations ofthe State of Alaska.

State Fire Marshal

cc. Glenn G. Godfrey, Commissioner
RP/GLP/djb
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May 31, 2j)01

Mr. Gary Powell _

State Fire Marshal's Office _
State of Alaska, Division of Fire Prevention
5700 E Tudor Road

5701 Anchorage, AK. 99507-1225

Subject: Proposed Regulation Changes to 13AAC 50.023, Re-issued
Your letter dated May 21, 2001

Dear Mr. Powell: ,
et Thank you for your 5/21/01 letter in response to my 5/03/01
etter.

In the paragraph numberecfl ofyour fetter; . _

a. You state that the UMC defers to the UPC in addressing fuel
gas distribution.This ternmTxue.Xftapter'l3 appendix’s
0f the 2QG(TUMCmcfudes Chapter IT, FUeTGas PTpm?, from the
JPC in its entirety plus The 2000TTMC coritains'Chapter~I5,
Installation and Testing of Gas or Fuel Fired Equipment. There
s nothing on fuel-gas piping In the 2000 IMC.
ggohoa\lljeMaCcomplete fuH-gas code system you should adopt the

b. Also, in the same paragraph 1 Cyou cite some 14 sections of the
IMC that rAferto'the’IBC'DT'IFC. Theccmrotattonm yourletter
IS that this_cross-referencing_poses a proBtem to the adoption
Of the UMC. In RossTosbersTs memo 0T3/217t>IWRoyce
Weller, Ross lists a total of 211 revisions E32 of these fo
IMC) that your dePartment has made to the IBC, IMC and IFC
to accommodate the Dept, of Labor. It does not seem
unreasonable to make a few more revisions to the IBC and IFC
to adept the 2000 UMC and accommodate 500 plus mechanical
administrators in addftion'to'the mechanical contractors,
inspectors and installation personnel-who are licensedand
skilled In the use of the family of Uniform Codes.

(rf&rf

P.0. Box 74796 + Fairbonko, AK 09707-4796
(907) 456-8347 + Fax:(907)451-6132
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C. A’\%ain, paragraph 1, you cite IBC Section 12112.1 reference to
IMC for mechanical ventilation. You state that this was an
"over powering factor" in your selection of the IMC.
In response to this reasoning | direct you to paragraphs (10)
and (11) ofycurprupesed regulations.These"paragraphsudd
clearances for listed and unlisted heat-producmg appliances to
the IMC. These '\'/earagraphs essentially are already contained in
the 2000 UMC. Were klou to adopt the 2000 UMC these
paragraphs would not'fee necePsaryYorheat-protiucing
atha_nces. The mechanical ventilation requirements could be
su _st_|tute|d in the proposed regulations. No net gain in
revisions!
. 1In our"ara?raph"XbetievethattheTtept.UfTabor"Ietterof
5125101 total
endorsement ofthe IMC _ _
The 40 members of the code review committee appear to be
mainly building officials,Tne"depamneitt employees arHtdeslgn
professionals. There were not any mechanical administrators,
mechanical industry contractors represented, the very people
who are licensed and use these codes. These construction
professionals were notappointed to committees aventhough
some building officials and fire department employees were
appointed to multiple committee posts. _ _
. Paragraph 3 of your letter refers to "resoundm%support" in
the previous-public commentperiod. Through "DwtgtitrPerJdns
request R<yce Weller provided what we were told was a
complete copy of the previous regulation review package.
A review of this package reveals no comments atail onthe
mechanical oode.The va’tina®DritycTEhe comments were"from
foster hoipe providers who obﬂected strenuously to the fire
sprinkler requirements in the [BC. All the other comments
addressed the IFC and most complained that there was
inadequate twneTo locate “copies ofa"brand newxode and
prepare comments. .
. Again, in Paragrth 3, Revision (10) to the IMC would not be
necessary ifthe2000 UMC were adopted sinceThis"materialis

already in the UMC.

y contradicts your statement or Paul Yoder's----------



In dosing | must commerrrttrat'trankly ft appears your office Is
determined to adopt the IMC. Some of our members have reported that
Mr. Fosherg stated that the IMC adoption is a "done deal". This means
that the public comment phase of this process is a farce on your part.
Your less than forthright conduct in this matter is a sad commentary on
the Fire Marshal's office.

Please add this letter to the public comment file for 13AAC 50.023.

Sincerely,

Eugene R. Rutland
Executive pirector

cc. Office of the Governor
Tony Knowles, Governor.
Third Floor, State Cepitoi
P.0. Box 110C01
Juneau, AK. &9811-0001

.03



1. Process:

From the beginning we have wondered how the Fire Marshal’s office
could propose to adopt a new mechanical code without wanting to get the
input from the ones most affected by the change, that being the
Mechanical Administrators. From the Fire Marshall’s own list of the
Mechanical review committee it shows that there are eleven members all
of which are either building officials or fire officials (other governmental
agencies) and five at large members, one ofwhich is a State Plumbing
Inspector and four that are Engineer’s. Not one person that holds a
Mechanical Administrators License or at least makes their living as a
contractor is represented on this list.

We would like to know how this committee was appointed. We know that
some Mechanical Administrators asked that they be considered but were
never appointed to the review committee.

2. Why is it necessary to change from the UMC to the IMC?

The State has a long tradition of adopting the latest version of the Unifor
Mechanical Code every time a new code is published. We have not seen
any compelling statement or reason by the Fire Marshall’s office that

would justify the adoption ofthe International Mechanical Code, thereby
putting the Mechanical Administrators that do business in this state in
complete disarray.

In his letter to Mr. Fosberg the project coordinator for the Fire Marshall’s
office, Mr. Bryan Boijesson of Fairbanks, who is a licensed engineer
states “ We have had an opportunity to go through the new International
Mechanical Code and find that not only has the format changed but there
are a great deal of other items that have changed. We believe it will take at
least 10to 15 years before these codes are truly tested through the courts
and all ofthe confusion and arbitrariness removed and the full education
ofthe user’s is accomplished. | personally, do not believe that we should
have to go through this. | believe we should continue to use and adopt the
Uniform series of codes for the next 2 cycles which is approximately 6
years and observe what is happening to the International Codes in other
areas ofthe country. In other words, why should we be guinea pigs and
suffer through all of the problems that everyone else is going to suffer
through when we can simply avoid it by using a familiar and well known
code into the near future and allow others to suffer the trial and

tribulations of a new code system. | would suggest that this should be
reviewed in approximately 6 years to see if the new International Code is /
1) still in existence and 2) is providing the necessary protections for /
building owners and has been tested in court to eliminate those /
controversial portions which ultimately will be tested” Again we don’t see
the necessity to change.



3. Apparent conflict in Policy Regulations and Statutes:

In Chapter 70 FIRE PROTECTION, action 18.70.010 General function
of Department of Public Safety with respect to Fire protection. States, ‘“The
Department of Public Safety shall foster, promote, regulate, and develop
ways and means of protecting life and property against fire, explosion, and
panic”

In Sec. 18.70.080 Regulations (a) The Department of Public Safety shall

adopt regulations for the purpose of protecting life and property from fire

and explosion by establishing minimum standard for

(1) fire detection and suppression equipment;

(2) fire and life safety criteria in commercial, industrial, business,
institutional, or other public buildings, and buildings used for
residential purposes containing fo.ir or more dwelling units;

(3) any activity in which combustible or explosive materials are stored or
handled in commercial quantities;

(4) Conditions or activities carried on outside a building described in (2)
or (3) ofthis section likely to cause injury to persons or property.

(b) the commissioner of public safety may establish by regulation and the

department may charge reasonable fees for fire and life safety plan checks

made to determine compliance with regulations adopted under (a)(2) of
this section.

In the Department of Community and Economic Development, Division
of Occupational Licensing. Mechanical Administrators Statutes (AS
08.40.210- 08.40.490) Sec. 08.40.270 Examination of applicant, (a) Each
applicant shall be examined to determine the applicant’s

(1) ability to understand plans, design specifications, and engineering
terms commonly used in the mechanical field;

(2) knowledge of mechanical installations and piping;

(3) familiarity with the requirements of the Uniform Plumbing Code,
Uniform Swimming Pool, spa, and Hot Tub Code, Uniform Solar
Energy Code, and the Uniform Mechanical Code currently in effect
in the state; ( because of the time lapse of adopting codes by the state $—>m
the statute gives itself latitude by saying UMC currently in effect in the
state)

Then in A.S. Sec. 08.40.490 Definitions.

(4) *“mechanical administrator means a person who is responsible for (A)
installing or modifying mechanical piping and systems, devices,
fixtures, equipment, or other mechanical materials subject to the
Uniform Plumbing Code, Uniform Swimming Pool, Spa, and Hot Tub
Code, Uniform Solar Energy Code, and the Uniform mechanical Code
as published by the International Association of Plumbing and



Mechanical Officials and the International Conference of Building
Officials.

Currently, IAPMO is the only organization that publishes the Uniform
Mechanical Code. ICBO sponsors the International Code Council
which publishes the International Mechanical Code. The background
to this is that until 1991 the Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC was
cosponsored by the International Association of Plumbing and
Mechanical Officials (IAPMO) and the International Conference of
Building Officials (ICBO) with each organization owning the
copyright to the document. That situation changed in 1994, and again
in 1997, when each of the two model code bodies published a separate
UMC. Currently only IAPMO publishes a 2000 edition ofthe UMC
with ICBO discontinuing publication of their Uniform Codes set. The
point is all the division of Occupational Licensing needs to do is put a
period after the word officials and their statute is just fine. In times
when departments are trying to do more with less, it doesn’t make
sense that DCED and DOL should incur costs to change the way they
do business when there is a simple solution which we will explain later
on.

The Mechanical Administrators are all tested under the Uniform
Codes. They;eceive continuing education based on the Uniform
Codes. They have received continuing education on the UMC for the
next licensing cycle, through 2003

Ifthe Department of Public Safety adopts by regulation the IMC, it
will conflict with State Statute ofthe Department of Community and
Economic Development, causing more confusion. In fact the project
coordinator didn’t even notify the Division of Occupational Licensing
ofthe proposed changes. The person who administers the M.A.
program called to find out when the fire Marshall’s office was going to
adopt the 2000 edition of UMC and it was only then that she was told
“that the fire Marshall’s office was going to adopt the IMC”

Appearance that the re notice of the proposed regulation is a sham.

On May the 7th 2001 Mr. Fosberg was a guest at the Anchorage
Mechanical Contractors Association meeting. At this meeting, Mr.
Fosberg explained that because of mistakes in the advertising process,
public comment had been extended until June 8th When 3sked if he would
entertain suggestions concerning the adoption of the 2000 UMC instead of
the 2000 EMC, he stated that it was merely a formality and that the
adoption of the IMC was a “done deal” He went on to say that he would
only review comments onthe EMC, and that any comments concerning
keeping the UMC would be a wasted effort. | would submit to you that not
only is this unethical but maybe illegal.
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5. The solution.
As | stated earlier, we have a suggestion that we think both ofus can live
with. Tna memo dated March 21, 2001 from Mr. Fosberg to Mr. Royce
Wellei, Mr. Fosberg discusses the separation ofjurisdiction regarding the
Department of Labor. Mr. Fosberg states in the International Building
Code where it references the International electrical, plumbing and fuel
gas codes that each section is revised and replaced by and it goes on to cite
which Alaska Administrative Code it applies to. We ask that you allow us
to work with the department to identify in the International Building Code
where all references are made to the 2000 IMC that we delete that
reference and insert with the words 2000 UMC. The Fire Marshal still gets
the International Building Code and the International Fire Code. In return
we get the Uniform Mechanical Code which will work in conjunction with
the Uniform Plumbing Code. This will also eliminate the problem ofthe
conflict described in number 3

PLEASE SUBMIT FOR THE RECORD TO THE NOTICE OF PROPOSED
CHANGES IN THE REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC
SAFETY.

Submitted by:

Dwight Perkins
P.O.Box 33922
Juneau, Alaska 99803
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

TO: Royce Weller DATE: March 21,2001
Department of Public .Safety

TELEPHONE: 4ti5-4322

FROM: Ross Fosberg _ SUBJECT: Separation of Jurisdiction regarding
Code Adoption Coordinator Dept, of Labor in 13AAC 50.020,
Department of Public Safety 50.023 and 50.025

Division of Fire Prevention

In our development of the revisions 1. the new I-Codes under the Fire and Life Safety regulations, we worked
with the Department of Labor to assure clear delineation of authority and responsibility for enforcement and code
application jurisdiction.

The regulations currently being reviewed by Sre AG's office have as an example the following references:

3) 1J/.C. Chapter 1, Section 101A. 1 Electrical, is revised by deleting tba reference to the “1CC
Electrical Ccdd' and inserting the reference “Eiectrical Code as adopted by 8 AAC 70.023”;

(4) /.B.C. Chapter I, Section 101.4.2 Gas, is revised by deleting the reference to the "International
Fuel Gas Code™ and inserting the reference “Plumbing Code as adopted by 8 AAC 63.010";

(5) /.B.C. Chapter J, Section 101.4.4 Plumbing, is revised by deleting the reference to the "International
Plumbing Codd' and inserting the reference "Plumbing Code as adopted by 8 AAC 63.010";

These three examples are taken from the revision lo the International Building Code under 13 AAC 50.020 and
reflect tbe verbiage used in revisionsto each of the codes, The IBC has a total of 74 revisions with 21 (28%) of
those referring the user to the Department of Labor for either the electrical or plumbing codes. The IMC has a total
0f32 revisions with 16(50%) referring the user to DOL, and the IFC hns 105 revision with 34 of those (33%)

referencing DOL's jurisdiction.

Throughout this whole process we have been consistent in our goal of giving a clear indication o fwhose authority
the enforcement nnd interpretation of referenced regulations the end user is subject to. Over all, J believe that this
has been very successful, and done so with the assistance of staff from the Department of Labor.
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PATRICK MECHAMICAL IMC.

(907) 452-3334 Fax (907) 452-3369
E-Mail; patrick@ptlalaska.net

Mailing Address: Prhysical Address:
P.O. Box 80510 3307 International Street
Fairbanks, Alaska 99708 Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
6/6/01
Department of Public Safety r-}: 'S ‘f§ R ij u ..
Division of Fire Prevention LfU o .
5700 East Tudor Road LTy '
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225 . Diiector's Qiiico
niw I e

Ui' iitve tiioi'i

Subject:  Adoption ofthe 2000 IMC

Attn:  Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator

Dear Sir,
I am a licensed Mechanical Administrator with the State of Alaska and am writing this letter

to state my strong objection to the adoption ofthe 2000 International Mechanical Code
(IMC) and my support for adoption ofthe Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC).

One ofthe first problems that we, as mechanical administrator’s, face is that our license
renewal is based upon continuing education. To date, the regulations that govern us still
mandate education for the UMC. Additionally, there are no registered classes on the IMC
that are approved for the required continuing education credits.

Secondly, to the best of my knowledge, we have been utilizing the UMC since statehood. Is
there a problem with the code? 1fnot, why are we forcing tho issue and making the
administrator’s retrain to a new code? It would seem to me that this would create some
confusion in installation until we settle into the IMC, thus costing us money and increasing
the potential for violations and citations.

It is my beliefthat the UMC is a better code. The language inthe UMC leaves less opento
interpretation and is more descriptive in the requirements ofthe installation. Also, it
incorporates the requirements right into the code. The IMC makes reference to other

manuals and codes.

The IMC is a looser code that allows practices that are not deemed safe by the industry. One
such example isthe IMC allows propane to be installed in a basement or pit with the

installation of a fan to move air ifthe propane is detected. What happens ifthe fan fails or d>
power is shut offto the fan? All safety precautions would then be defeated. Ifa problem were
encountered, it opens both us, as administrators and the State to liability lawsuits. The UMC

prohibits this installation.


mailto:patrick@ptlalaska.net

- Date: 6/6/01 Tune: 4:39:00 PM pagtzorz
From: Dave Pert To: Ron Foibtrg

There are many more examples of similar items. Again, | want voice my strong opposition to
the adoption ofthe IMC. I sincerely hope your division carefully considers all ofthe
implications in adopting the IMC to us and the State.

Sincerely,

Dave Peet

cc: Office ofthe Govenor
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Plumbing & Heating, Inc.

129 Minnie Si.-P.O. Box 70534
Fairbanks, AK 99707.0534
Phono: (907) 456-5282 Fax: {007) 451-6973

June 8,2001

Department of Public Safety
Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage. AK 99507-1225

Attn: Ross Fosberg

Mr. Fosberg:

The purpose of this letter is to express my support for the adoption of the 2000 Uniform
Mechanical Code rather than the Internationa! Mechanical Code. As a mechanical administrator
(MEC M 55), I have completed my continuing education for both the UPC and UMC as

mandated by statute and will be renewing in August ofthis year.

If the IMC were adopted, my men and | would have to be re-educated to the new code. There is a
cost involved with this. Additionally, there is a potential for error due to being unfamiliar with
the requirements of the new code. The potential liability cost could greatly exceed the retraining
costs. 1 see no benefit to public health and safety by incurring these direct and indirect costs.

It seems odd that a regulation would require a change in statute to avoid a contradiction. It was
my understanding that statutes were the law and regulations were to help implement the law.
Adopting the IMC by regulation directly places me as a mechanical administrator in a crossfire
between the statute requiring installation by UMC and a regulation requiring installation by IMC.
Would it not be more logical to adopt the code mandated by statute?

Again, 1would urge you to adopt the 2000 UMC. Thank you for your consideration during the
public comment period.

Sincerely,

CHANDLER PLUMBING & HEATING, INC.
Dayn M.Coopcr

Boineer

Fc: Office ofthe Govcmer



HARBOR PLUMBING CHEATING, INC.

MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS

PO BOX32117
S NER G Taoai
(907) 789-7222  FAX(907) 789-0314

June 6, 2001

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator

Department, of Public Safety \ " j.
Division of Fire Prevention 5 Office
5700 East Tudor Road D\rec*or 5 _ .,.erY(\on

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Mr. Fosberg:

| strongly oppose the adoption ofthe International Mechanical Code, which is being
proposed for adoption by the Alaska State Fire Marshall. There are many reasons why |
oppose the adoption of the International Mechanical Code. | believe the Unifoim
Mechanical Code and the Uniform Plumbing Code coordinate with each other whereas the
International Mechanical Code does not. The International Mechanical Code is not an in

depth code and leaves room for speculation.

| believe that adopting the Uniform Mechanical Code is in the best interest of all parties
involved in the plumbing and mechanical trade.

Sincerely,

James L. White
President
Mechanical Administrator #188

cc: Office ofthe Governor



R &S Mechanical Inc.
P. O. Box 80889

Fairbanks, AK 99708

907-456-6052
Fax 907-456-8053

June 6, 2001

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department o f Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention jun 1 7001

5700 East Tudor Rd. . o

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225 Dirgctors prg"\;gﬁtion
Div- Alaska

Dear Mr. Fosberg:
Re: International Mechanical Code

The current 2000 Uniform Plumbing Code and 1997 Uniform Mechanical Code have
served the industry and public well. Research ofthe International Mechanical Code in
comparison to the Uniform Mechanical Code does not provide any increased protection to

the public. :

Since there is no apparent benefit to the adoption ofthe I.M.C. over the U.M.C., | am
opposed to any repeal action as it relates to the U.M.C.

George Roberts
Mechanical Administrator #121

cc: Office ofthe Governor
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Plumbing and Pipe Fitung Indlstry of H P;Fdell
\tf\/ W' il the United Siates and Carech (907) 562-2810 Cﬂ% IeEs e
G
oured 1660 (907) 562-2587 FAX o R G
UA Local Union:
Lettersshould 367 610 W. 54™ AVENUE
be corfined to ot ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99518

June 1, 2001

Ross Fosherg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention L Uffitx
5700 East Tudor Road Div.U(l)Ji?Crlil:ésJ Ptrjgi?c.ition
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225 Ancnorage, Alaska

Dear Mr. Fosberg,

| would like to voice my opinion about the proposed regulation chan%e in Title 13 AAC
50.023 Mechanical Code. |am strongly opposed to the adoption of the International
Mechanical Code (IMC).

The Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC) has protected public health and safety in Alaska
for many years. The similar structures of the UMC and the Uniform Plumbing Code

(UPC) make the codes easierto teach and interpret

The IMC uses constant referencing to other code books, over 100 when | quit counting.
To ensure accurate interpretation and compliance to the code, | see this referencing as

a problem.

| feel, after reviewing the IMC, that the UMC is a more descriptive and stringent code
for protecting public health and safety.

| urge you to take the advice of a person who has worked in the trade and taught
apprentices and journeymen. |feel the UMC is a far superior code and should not be

replaced.
Sincerely,

Craig Hate#
Training Coordinator
U.A. Local 367
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JteC" UNITED ASSOCL«K>N inJ on
of Joumeymen and ApprendeSSIf the %%
Plurbing and Pipe Ftting Inoustry of Michgel A Cﬁjrélﬁl?H

M%KA%# the United States and Carech

Founded 1889 . i Nﬁﬁm
UA Local Uniion: Local Union 262
: 723 West 10th Street

Leressld _ Juneau, Alaska 99801
May 25, 2001
Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordina of 5 [c RV
Department of Public Safety ) Vo
Division of Fire Prevention J La 1O'W 2 9 feuui
5700 East Tudor Road u.caar'e UiiiC3

Dear Mr. Fosberg,

Alaska State
UA Local 262 and its members oppose
re that the Q
~ Jneshwith
eaclFolMirerBf& M /"1 not. Another main reason is
that the International Mechanical does not
muoh”r;-8pgEyl,atip”.
A N Westfbtigiysupport the adoption of the Uniform Mechanical Code because,
together with the Uniform Plumbing Code, they provide a family of codes for all
mechanical systems within a building and assure the public of safe mechanical
installations.
We currently have many members who are licensed to install mechanical systems, G>
yet there are no licensed installers under the International Mechanical Code.

Max R. Mielke
*Business Manager
UA Local Union 262

cc: Office of Governor

(907) 586-2874
FAX (907) 463-5116
E-mail local262@ ptiaiaska.nct
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UNITED ASSOCIATION %%m
of Joumeyren and Apprenticedthe W
Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industry of

the United States and Careca
post GreaPe

Founded 1889 Local Union: 375

I o UA Unior: 3568 Geraghty Street, Fairbanks, Alaska 99709 \ W \
beoonﬁredd VCM X '3\ \\ ]
e shiect © Subject: Proposed changes to TitleJ3ANVC 5("023 Mechanlc’\rCode

tu ®1 e 'I#
42001

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator

Department of Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention re
5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

As the Business Manager of U.A. Local 375 Plumbers & Steamfitters Union representing
approximately 500 members who must deal with any proposed changes to the Title IBAAC 50 023
Mechanical Code, I am writing to express my strong opposition to those proposed changes. The members
of our industry have supported the Uniform Plumbing Code and the Uniform Mechanical Code to provide
a family of codes for all mechanical systems within a building so that the public is assured of safe
mechanical installations. These Uniform Codes have a more than thirty year history in our State.

Having read and compared the International Mechanical Code (IMC) to the Uniform Plumbing
Code (UMC), I come to the conclusion that the strong opposition to the IMC is based on the following:

UMC provides the industry with the confidence of experience.

UMC updates to 2000 will be relatively smooth for our industry.

UMC is a much more common industry standard.

Adoptions of IMC will not provide the public with added protection, rather

it will provide less protection because it is because the UMC is more descriotive.

5. There is no compelling reason to change to IMC on this code cycle (if it ain’t broke,
don’t fix it). We should wait a few code cycles to see if the IM C, and the ICC who (

publishes it, are still around

Ea A

I urge you to take into consideration the professionals in this industry who support the adoption of
the 2000 UMC as the best code for insuring the residents of the State of Alaska of a practical, economic,

and safe code.

Sincerely,

Business Manager

cc: Office of the Governor
The Honorable Tony Knowles, Governor of the State of Alaska
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Randy Bayer

_ 1119 Bruhn Rd.
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709
907-457-2530
goal@mosquitonet.com

Re: Uniform Mechanical Code/
International Mechanical Code
Public comment

Dear Sir, . , . .
| am writing to oppose the adoption of the International Mechanical Code (IMC) and

urge the adoption of the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC). My concern, as should
be all of ours, is the health and safety of the public. | believe the UMC does thi* bestjob
of fqu|II|n(_1 the need of protection of the Rubhc in a cost effective manner. Ihold'a

Mechanical Administrators license State of

laska, certified Plumbing Inspector and

Certified Mechanical inspector through both International Association of Plumbing and
Mechanical Officials and International Conference of Building officials. Below | have
pointed out a number of issues that | believe lend value to this request:

VUHTTS

" §ES

IUL%

if**

yew**,

1. Unvented room heaters; The 2000 IMC allows for the use of unvented room
heaters by reference to the 2000 International Fuel Gas Code (IFGC) in Section
301.3. Urivented fuel burning room Heaters are specifically prohibited under
Section 916.3 of the 2000 UMC. The dan%ers of unvented products of
combustion inside a structure are well founded.

2. LPG_Facilities are prohibited in pits or basements and other sPecific locations by

Section 1313.5 of the 2000 UMC. The 2000 IMC or the 2000 [FGC do not contain
any such restriction. The heavier than air characteristics of LPG make this a
very dangerous consideration. _ _

3. Unlisted (1u| ment; Table 3-1 ofthe UMC provides for clearances for different
types of unlisted appliances. There is no equivalent table in the IMC. The _
manufacturers installation instruction onI%/ address installation and do not take into (3)
account maintenance and all aspects of the installation. Because of this the need
for clearance table. _ _

Referenced Standards: Appendix A contains 7 UMC standards. These standards
based on nationally recognized standards are re_Produced in their entirety in the

Ul\f/IC. The IMC doés not have any standards in it and only mentions them by
reference.

Fuel Gas provisions: Chapter 13 of the UMC by reference to Appendix B contains
these provisions. The IMC refers you to a different document; I.e. the International &
Fuel Gas Code for these provisions.

Text from other codes: The IMC reproduces text from other codes. As an example
refer to Section 513 for Smoke Control systems, The UMC does notuse this o
approach. This factor needs to be considered when we are considering adopting
one document over another, o _

Commercial Cookmg Equr_nent (Chapter 5): There are significant differences
between the two codes Inthis area. The requirements for duct enclosures for Type
| Hoods are different; clearances are different with the UMC. being more restrictive.
The cleanout requirements are different as well.
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8. The 2000 UMC has Appendix A, B, C and D. Appendix B contains fuel Gas
Piping, Installation and Testing of Gas or Fuel Fired Equipment, Installation and
Testing of Qil (Liquid) Fuel Fired Equipment. The IMC has no provision for Fuel
Gas P|p|n?.

9. Chapter of the UMC covers Process Piping. There is no equivalent chapter in the

C.

10.The 2000 Uniform Plumbing Code (UPC) has been adopted by the Alaska
department of Lahor. This is the governing document for Plumbing and Fuel Gas
installations. The UPC and the UMC are coordinated and integrated to provide a
family of codes for all mechanical systems within a building and they assure the
public of safe mechanical installations. To adopt the IMC wili create many
conflicts involving code enforcement. A situation we experienced some time
a%o, before coordination and integration. _

11.The UMC is a much more descriptive, standalone document. The IMC relies
heavily on incorporating other codes and standards by reference. This makes the
IMC more cumbersome for the user and therefore more prone to mistakes and
msugderstandmgs. Exactly the sorts of problems codes are designed to
avoid.

12. Engineers and craftsmen currently using the 1997 UMC will make a smooth
transition to the 2000 UMC in comparison to adoFtlng the 2000 IMC. Much ofthe
licensing in the state is dependent of the codes. If you adopt the IMC there will be
much expenditure of time and money for reeducation not to mention throwing the
current licensing situation into and uproar.

Below is a map of the United States showing adopted Mechanical codes



The shaded stales orjurisdictions
use Ihe codes as indicated above
as the basis for their mechanical

code.
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85 Sunarivdnud nemoMdrd A Ptol Ulom
Mechanical Code Adoption

Thank you for your consideration,

Randy Bayer



FYYFIAR Natural Gas Company
A Division ol SEMCO ENERGY, Inc.
3000 Spenard Road

P.0. Box 190208
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-0288
(907) 277-5551

June 4,2001

Gary Powell

Alaska State Fire Marshal

5700 E Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

RE: opposition to adoption of the Intemational Mecnamcai coae

M. Powell

Iwould like to take this opportunity to express some concerns that | have with the proposed adoption of the International
Mechanical Code for the State of Alaska. 1 am the Service Supervisor and the Mechanical Administrator for ENSTAP
Natural Gas Co. certificate #69. lwas a Mechanical Contractor for 12 years before Icame to work at Eristar Natural Gas
Co. I am on the Code Review Committee for the Municipality of Anchorage. We have reviewed for adoption the
Intermational Mechanical Code (IMC) and I have to say that 1 am opposed to the adoption of this code. The IMC is a good
code for Engineers as it allows a lot of latitude in system design tut it would be very difficult to install or inspect per
codebook. Itwill be extremely difficult to teach installers how to do the work from the IMC. The Uniform Mechanical Code
(UMC) is a prescriptive code that explains how a task must be done therefore it is a given as to what is expected and
easier to inspect. The response | have received about teaching the IMC to Installers is to teach them from the UMC and
then they will not have problemswith the IMC installations. 1don't believe this is the type of code that we want inthe State

of Alaska.

My understanding is that you, as the State Fire Marshall, are trying to push the IMC through to adoption. 1 do not know of
any Mechanical contractor inthe State of Alaska that wants the IMC or any of the International codes. Iwould like to know
who else is pushing for the International codes and what your and their reasons are? Most all problems in the UMC have
been addressed and corrected. We are al trained and licensed by the Uniform Mechanical Code. We are not having
problerms with the UMC so why would we want to change itto a less restrictive code? 1do not like the idea of changing to
a less restrictive code that could lead to unsafe installations. The UMC has proven to be a safe guideline that the
contractors / installers have learned to live by and | do not see any need whatsoever to implement a lesser code. If the
IMC is adopted, every mechanical contractor / installer will have to obtain every International code book because of the
cross referencing required, the Intemational Mechanical, Plumbing, fuel gas, building, Energy Conservation) Fire,
Electrical and Residerrtia’ codes. This would be an unnecessary political change (brought on by people in offices) that
would cause many problems for the individuals who have to make it all work. This presents a problemfor me as | have 24
Service Technicians that would have to be trained and tested to continue to perform their job. Ifthe IMC is adopted every
Mechanical contractor / installer in this state will have to purchase and leam a new code. This letter is to register my
support for keeping the Uniform Mechanical Code as the adopted code for the State of Alaska.

In regards to these issues, Iwould be happy to talk to you at any time. Please feel free to contact me at 264-3701

Respectfully,
ENSTAR Natural Gas Co.

Kit Dahlstrom
Service Supervisor

cc.  Tony Knowles
Ross Fosberg



May 24, 2001

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator

Department of Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road DIISC:Ory .. iCi
Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Reference: 2000 Mechanical Code Change Cycle

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

| understand the Alaska State Fire Marshal proposes to adopt the 2000
International Mechanical Code (IMC) and that it is "a done-deal”even though the

adoption process is not complete.

As a Plumbing/Mechanical Inspector for the Department of Development
Services, Municipality of Anchorage, | am very concerned about the Alaska State
Fire Marshal’s proposal to replace the current mechanical code (1997 Uniform

Mechanical Code) with the IMC.

As an inspector, | know the life/safety standards required for a mechanical
installation, but may not be able to enforce those standards if code requirements

arenotclear. OteTgigRCP<S> ;is.thatiithy
redundancy, and

sometimes omits critical information. For example, the IMC covers Solid fuel
appliances onjy whjle the International Fuel Gas Code refers to gas appliances.

isbshi ““

[ffdfodnMined in one document. Arrentiresheatingr ecoling>agd = M

works. More inquiries need to be madeTWioYeYihrVe dHdttbcftd h8'Sr all sides of this
issue from design engmeers contractors, installers, inspectors and end users,
have studied both codes and can cite facts and figures to illustrate my concerns.
My business card is en. losed should you wish to continue this discussion.

Most important,.i*eJibve this change from current code (*MC)|®j||eh”*Jsly

and [ly f are" (51997 UMC, Seclion 102) in this state. You and |, our
neighbors'and friends, all your constituents are the stakeholders here. We will
be subjected to a great travesty characterized by vagueness and incongruity and
perhapsjnjury or death ifthe " Codes are adopted.

Respectfully yours,
larilyn Hon*t/PlumDing/Mechanical Inspector, Municipality of Anchorage



May 23,2001

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Re: Adoption of regulation changes in Title 13 AAC 50.023 Mechanical Code.

Dear Sir:

| urge you not to adopt the 2000 International Mechanical Code. The following reasons are why the state should
keep the Uniform Mechanical Code.

1.: The Uniform Mechanical Code, here after referred to as UMC, is better established and is a more
prescriptive code then the International Mechanical code, here after referred to as the IMC. In my review of
the IMC I have found it to be less definitive and more open to interpretation and/or misinterpretation than

the UMC.

2.: I have gone to great lengths and expense, as required by state of Alaska statute, to maintain my
continued credit hours for renewal of my Mechanical Administrator license. This license, in accordance
with 12 AAC 39.410, is based on the Uniform Plumbing code and UMC, not the IMC. The Alaska Division
of Occupational Licensing has not notified me in writing, that the continued education is changed to the
IMC. Ifthe IMC is adopted I, as a Mechanical Administrator in Alaska, will be licensed to a different code
than the law ofthe land. Ifthe Mechanical Code is to be changed, then adequate time, with advance written
notice, should be provided for my retraining to the IMC. This brings up several questions that need to be
addressed. Is the state of Alaska going to provide me with a reimbursement of the costs | have incurred,
maintaining my continuing education ofthe UMC? Ifthe IMC is adopted will | be grand fathered into the
mechanical portion of my administrators license? Will | be required to submit to an examination to prove |
am acknowledgeable competent in the new code to cany out my Mechanical Administrator
responsibilities?

3.: I have managed mechanical construction projects for over 17 years to the UMC and | have a working
knowledge ofthis code. 1 know where to reference the UMC to find the answers to code questions. To leam
the IMC will require learning a new codebook. While I am up to any challenge that my career offers, |
would rather not waste my time if it does not provide a better product. The UMC has an established history
in Alaska. It has provided the people of Alaska quality mechanical construction that meets the health and
safety for our communities. The IMC is unproven, it is new, it is still in its infancy, and does not meet all
the necessary requirements for Alaska. This code will require extensive review, modifications and addenda
to bring itjust up to the standard ofthe UMC. | can find no reason why IMC is an improvement over UMC.
Changing to the IMC will be an unnecessary impact to the mechanical construction industry in Alaska,
while providing little or no benefit to the public at large.

The purpose of codes is to provide a MINIMUM standard. The UMC is a superior code to IMC. The UMC is more
prescriptive than the IMC. The UMC is known and established in the Alaska mechanical industry. To adopt the IMC
is to lower the standard of quality for mechanical construction in Alaska, while risking the health and safety of our
communities. Therefore, | urge you to not adopt the 2000 International Mechanical Code.

Mark A. Anderson
Mechanical Administrator License /4

PONVA M |
TAK @



CheskTs Rumbing and Heating, Inc.

u k d tk I8 11190 via Appia
Anchor. e Alaska 515
PlJJMBING&HEATING, INC. Phone:
4:3380 . Fax: (907) 4 3380
liwrt Dutd hsmi
May 29,2001
Office ofthe Lt Governor HEGTHE
Fran Umrer, li. Governor
P.O. Box 110015 JUN 0 1 2001
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0015
LEJBENSNT GOERNR

Deer 11 Governor

Subject: Replacement ofthe 1997 Uniform Mechanical Codawhh tfae3000. . .
International Mechanical Code.

IFhas come to my atterttion that the Alaska State FHre Marshal Is proposing lo adopt a regulation
change in Title 13 AAC 50.023 Mechanical Code. This proposal to repeal the 1997 Uniform
Mechanical Code and adopt the 2000 Intermational Mechanical Code is absurd!

Although! recently became setf-empto/ed and amthe owner of rcy small business, ovei the years |
have worked for other companies and secured the time and licensing needed to do so based on the
Uniform Mechanical and Rimbing Codes. | have acquired the Mechanical Administrator's License
under these same provisions.  Working with these codes Is very precise, and they are considered a
stand alone document

The difference between the two codes Is obvious aid there is no comparison. The Intermational
Mechanical Code Isa sub book," reproducing and referencing text that is directly fromother code books
that are currently inuse and recognized now. Having this additional Informmation could cause confusion
by not knowing which informretion is current or questions about the applications of the informmation
could bring up the factor of safety for the public.

By trying to adopt the 1.MC. you are undermining the integrity of the existing system, as well as the
structure that has formed from Its use. With this proposed change other common sense questions
arise very quicdy. There may also be problems with Alaska statutes, testing, continuing code
education, and licersing cfviaons. e e

Ifthis Intermetional Mechanical Code is adopted, there wil be much uncertainty, and gray areas will be

opened up possibly Jeopardizing safety factors that are already in place to pmted foe public. 1strongly
urge you to keep foe existing Uniform Mechanical Code in place with the State of Alaska and not to

settle for anything less for Its people.

Sincerely,

John M Przeczewski

Owner, Cheski’s Rumbing and Heating, Inc.

E0 39Vd dONd3A03 ’I -1 00t>SS9tV 06 LZ-SI  1002/p0s90



John Bumgarner June 7, 2001
Noble Mechanical Inc.

P.O. Box 111209

Anchorage Alaska 99511

349-8611 349-5832 fax

Office ofthe Governor

Governor Tony Knowles UU 3JUN 122001 U U
State Capital bldg., 3rd floor

Post Office Box 110001 Dwedtr™s O
Juneau Alaska 99811-0001 Div. ofF Fre Freatin

anchorage, Alaska

Mr. Ross Fosberg

Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety
Division of fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage Alaska 99507-1225

Dear Governor Knowles / Ross Fosberg

Re: Alaska State Fire Marshal’s proposed regulation changes in title 13AAC 50.023
Mechanical Code

I am writing to object to the Alaska State Fire Marshal’s proposed changes in the Title
13AAC 50.023 Mechanical Code. He has proposed to repeal the 1997 Uniform Mechanical
Code (UMC) and adopt the 2000 International Mechanical Code (IMC). To this date | have
had several conversations and meetings with contractors and Mechanical Administrators and
have yet to find anyone that supports these changes. Also | have yet to here any real reason
why the changes should be made.

As a licensed Mechanical Contractor and licensed Mechanical Administrator. | work dal.’y
with the (UMC) and have confidence that all work done by Noble Mechanical Inc. in
accordance with the now (UMC) has been tested and proved.

As far as my Mechanical Administrators License, | am concerned that my need for continuing
education credits will not be met with the (IMC). To this date | have not received any
information from the Division of Occupational licensing in regards to their accepting any
continuing education credits for the (IMC). Enclosed are 6 pages of approved sponsors and
course information that is accepted. None of them suggest a new code at all.

In closing | would ask that you reassess the State of Alaska’s position on this issue and adopt
the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code

Sincerely;
John Bumgarner y vV
Noble Mechanical Inc. / /

Alaska Mechanical Administrators License 4 36



Johansen Mechaflfcal

CHAMMILTSPK PO. Box 1768 +  Woodinville, WA 98072
425-481-2266 Bus « 425-486-6933 FAX

Tony Knowles, Governor
Third Floor, State Capitol
P.O. Boxl 10001

Juneau, Alaska 99811-0001

Governor Tony Knowles i'rLS F?rév
Re: 1997 Uniform Mechanical Code o Alt

Dear Governor

I am writing to Support the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code. Current 1997 code users
will have an easy transition to the 2000 UMC. These codes are an assurance of safe
mechanical installations. The Uniform Mechanical Code is a much more descriptive and
comprehensive document than the proposed International Mechanical Code. Much of
the condensed IMC relies on other codes and standards by reference. It is more difficult
to use and | fear harder to understand which will lead to installation errors.

The 2000 UMC is already incorporated in the Fire Marshall’s Uniform Solar Energy
Code. It is logical therefore, that he adopt the 2000 UMC. Isn’t better to have related
codes that include plumbing, and heating and ventilation? There aren’t any Mechanical
installers that are licensed per the International Mechanical Code in the State of Alaska.
What reason do we have to switch to the IMC?

Refrigeration references in Chapter 11 ofthe UMC go much further in detail than the
IMC and provides all the information that is necessary, while the IMC requires the
installer to reference several other documents to comply with its provisions. There is no
coverage on Piping or specifically Fuel Gas piping in the IMC as there is in the UMC.

I urge you to reconsider the adoption of the International Mechanical Code. Its’ adoption
will severely confuse and cloud the installation of mechanical systems in the State of

Alaska. Please go forward with the nationally recognized standards in the Uniform
Mechanical Code updated for 2000.

Sincerely,

-Z 1

Johansen Mechanical

c.c. Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator



Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator JUN 0 6 2001

Department of Public Safety Southcentral .Gtrioe
Division ofFire Prevention Dlv. of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road Anchorage, -Alaska

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Dear Mr. Fosberg,

This letter is concerning the adoption of a mechanical code for the State of Alaska. As a
plumbing and mechanical inspector, and a former Mechanical Administrator in the State
of Alaska, | urge the Fire Marshal to adopt the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC)
instead ofthe 2000 International Mechanical Code (IMC).

The codes are adopted for the public’s safety, meaning you, me, family, friends, relatives,
neighbors, visitors to the state, etc. Does this mean a “performance-based” code first
published in 1997, is more beneficial than a “prescriptive” code, first published and
adopted by the State of Alaska in 1964? | think not. The UMC, a prescriptive code, is
written and changed by all people involved, not just government officials. The IMC, a
performance-based code, allows only government officials to vote on changes. By
changing codes now, are we asking for injury or death because of the numerous cross-
references in the IMC, allowing many interpretations of the code?

For example, propane must be allowed in pits and basements according to the IMC,
potentially creating a bomb. This is not allowed in the UMC. Fuel gas piping and
appliances are not covered in the IMC, but referenced to other codes. Unlisted appliance
installation is not addressed. Refrigeration is not covered in detail in the EMC, and also
refers to other codes. The UMC covers these examples in detail.

Public safety is of the prime concern, but the cost of converting to a new code should also
be considered. The Statutes would have to be changed (UMC is to be adopted by statute).
New tests would have to be created and all journeymen, inspectors, contractors, and
engineers would have to purchase all the codes referenced and learn them. As you know,
most, if not all costs, are passed on to the end user, you and me.

Therefore, | believe that it is in the public’s best interest to adopt the UMC, which has
proven itself over the years.

cc: Tony Knowles, Governor



Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator pfdV».W°
Department o fPublic Safety Ul , ujsi/ \c.SM
Division of Fire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

RE: The Mechanical Code (1.M.C.) for the State of Alaska

Dear Ross:

I am a licensed Mechanical Administrator through the State of Alaska. My license
number is #107. | have several questions on how the State has chosen to go for their

Mechanical Code.

1. Why has the State chosen to change to the International Mechanical code?

for one.
Just these items or even only one could end up in a death if not done right.

The I.M.C. does not cover the present license that | have. It is based on the U.M.C. not

Why change sometM f'tWisW fbroK£?~Tlife §eem§lo”Beznarge expense to the State
and everyone who works with the codes. For the life of me I do not understand why the
State is making this change. The code we ofa
health.prQWgip”i~.cowpi~t;Aoro\a-per”p|d:UsmgJp|lQ~rgm~y“ffieci)imge?;

Thank you,

Lestdr H. Bate, Mechanical Administrator
7050 Viburnum Drive

Anchorage, Alaska 99507

(ph: 907-349-1453)



PLUMBING & HEATFfNG ~
AND SHEETMETAL

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety

Division of Fire Protection

5700 East Tudor RD

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Dear Sir,

Regarding the proposal to adopt regulation c. 3 Mechanical
Code, j believe changing from the 1997 Unif 1000
Intemaiional Mechanical Code is not in the p it jn the best

interest of Cameron Plumbing & Heating attl  »ntici

My reasons for this ar.' as follows:
1. The public will not get as good of a code administration deal under the
International Mechanical Code as it now gets under the Uniform Mechanical
Code.
2. All of our Mechanical Administrator Licenses now come under the Uniform

Mechanical Code.
3. The International Mechanical Code falls far short on descriptions, examples

and drawings compared to the Uniform Mechanical Code. The Uniform
Mechanical Code has 284 pages where as the International Mechanical Code
has only 110 pages. They must have left out a lot of information.

Sincerely,

Donald Cameron
Vice President
Cameron Plumbing & Heating

Residential and Commercial Contracting « Repair

Phone (907) 789-2896 « 800-478-2896  Fax 789-0495 + 1850 Crest St. « Juneau, Alaska 99801



1 PLUMBING & HEATING f?

- AND SHEETVETAL 1@Ely

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety J1i M %& 700

Division of Fire Prevention . , .
Director's Office

5700 East Tudor Road : . _
Anchorage, AK 99507-1225 Div. of Fire prevention
An-h-rags, Alaska

Dear Sir,

Regarding the proposal to adopt regulation changes in Title 13AAC 50.023 Mechanical
Code, | believe changing from the 1997 Uniform Mechanical Code to the 2000
International Mechanical C”de is not in the public’s best interest nor is it in the best
interest of Cameron Plumbing & Heating at this time.

My reasons for this are as follows:
1. The public will not get as good of a code administration deal under the
International Mechanical Code as it now gets under the Uniform Mechanical

Code.
2. All of our Mechanical Administrator Licenses now come under the Uniform

Mechanical Code.

has on]”|gfj)|ges. They must have left out a lot of information.

Sincerely,

Jim Cameron
Owner/ President
Cameron Plumbing & Heating

Residential and Commercial Contracting  Repair

Phone (907) 789-2896 + 800-478-2896 + Fax 789-0495 ¢« 1850 Crest St. « Juneau., Alaska 9980.1



MICHELLE GIFFORD
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June 6, 2001 - Venice

Div. or Puo Prevention
Anchorage, Alaska

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99507

Re: Proposed adoption ofthe International Mechanical Code

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

1have been employed as a licensed trades person since 1984. During this time the equipment and
systems | have installed have been engineered and installed in accordance with the Uniform
Mechanical Code UMC. During this time, | have seen and installed many different types of
equipment that have potential for combustion and fire within homes and buildings. The
installation codes of these systems and associated combustion equipment are contained in the
UMC, which have served the safety of the Alaskan public.

I am very concerned, for safety reasons, that the State of Alaska is considering adoption of the
2000 International Mechanical Code (IMC) in lieu of the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code
(UMC). The UMC has been in service since 1964 in the vast majority of cities and
municipalities of the United States and has be come the standard for engineered structures and
associated plumbing, heating, ventilation, air conditioning, fire suppression, refrigeration, gas
appliance and piping systems. The UMC has proven to be a reliable, easily indexed code in
which contractor’s and Inspector’s have come to rely on for the installation of building
components insuring the safety of the building occupants.

In Alaska, unlisted combustion equipment is frequently installed in the homes for heat. Such as,
woodstoves, COMhustion equipment etc. The installation codes are found in a single chapterof

the UMC. On the other hand the IMC lists no codes for the proper installation of unlisted
combustion equipment.

Respectfully yours, \

Michelle Gifford, Inspector



June 4, 2001

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinc
Department of Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Dear Mr. Fosberg

As a licensed plumber with the State of Alaska and a master plumber with the City of
Fairbanks | would like to voice my support for the adoption ofthe 2000 Uniform
Mechanical Code (UMC). | am not in support ofproposed regulation changes in Title
13AAC 50 023 Mechanical Code where the International Mechanical Code (IMC) is

being reviewed for adoption.

The State of Alaska adopted the 2000 Uniform Plumbing Code (UPC) last year and
adoption ofthe UMC seems sensible since these codes where designed to compliment

each other.

Currently all master plumbers with the City of Fairbanks pass an exam using the UMC
and the UPC. This is also true for State Mechanical Administrator exams.

In closing I urge you to investigate the differences between the UMC and IMC and you
will find that the 2000 UMC is a preferable code in technical as well as health and safety
concerns. Combine this with the training IAPMO provides brings a great benefit to the
installer and in turn to the people of Alaska.

Sincerelv.

Bret Helms
770 Bennett Rd.
Fairbanks, AK 99712

cc: Office ofthe Governor
Tony Knowles, Governor



June 4,2001

Ross Fosberg

Code Adoption Coordinator P>
Department of Public Safety ; :
Division of Fire Prevention

5700 Fast Tudor Road (M3

Anchorage, AK. 99507-1225 L; .\ °-i-

Re: Alaska State Fire Marshal’s proposed regulation changes Title 13AAC 50.023

Dear Mr. Fosberg:
t am writing to express my strong support for adoption of the 2000 Uniform

Mechanical Code. It defies reason that your office would consider adopting such a

new code, the International Mechanical Code, published by a recently formed publishing
group when the Uniform Mechanical Code with a 30 plus year track record is already in
place. Who knows if the International Mechanical Code or its publisher, the ICC, will even
be in existence a few code cycles from now ?

As a currently licensed mechanical administrator | have invested a great deal of my
time and money over the years to become proficient in the use of the Uniform Plumbing
Code, Uniform Mechanical Code, Uniform Solar Energy, Uniform Swimming Pool, Spa
and Hot Tub Codes. These codes form a family of codes that cover all of the mechanical
systems in a building. I believe the adoption of the International Mechanical Code would
only weaken the otherwise strong cohesiveness that these codes have. | have studied the
International Mechanical Code and in my opinion it adds nothing to this family.

As a public official charged with protecting public safety, you should respect the
judgement of the people, that by statute, are responsible for proper mechanical
Installations (Mechanical Administrators) and adopt the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code.

I find the deceitful and “stacked-deck” approach to your code review and adoption
process appalling and shameful. Your premature press release to ICBO Code Central
speaks volumes to the “fairness” with which this review and recommendation was made.
The review committees make-up of ICBO members, and the exclusion of the mechanical
administrator and contractor “stakeholders”, call into question any claim to impartiality

Sincereh

Richard L. Rutland
Alaska Administrators License U 250

Cc: Office of the Governor
Tony Knowles, Governor \Oj)/o Qo.
State Capitol, Third Floor
Post Office Box 110001
Juneau, Alaska 99811 -0001
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Houston/Nana, JV |

P.O. Box 00349
Fairbanks, AK 99706

Phone (907) 450-5368 « FAX (907) 450-5312

May 31, 2001

Mr. Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

A..ector's Ofiicj
,,V. or rire Prevention
Anchoraget Alaska

Dear Mr. Fosberg,

I have recently taken the State of Alaska’s Mechanical Administrators test and now have my license assigned to
Houston/Nana. It has been brought to my attention that the Alaska State Fire Marshall is proposing to repeal the
1997 Uniform Mechanical Code and adopt the International Mechanical Code. I strongly oppose this adoption for

the following reasons.

1. The UPC and the UMC are dovetailed together to provide the highest level of Safety and Protection to the
public. The State of Alaska has already adopted the UPC. By dividing this family of codes, you are severely
limiting the level of protection provided by the UMC.

2. Has anyone talked to the people in the industry (plumbers, pipefitters and mechanical administrators) that are
licensed by the State of Alaska as to what they think? | personally am opposed. To become licensed in the
State, whether it be a certificate of fitness or mechanical administrator’s, the tests are reflective of the Uniform
Plumbing Code and the Uniform Mechanical Code. As far as | know there is no one in the State certified to the
International Mechanical Code.

3. There are several areas that the IMC is very weak in. | am referring to process piping for one. There is no
pertinent chapter in the IMC. However Chapter 14 ofthe UMC covers this subject. Another example would be
the LPG installations. The UMC prohibits such installations in pits and basements per Appendix B, Chapter 13,
Section 1313.5. The IMC does not contain this restriction.

4. The IMC relies heavily upon other codes and standards by reference. This will only lead to mistakes and unsafe

conditions in the field.

In short, 1 urge you to review and visit with people in the industry, that this code change would affect. The
professionals that deal with the UPC and UMC daily are very satisfied with the coverage and quality of the Uniform

Mechanical Code.

Mike Hale
Mechanical Administrator
Houston/Nana

Cc: Mechanical Contractors Association



Date: June 1, 2001

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator

Department of Public Safety

Division of Fire protection

5700 East Tudor Road d) 1 (8 m N
Anchorage Alaska 99507-1225 i

Attention: Ross Fosberg

JU JUN 7 2001
Director's Onice

From: Robert Sandstrom Div. or rire P.svention

- w . \iSSKc2

Reference: Title 13AAC 50.023 Mechanical Code

Subject: Froposed Adoption of The IMC Mechanical Code

Dear, Mr. Fosberg

American Mechanical does not support the replacement of the Uniform to the International Mechanical
Code (IMC). The Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC) has served the state satisfactorily for many years. No
compelling reason has been put forth tojustify any such change. Listed below are a few of the concerns we

have regarding this proposed code adoption.

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

6)

The IMC is not as comprehensive as the UMC. There are many health and safety concerns that
have been addressed in the UMC that are not addressed in the IMC.

Alaska statutes require mechanical contractors to have an Administrators License that is based
upon the UMC.

Journeyman are trained and tested under the rules of the UMC.

The IMC is a relatively new code with very little performance record.

The IMC contains a disclaimer not accepting any liability resulting from compliance or

noncompliance. UMC does not have such a disclaimer.
The fire marshal’s proposed regulations already incorporate the 2000 Uniform Plumbing Code,
aid the 2000 Uniform Solar Energy Code. UMC is part of this same family of codes, which are

closely coordinated with each other.

Sincerely,
/)
Robert Sandstrom

Project Administrator
Mechanical Division

4868 old Airport Road « FAX (907) 479-5771



Ross Fosberg-, Code Adoption. Coordinator

Department of Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention t
5700 East Tudor Road nt.-
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Re: Proposed Regulation change in Title 13AAC 50.023 Mechanical Code

Dear Mr. Fosberg,

I am writing this letter in regards to the proposed regulation change to adopt the
International Mechanical Code by the Alaska State Fire Marshal.

I have been licensed in the State of Alaska as a Journeyman Plumber for twenty-one years,
and a mechanical administrator since the programs inception. | am also the Apprentice
Coordinator and Instructor for the Plumbers and Pipefitters Local Union 262 in Juneau.

| feel the proposed change from the Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC) to the International
Mechanical Code (IMC) is a poor idea. Mechanical codes in general set the standards that
make our buildings safe and healthy to live and work in. The International Mechanical
Code falls short in several areas that affect the publics safety. As cn example the UMC
addresses fuel gas piping, the installation and testing of gas fired equipment, fuel oil
piping, and the installation and testing of fuel oil fired equipment, the IMC does not. This
is one example, there are many other areas that the IMC fails to comprehensively address.

Please review and adopt the 2000 edition of the Uniform Mechanical Code and protect the
public’s safety.

Sincerely, [ |
Bradley S. Austin
Alaska Mechanical Administrator

cc: Governor Knowles

Autte. i Mt



KMKAUMBING & HEA#TING
4915 W. 84th Avenue -Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Phone (907) 248-7305 Fax (907) 243-0498

June 6, 2001

Office ofthe Governor | >
State Capitol Third Floor

P. O. Box 110001 .o~ =N
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0001 "V *'1

RE: Proposed regulation changes in Title 13AAC 50.023 Mechanical Code

Dear Governor Knowles,
I am writing to you to voice ray concern over the Alaska State Fire Marshals decision to adopt
the International Mechanical Code instead of the Uniform Mechanical Code.

The UMC is very unique book and along with its counterparts, the UMC study guide and UMC
Handbook it is an absolute necessity for the apprentices in the field today.

There is i xtensive learning that takes places between the time an apprentice starts in the trade and
carries on until he or she becomes a journeyman.

The UMC Books provide the knowledge these apprentices need. UMC has been around a long
time and many apprentices have gone through their apprenticesbip taken their test and have
become Licensed State of Alaska journeyman greatly in part by reading these books.

The IMC Books do not offer the same good, clear and concise information as the UMC does.

The books UMC are used in the field everyday. They are not only used by apprentices, but
journeyman also refer to them daily. They are as important as any tool to that professional.

Replacing the UMC with the IMC would be a backwards move. | have read many code
comparisons and the IMC is an inferior code.

I have yet to hear one good reason why we should adopt the IMC.

Owner,



Mr. Jerry L Nicholson

225 East Fireweed Lane

Anchorage, Alaska 995G3
907-277-1830

June 6, 2001

Office of the Governor
Tony Knowes, Governor
Third Hoor, State Capitol
PO Box 11001

Juneau, Alaska 99811-0001

Subject: 1 oppose adoption of 2000 International Mechanical Code
Reference: Alaska State Fire Marshal proposal to repeal 1997 Uniform Mechanical Code

Dear Honorable Governor,

| have been in Alaska for 57 years. Over 38 of these years, | have been in involved in the Alaska
mbing and heating trade. [ strongly oppose the adoption of the International Mechanical Code

u
HMC) into Title 13AAC 50.023 Mec anlcaPcode.

| am confident that our current 1997 Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC% serves the life and safety of
the eogle of Alaska. | am familiar with the IMC and | do not have the same respect for it as [ do
the UMC. The IMC is very vague in interpretation whereas the UMC is more explicit This is great for

new apprentices as well as for us old timers.

| have spent quite a few hundred dollars in continuing education referencing UMC. Why should |
spent more in learning IMC, when the bottom line is, 'm going to look into UMC for the same and a
better interpretation. The UMC is a better code, recognized all along the west coast

cc: (1).. Mechanical Contractors of Alaska - Fairbanks

(2).. Ross Fosherg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Division of Fire Prevention



A8 go/tt WA B@LkriuTuENil (hOr(d (niictdidng; St
P.O. BOX 670701 + CHUGIAK, AK 99567 + TELEPHONE (907) 688-4820 FAX (907) 688-9395

May 20, 2001

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Dept, of Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Mr. Fosberg,

This letter is in reference to the proposed regulation changes in the mechanical
code. | have been a mechanical contractor in Alaska for the past 20+ years; | have been a
mechanical administrator since it has been a requirement. 1’m not in favor of adopting
the IMC. Adopting a new code system will cost the public and the contractors money
and time to retrain with no'.iobMiou™'benefrts”t st publi~gfelJhe”Pilliactqss. We have
been using the UPC and UMC for longer than | have been in the trade and it has worked
well for us. | see no reason to change to a new code that has no benefits to either

contractors or the public.



P1RAGON MECHANICAL

2955 SWEET DREAM LANE
WASILLA ALASKA 99654

(7T G 1?1 V]

http://paragonmechanical.homestead.com - -
PiparagonmechanicalNomestead.com s APtEMUUZyjSyuUl i
May 17,2001 Director's Office
Div. of Fire Prevention
TO: ROSS FOSBERG CODE ADOPTION COORDINATOR iUSk
Al u

DEPT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
DIVISION OF FIRE PREVENTION
5700 EAST TUDOR RD
ANCH.AK,99507-1225

TODAY | RECEIVED NEWS THAT THE FIRE MARSHAL INTENDS TO REPEAL THE 1997 UNIFORM
MECHANICAL CODE. AND ADOPT THE 2000 INTERNATIONALJVIECHANICAL CODE

.THE UNIFORM MECHANICAL CODE AND THE UNIFORM PLUMBING CODE IS CURRENTLY WHAT
ALL MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS HERE IN ALASKA ARE USING TO GUIDE US IN THIS TRADE.

from what i BEING
PROPOSED. AND | T T P L E A S E TAKE THE TIME TO ADDRESS

MY CONCERNS.

THANK YOU

CRAIG.A.PEARCY


http://paragonmechanical.homestead.com
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ttt*SO$ Plumbing and Heating
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JUN-07-01 THJ 02:15 AM  PATRICK MEH INC FAX1 907 452 3369

PATRICK MECHANICAL INC.

(907) 4523334 Fax (907) 452-3369
E-Mail: patrick@ptialaska.net

Mailing Address: Physical Address:
PO Box 8C510 3307 International Street
Fairbanks, Alaska 99708 Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
Department of Public Safely June 6,2001
Division of Fire Prevention
5700 Hast Tudor Road rr
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225 U*ir fen tt - =
Subject:  Adoption ofthe 2000 IMC  fHUnHYil « ~AULIEL'VOI|
Attn:  Ross Fosberg. Code Adoption C Di. ie.
i
Dear Sir,

i am a licensed Mechanical Administrator with the State of Alaska and am writing this

letter to state my strong objection to the adoption of the 2000 International
Mechanical Code (IMC) and my support for adoptioi of the Uniform Mechanical Code

One ofthe fust problems that wc, as mechanical administrator's, face is that our license
renewal is based upon continuing education. To date, the regulations that govern us still
mandate education for the UMC. Additionally, there are no registered classes on the IMC
that are approved for the required continuing education credits.

It is my belief that the UMC is a better code. The language in the UMC leaves fewer

issues open to interpretation and is more descriptive in the requirements of the 3
installation. Also, it incorporates the requirements right into the code. The IMC makes (

reference to other manuals and codes.

Again, | want voice my strong opposition to the adoption of the IMC. 1sincerely hope
your division carefully considers all of the implications in adopting the IMC.

Sincirf\! 2

Michael B. Patrick

President
Mechanical Administrator license #113

cc: Office ofthe Governor


mailto:patrick@ptialaska.net

UNIVERSAL
MECHANICAL, INC.

1 509 Monroe Street
f Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

5 Tel: (907)452-5269
\ Fax:(907)456-5532
|

| email: mikesexton@qci.net n — .
ITY I v.r A A xg]l
J\i wwitizeoi LV

May 21, 2001 o .
Director's Orrice

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator Div. Of R.c Fisvention

Dept, of Public Safety, Div. of Fire Protection Vime 0> 1

5700 E. Tudor Rd.
Anchorage, Alaska 99507

Dear Mr. Fosherg,
Re: Fire Marshall's Code Adoption

Please reconsider your choice of codes and select the Uniform
Mechanical Code instead of the International Mechanical Code.

There is nothing _ it more of a step
backwards. The Code is more cumbersome to use due to the fact that

M F has been developed over time,| f

_ Itis used all over the country. Itis us,ede_ all facets of the
industry; ManufactunngE Engineers, Apprenticeship Training, Licensing
Authorities, Continuing Education, etc.

Srv erely,

Michael Sexton, President
Mechanical Administrator's No 275

cc: Office of the Governor


mailto:mikesexton@gci.net

_ 1103 Aliak
Kenal, Alaska 99611

M?y 21, 2001
Boss It:osb%rgf PCoboll,e ASdCprttion Coordinator [P.Jid -F)) %J il J||{ 1]
epartment of Public Safe .
Di\}ljsion of Fire Prevention Y JLi §Tanal « >
570?] East Tudor Road ) .
Anchorage, AK 99507-1225 . tir3 ho-,iilofi

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

| wish to voice my concern about changing the Uniform Plumbing Code and
Uniform Mechanical Code to the International Mechanical Code. Besides costing
time and money to make the char(ljge to a code that would 'jnDfeb&”bf*d'd|?0r
efficient, it sounds. ljke thevUnitediNatlffni*OTdWSjHri¥MOT®f5*Swnn

Code.

Meldin? the two codes together results itHESS?;

Internationa! prone
to mistakes. THd IMP has by
reference. Please do notaatfpffe”

Harvey E. Buzzell _
Mechanical Administrator License #102

Cc.  Governor Tony Knowles _
Eugene R. Rutland, Executive Director of Mechanical Contractors



Expert Plumbing & Heating BH 91-1797266

(907) 456-DRIP (3747) P.0. Box 75095 A Fairbanks,AK 99707 Fax. (S807) 457-5094

May 22, 2001

Ross Fosberg _ _
Code Adoption Coordinator Di
Department of Public Safety A al.
Division of Fire Prevention \'"1J r;*vsnfion
5700 E. Tudor Road LA
Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Re:  Mechanical Code

Dear Mr. Fosherg:

This letter is for the Purpose of expressing mK opposition to the adoption of the
International Mechanical Code. | strongly support the adoption of the Uniform Mechanical

Code.

As a Licensed Mechanical Administrator, the _tra|n|n% and licensing for myself and my
employees have all been based on the Uniform Plumbing Code and “the Uniform
Mechanical Code. The Uniform codes are coordinated for all mechanical systems with a
building and assure public safety. Most experienced mechanics are familiar with the
Uniform codes and readily able t0 recognize and comply with their requirements.

[tis in no one’s best interest to impose a new mechanical code the would require additional
training of mechanics without providing any increased protection for the public.

Sincerely,

cc: Eugene R. Rutland, M echanical Contractors of Alaska

JLM/pm



M atthew W hitaker
PO Box 230205
Anchorage, AK. 99523-0205

Ross Fosberg

Code Adoption Coordinator

Dept of Public Safety, Div ofFire Prevention

5700 Tudor Rd. "6 * L
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225 Qv 0...

Dear Mr. Fosberg,

I am opposed to changing to the International Building Code. | am
especially opposed to changing to the International Mechanical and

Plumbing Codes.

We have been working under the Uniform codes in Alaska for years, and
there is no valid reason to change to the less restrictive codes. | believe we

should keep the high standards that we now have.

Sincerely,

M atthew W hitaker
AK. Mechanical Administrator Lie # 730



'Kennon C. Jacob
KennOn C- ‘JaCOb " 2440E Tudor Royad
Alaska Mechanical Administrator PM

License No. 576 Anchorage, Alaska 99507

May 27,2001

Ross Fosh erg

CodeAdoRtl n Coordinator
Department of Public Safety
Division of Fire Prevention
5700 Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

SUBJECT: 2000 International Mechanical Code

Dear M. Fosherg:
| am strongly opposed to the adaption of the 2000 LM.C..
ron ort the adoption of the Uniform Mechanical Code. The Uniform Plumbing C d
aﬁ) VP/IechanlcaI 80 e are coor(gT ﬁed ang?nt rate % (0 rov* e aF%mnY 7(;0 ef? alaf1
mechan|c systems within a building and they assure the public of sare mechanical instal tlons

Thank you for your attention.

007:242:5370

Phone: 907-242-5370 Fax: 907-563-2276



Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator MAV'3 1 2001
Department of Public Safety Lviiccvor's Urtice
Division of Fire Prevention or nre Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

Dear Mr. Fosberg,

This letter will serve as my strong opposition to the proposed regulation changes in Title 13AAC
50 023 Mechanical Code. The International Mechanical code (UMC) does not have the support
ofthose in the industry. The Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC) has the support of those in the

industry.

The UMC is a true consensus code as is the Uniform Plumbing Code (UPC). The 2000 UPC and
UMC are designed to work in harmony with each other. The State of Alaska has adopted the 2000
UPC. Mechanical Administrators are examined and licensed under the Uniform Codes.

At the May 2, 2001 meeting of the City of Fairbanks Plumbers Examining Board, a motion was
made, seconded and carried unanimously to forward a recommendation to the Code Review
Commiss:on supporting adoption of the 2000 UMC in lieu ofthe 2000 IMC. Master Plumbers in
the City of Fairbanks are examined and licensed under the Uniform Codes.

Safety and health is contingent upon code compliance. Compliance requires knowledge of our
codes. The mechanical industry is trained on the Uniform codes. IAPMO update seminars on the
2000 UPC and UMC are concurrent and scheduled in Fairbanks, Juneau and Anchorage.

In conclusion, I urge you to unite wF’i those who possess the necessary experience and expertise
in the mechanical industry and rescind your proposal to adopt the 2000 IMC. The UPC is a far
superior and preferable code than the IMC on technical, practical, economic, public health, and
safety matters. Adoption of the 2000 UMC is in the best interest of the residents of the State of

Alaska.

Thank you for your consideration.

Chairman, City of Fairbanks Plumber Examiner’s Board
Director of Training, Plumbers & Pipefitters UA Local #375

cc: Office of the Governor
Tony Knowles, Governor
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June 4, 2001 'VE/_ *[%_r_‘]'-)/v}/fv?_i! n

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator

Department of Public Safety . 5 2Gfll

R 1) e

Anchorage, Ak. 99507-1225 ) O_ ] W o MMNii
I miwi; | |-

Dear Mr. Fosberg;

I understand that the Alaska State Fire Marshal proposes to adopt the 2000 International Mechanical
Code (IMC) on your recommendation. | urge you to change your recommendation. | feel the IMC is not in
the best interest of the public. It refers the user to 128 different codes and has some problems with gas
appliances, to name a couple ofthe problems with the IMC.

The Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC) is a tried and proven code. It allows the user to design, install and
inspect an entire heating and ventilation system with just one book.

As a mechanical inspector for the Municipality of Anchorage for 15 years, | urge you to recommend the
adoption of the Uniform Mechanical Code.

Respectfully

Dennis (Bob) Smith
9811 Tolsona Cir.
Anchorage, Ak. 99515

<D
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ALKOTA Plumbing &bleating, ti4r

P.O. Box 222412

.
Anchorage, AK 99522-2412 SawWi
(907)563-5325 « Fax (907) 562-0141
oow v
rpr-'u \Y o -
& ¢ I
June 1,2001 M
_ _ Dhe0 "'1J .. \00
Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator Dv. ot 7\
Department of Public Safety A-

Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Recently there has been an attempt by persons in public employ to adopt the IMC document in place of
the state adopted UMC. For the past 22 years that | have worked in the mechanical trade the URIC has
been used exclusively as the adopted code. | wastrained using it and | have conducted my business for
17 years using it to provide safe mechanical installations. The UMC has provided the public with a one
document set of standards that is safe ~nd effective.

I would like to express my concern that th”re is no logical reason to adopt a code that is untried and
unproveninthe State o f Alaska and Municipality of Anchorage to appease a smal special interest
group. This change will result in extreme delays as neither the contractor nor the inspector can expect
to implement the new code requirements without a large learning curve. The IMC document is more of
a reference book than a working document. We must posses a large number of secondary support
documents in order to use the IMC document.

Since we are currently tested and licensed by the UMC and the UPC and they have a proven track
record for safety, | ask that we not adopt this new code. The majority ofthe United States operates
using the UMC and the UPC making it relatively easy to go from state of state and be able to be
familiar with the basic requirements. Several hundred Mechanical Administrators not to mention

several thousand craftsmen will be affected by your decision | for one want to stay with the UMC as

written and adopted by the State of Alaska.

Alkota Plumbing and Heating, Inc.



ALKOTA Plumbing &Heating, Inc.
P.0. Box 222412

Anchorage, AK 99522-2412

(907) 563-5325  Fax (907) 562-0145
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June 6, 2001 - <
¢ 2000 19
. . ' uiic3
Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator p.-yvention
Department of Public Safety L-yd

Division ofFire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Recently there has been an attempt by persons in public employ to adopt the IMC document in place of
the state adopted UMC. For the past several years that | have worked in the mechanical trade the UMC
has been used exclusively as the adopted code. | was trained using it and | have conducted my selffor
many years using it to provide safe mechanical installations. The UMC has provided the public with a
one document set of standards that is safe and effective.

I would like to express my concern that there is no logical reason to adopt a code that is untried and
unproven inthe State of Alaska and Municipality of Anchorage to appease a small special interest
group. This change will result in extreme delays as neither the contractor nor the inspector can expect
to implement the new code requirements without a large learning curve. The IMC document is more of
a reference book than a working document. We must posses a large number of secondaiy support
documents in order to use the IMC document.

Since we are currently tested and licensed by the UMC and the UPC and they have a proven track
record for safety, | ask that we not adopt this new code. The majority ofthe United States operates
using the UMC and the UPC making it relatively easy to go from state of state and be able to be
familiar with the basic requirements. Several hundred Mechanical Administrators not to mention

several thousand craftsmen will be affected by your decision | for one want to stay with the UMC as

written and adopted by the State of Alaska.

Kurt Michel

Service Manager,
Alkota Plumbing and Heating, Inc.
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ALKOTA Plumbing &Heating, Inc.
P.0. Box 222412
Anchorage, AK 99522-2412

(907) 563-5325 + Fax (907) 562-0145

June 6,2001 Adpp I p\
- e I 11\
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Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator \V\- > \[y.' 7
Department of Public Safety e
Division ofFire Prevention Dirso
5700 East Tudor Road u,/’

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Recently there has been an attempt by persons in public employ to adopt the IMC document in place of
the state adopted UMC. For the past 18 years that | have -worked in the mechanical trade the UMC has
been used exclusively as the adopted code. | was trained using it and conducted my selffor many years
using it to provide safe mechanical installations. The UMC has provided the public with a one
document set of standards that is safe and effective.

I would like to express my concern that there is no logical reason to adopt a code that is untried and
unproven in the State of Alaska and Municipality of Anchorage to appease a small special interest
group. This change will result in extreme delays as neither the contractor nor the inspector can expect
to implement the new code requirements without a large learning curve. The IMC document ismore of
a reference book than a working document. We must posses a large number of secondaiy support
documents in order to use the IMC document.

Since we are currently tested and licensed by the UMC and the UPC and they have a proven track
record for safety, | ask that we not adopt this new code. The majority of the United States operates
using the UMC and the UPC making it relatively easy to go from state of state and be able to be
familiar with the basic requirements. Several hundred Mechanical Administrators not to mention

several thousand craftsmen will be affected by your decision | for one want to stay with the UMC as
written and adopted by the State of Alaska.

Curtis Hansor

Radiant Infloor Specialist,
Alkota Plumbing and Heating, Inc.



ALSWTA Plumbing &Heating, Inc.
P.0. Box 222412

Anchorage, AK 99522-2412
(907)563-5325 « Fax (907) 562-0145

June 6, 2001

Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator

Department of Public Safety Jitcd

Division of Fire Prevention | . i
5700 East Tudor R.oad

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

I would like to express my concern that there is no logical reason to adopt a code that is untried and
unproven in the State of Alaska and Municipality of Anchorage to appease a small special interest
group. This change will result in extreme delays as neither the contractor nor the inspector can expect
to implement the new code requirements without a large learning curve. The IMC document is more of
a reference book than a working document. We must posses a large number of secondary support
documents in order to use the IMC document.

Since we are currently tested and licensed by the UMC and the UPC and they have a proven track
record for safety, | ask that we not adopt this new code. The majority ofthe United States operates
using the UMC and the UPC making it relatively easy to go from state of state and be able to be
familiar with the basic requirements. Several hundred Mechanical Administrators not to mention
several thousand craftsmen will be affected by your decision | for one want to stay with the UMC as
written and adopted by the State of Alaska.

Greg Dawson



ALKOTA Plumbing &Heating, Irnc.
P.0. Box 222412

Anchorage, AK 99522-2412

(907) 563-5325 + Fax (907) 562-0145
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Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
irtment of Public Safety
iion of Fire Prevention

'‘East Tudor Road
lorage, Alaska 99507-1225

sntly there has been an attempt by persons in public employ to adopt the IMC document in place of
state adopted UMC. For the past 7 years that | have worked in the mechanical trade the UMC has

i used exclusively as the adopted code. | was trained using it and conducted my self for many years
g it to provide safe mechanical installations. The UMC has provided the public with a one

ument set of standards that is safe and effective.

ould like to express my concern that there is no logical reason to adopt a code that is untried and
iroven in the State of Alaska and Municipality of Anchorage to appease a small special interest

up. This change will result in extreme delays as neither the contractor nor the inspector can expect
mplement the new code requirements without a large learning curve. The IMC document is more of
jferende book than a working document. We must posses a large number of secondary support
;uments in order to use the IMC document.

ice we are currently tested and licensed by the UMC and the UPC and they have a proven track

;ord for safety, | ask that we not adopt this new code. The majority ofthe United States operates

mg the UMC and the UPC making it relatively easy to go from state of state and be able to be

niliar with the basic requirements. Several hundred Mechanical Administrators not to mention

veral thousand craftsmen will be affected by your decision | for one want to stay with the UMC as

ritten and adopted by the State of Alaska.

.oughin crew
dkota Plumbing and Heating, Inc.



P.O. Box 774769 + Eagle River, Alaska 99577
907-696-2441 . Fax: 907-694-2441

MikKisiiwi 'l‘l‘-
Uil 5u.-s L

Director's Uttics |
D,v. ov [0 Prevenrioll

Anchoi'c-u®/ Alaska

Gary Powell

Alaska State Fire Marshall
5700 E. Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99507

Re: Opposition to adoption of the International Mechanical Code

Dear Mr. Powell:

1 \70uld like to take this opportunity to express some concerns that 1 have
with the proposed adoption of the. International Mechanical Code for the
State of Alaska. I have been a licensed Journeyman since 1968 in Alaska
and Washington, and a licensed Mechanical Administrator in Alaska since
it was implemented. The Uniform Mechanical Code is a complete document.
All the information that is required to install a mechanical system is
included in this one document. The International Mechanical Code requires
the installer to reference several other documents to achieve the same
goal. This will cause confusion as well as additional costs. Most
journeymen have been trained with the UMC. The Uniform Mechanical Code
and the Uniform Plumbing Code are now created in cooperation with the
National Fire Protection Association.

There has not been any Mechanical Administrators on any of the committees
regarding, this change. The UMC has been safety tested, it has even held
up in the courts. Should this change pass we are told by Ross Fosberg,
Code Adoption Coordinator to just continue as if we were under the UMC.
Then where is the logical reasoning behind the adoption of the IMC.

There is no reason at all to justify adopting the IMC, when our current

UMC is working. 1 do not believe that the State Fire Marshal has the publics
best interest in mind. The Uniform Mechanical Code in my opion is far
superior to the International Mechanical Code.

In regards to these issues, 1 would be happy to talk with you at any time.
Please feel free to contact me at 696-2441.

(Respectfully,
[ CC Xcpv

Leslie A. Burnett
"0 TN ¢



P.O. Box 774769

907-696-2441 »

21 May 2001

Office of the Governor
Tony Knowls, Governor
Third Floor, State Capitol
P.O.
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Dear Governor Knowles,

It has been brought to my attention,
to adopt regulation changes
to repeal the 1997 Uniform Mechanical

Mechanical Code.
At this time the Mechanical Contractors statewide
Uniform Mechancial Code.
e The Uniform”

Mechanical Code

what 1is required for code. There
However, should the International Mechanical Code
be great confusion. The International Mechanical Code

incorporating other codes and standards by reference.
International Mechanical Code more cumbersome for the
prone to mistakes and misunderstandings.

designed to avoid.

Inform the State Fire Marshal that the mechanical
based on experience in the Uniform Mechanical Code and
___________ r _rr]r_

the two codes together the way the State Fire Marshal
less protection to the public.

Sincerely,

Leslie A. Burnett
President

cc: Senator Randy Phillips

Alan Alisfpruian

BOX 11001, ..o i e e e e e e e e e ememmmaeaa—a——aa

the Alaska State Fire Marshal
in Title 13AAC50.023 Mechanical
Code and adopt the 2000

Eagle River, Alaska 99577

Fax: 907-694-2441

Code. He proposes
International

are using the 1997

AE$J¥rescprepfch**tjcansi&ioi»~600Q* " -

is very precise with

is no gquestion to the meaning of these codes.

be adopted there will
relies heavily on

This makes the

user and therefore more

The very sort of problem codes are

industry has confidence
is not interested in

'«
proposes, results in

proposes
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Jan. 31 2001 01:07PM PI

DENALI COMMISSION
510 'L" Street. Sulic 410
Anchorage, Alaska 9950

07)271-1414
Fax (907)271-1415
Toll Free (838) 4804321

VA

January 31,2001

Mr. Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Telephone: 269-5061

Sent via fax to: 338-4375 (2 pages total)

Re: 2000 International Fire Code (IFC) - Comments on Proposed Amendments

Mr. Fosberg:

I have just learned of the 2000 International Fire Code and the proposed State of Alaska
amendments. |have -he following comments:

1. The proposed code was not available locally for review until last week. Itseems that

the public comment period may not be adequate In light of the broad change of an
entirely new code as well as a lack of reasonable access to the document Several
of the professionals | have contacted were not even aware of the review period.
Consideration should be given to extending the comment period.

. The IFC makes numerous references and in several instances completely defers to

NFPA standards, particularly NFPA SO. It appears that the references are to the
1996 edition of NFPA. Some of the referenced items do not exist or are in different
locations In the 2000 edition of NFPA. To ensure that designers and plan reviewers
are using the same standard, the specific edition of appropriate NFPA standards
should be included in the adoption language. The 1996 editions of NFPA would be
most appropriate since these appear to be the ones referenced from the IFC.

. The Division of Fire Prevention and the Alaska Division of Energy entered Into

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 2195027 on January 28,1999. This agreement
was developed to provide practical solutions for unique fuel storage and handling
applications in rural Alaska while satisfying the Intent of the Uniform Fire Code. The
MOA has served to provide guidance to designers and plan.reviewers for rural tank
farm projects for the past two years. Essentially all of the Issues addressed in this
MOA will need to be re-addressed with references to the appropriate sections of the
International Fire Code. |recommend that a meeting be scheduled between Division
of Fire Prevention staff and the Alaska Energy Authority (formerly Division of Energy)
to draft a revised MOA prior to final adoption of the new code. The MOA could
possibly be expanded to also address some of the new issues that are listed below.

dorHi.gov
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4. IFC Section 2206.2.3 requires a 25’ minimum separation between a protected tank
and a dispenser, except at fleet fueling stations. The UFC and NFPA have
historically allowed the dispenser to be mounted directly on a protected tank for all
installations. This has proven to be a very appropriate system for smaller low-
volume retail sales facilities in rural locations. | recommend that this section of the
IFC be modified to allow installation of tank mounted dispensers when the entire
system (pump and dispenser) is a listed assembly. UL Standard 2244 defines
factory-assembled systems Inclusive of an above ground protected tank in
accordance with UL 2085 and all necessary components required for a complete
motor vehicle fu-ling package.

5. IFC Section 2206.7.7.1 requires installation of a leak detection device on piping
between a remote pump and a dispenser ifany portion of the piping is buried. These
devices only work If the entire piping run is fully burled. Ifany portion of the piping Is
above grade, the pressure variation caused by thermal expansion will cause these
devices to malfunction. It Is common on above-ground dispensing tank installations
to have a portion of the piping near the tank above grade and the run out to the
dispenser buried. Automatic leak detection systems will not work on these
installations. 1would recommend that this section of the IFC be modified to waive
the requirement for leak detection if the underground piping Is extra-heavy wall steel
with all welded joints, dielectric coating, and cathodlc protection. This would provide
an equivalent level of protection and a more reliable system. An additional
requirement for periodic pressure testing similar to EPA and Coast Guard
requirements could also be added.

6. IFC Section 3404.2.7.5.8 requires an approved means of overfill prevention for all
storage tanks. It references IFC Section 3404.2.9.6.6 which specifies additional
requirements for protected (fire-rated) above-ground tanks. These requirements,
which include alarms and an automatic flow shut off device, seem excessive for
many bulk storage tank installations, particularly above-grade tanks that are
completely within liquid tight secondary containment A similar issue In UFC
7904.4.5 was addressed in the previously referenced MOA under item 7. The
resolution was to require visual monitor (gauge or gauge hatch) and an audible alarm
(whistle vent or electric). | recommend that this section of the IFC be modified to
allow above-ground bulk storage tanks that are Installed within a liquid tight
secondary containment structure to be provided with visual and audible
monltoring/alarm systems as described inthe MOA.

I appreciate your consideration of these items.

Sincerely,

Charles Y. Walls
Project Manager - Energy
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January 31, 2001

Mr. Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator _

Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225 \<
Telephone: 269-5061 \>

Sent via fax to: 338-4375 (2 pages total)
Re: 2000 International Fire Code (IFC) - Comments on Proposed Amendments

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

| have reviewed the 2000 International Fire Code and the proposed State of Alaska
amendments and would like to offer the following comments:

1. Iwas only able to Perform a cursory review since the code was not available locally
and | was not able to obtain a copy until last week. It seems that the public
comment period may not be adequate in light of the broad change of an entirely new
code as well as a’lack of reasonable aCcess to the documeént. Several of the
Erofe_ssmnals | have contacted were not even aware of the review period.

onsideration should be given to extending the comment period.

2. The IFC makes numerous references and in several instances completely defers to
NFPA standards, particularly NFPA 30. It appears that the references ‘are to the
1996 edition of NFPA. Somie of the referenced items do riot exist or are in different
locations in the 2000 edition of NFPA. Tg ensure that designers and r_plan reviewers
are using the same standard, the specific edition of appropriate NFPA standards
should be included in the adoption language. The 1996 editions of NFPA would be
most appropriate since these appear to bethe ones referenced from the IFC.

3. The Division of Fire Prevention and the Alaska Division of Ener%entered into
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 2195027 on January 28, 1999. This agreement
was_developed to provide practical solutions for unique fuel storage and handling
%)Ilcatlons in rural Alaska while satis m&; the intent of the Uniform Fire Code. The

A has served to provide guidance fo designers and plan reviewers for rural tank
farm projects for the past two years.. Essentially all of the issues addressed in this
MOA will need to be re-addresSed with references to the appropriate sections of the
International Fire Code. | recommend that a meeting be scheduled between
Division of Fire Prevention staff and the Alaska Energy Authority (formerly Division
of Energy) to draft a revised MOA prior to final adoption of the néw code. The MOA



(t:)oFId possibly be e>*phded to also address some of th”*pbw issues that are listed
elow.

4. IFC Section 2206.2.3 requires a 25" minimum Separation between a protected tank
and a dispenser, except at fleet fueling stations. The UFC and NFPA have
historically ‘allowed the dispenser to be mounted directly on a protected tank for all
installations,  This has_proven to be a very appropriate system for smaller low-
volume retail sales facilities in rural locations. Q recommend that this section of the
IFC be modified to allow installation of tank mounted dispensers when the entire
system (pump and dispenser) is a listed assembly,l UL Standard 2244 defines
factory-assembled systems inclusive of an above giround _protected tank in
accordance with UL 2085 and all necessary components required for a complete

motor vehicle fueling package.

5. IFC Section 2206.7.7.1 requires installation of a leak detection device on pipin
between a remote pump.and a dispenser if any portion_ of the piping is buried.
These devices only work if the entire piping run is fully buried. If any portion of the
piping is above grade, the pressure variation caused by thermal “expansion will
cause these devices to malfunction. It is common on above-ground dispensing tank
installations to have a portion of the pi mtk; near the tank above grade and the run
out to the dispenser buried. Automatic leak detection systems will not work on these
installations. |, would recommend that this section of the IFC be modified to waive
the requiremeilfor leak detection if the underground piping is extra-heavy wall steel
with all' welded joints, dielectric coating, and cathodic protection. This would provide
an equivalent “level of protection and a more reliable system. An additional
requirement for periodic pressure testing similar to EPA and Coast Guard

requirements could also be added.

6. IFC Section 3404.2.7.5.8 requires an approved means of overfill prevention for all
storage tanks. It references IFC Section 3404.2.9.6.6 which_specifies additional
requirements for protected (fire-rated) above-ground tanks. These requirements,
which include alarms and an automatic flow, shut off device, seem excessive for
many bulk storage tank installations, particularly above-grade tanks that are
completely within”liquid tight secondary containment. A similar issue in UFC
7904.4.5 ‘was addressed in the previously referenced MOA under item 7. The
resolution, was to require visual monitor (gauge or gauge hatch) and an audible
alarm (whistle vent or electric). | recommend that this Section of the IFC be madified
to allow above-?r_ound buiK "storage tanks that are installed within a liquid tgght
secondary containment structuré to. be provided with visual and  audible
monitoring/alarm systems as described in the MOA.

Izggelrggilate your attention to these items. If you have any questions please call me at

Sincerely,

David Lockard
Project Engineer
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January 31,2001

Mr. Ross Fosherg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Telephone: 269-5061

Sent via fax to: 338-4375 (2 pages total)
Re: 2000 International Fire Code (IFC) - Comments on Proposed Amendments

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

| have reviewed the 2000 Intern%tronal Fire Code and the proposed State of Alaska
amendments and would like to offer the following comments.
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ntrre ew code as. we a% ack of reasonable access to the ocument

everal ofthe p rofessronatT‘ ave contacted were n]teven aware of (5 e review
period. Consideration should be given to extending the comment perio

DT RRRT o A

ear
tCh% 1996 edition of NFPA, of t he reIJerePtcea tems do_not xrst or are n
erent. locations In the 2000 e ition_of NFPA}] 10 ensure th at Igners and
R‘an reviewers are using the same standard, the specific edition o ropnate
FPA standards should e included in the adoption fanguage. The 19 edrtrons
of NFPA would be most appropriate since these appear to be the ones

referenced from the IFC.

3. The Division of Fire Prevention and the AIaska Division of Energy entered _into
Memorandum of Agree ent Q\/IOAg 5027 on  Janyary 28, 199?. This
ov|d lJOr |caI solytions for”unique fuel stora ﬁn
t&anétlrng ﬁnglrcaOX In rural Alaska whil satrsgyrn ther tent of the Unrf
|re ode as seryve t? rovide guidance to esrgner? and Pﬁn
revrewers for ruraI tank farm /BrOJects or the pas tvvo years. Essentially all of t
issues addressed in this MOA will need to be re-addressed with references to the
%ppro rrat se tions of the International Fire Code. | r ommend that a meetrng
etﬁc ed u etvvegn Drvrsron of Fire Preventron sta and th eA |laska ner y
ority (formerly Divisio rqy) to draft a, revise |or final
tro oqthe ne cor! Drhe N%X %Lé 0ssibly be expan(%g to%so address
e of the new Issues that are listed below.

3300 Rohin Street Phono (907)338- 3035 Fax 338-3034
Anchorage, AK 99504 E-mail: bgray@ak.net

reement was dev Oﬁﬁ


mailto:bgray@ak.net

01/31/2001 13:46 90723B3034 AEE BCG ENGINEERING PAGE 02

4. |FC Section 2206.2.3 requires g 25" minimum se[oaratron between a I__protected
tank and a drspenser except at fleet fueling statro S The UFC have
historicall g/ allowed the dispenser to be mounte directly on a R]rotecte tank for
all installtions. This has roven to be a very appropriate system for smaller low-
vqume retail sales facrlrtres in rural locations. I recommend that this section of

IFC be modified to aIIow installation of tank mounted dispensers when the
entrre system ( gu p and |s§3enser IS 3 |sted assembly LStandard 44
defines ctog ssembled sg( tems n? usive of an above ground Potect tank
In accordancé with U and all necessary components required for a
complete motorvehrcle fuelrng package.

5. |FC Section 2206.7.7.1 rerwrres Installation, of a leak detectr%n device on tP P
between a remote pum dispenser if any. 5'portron of the piping Is burie
These devices, only wo it the entire piping rurt is fully buried. T'any portion of
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similar to EPA and Coast Guard requirem nts could also be added.

6. IFC Section 3404.2.7.5.8 requires an apP]r(:)))\Lrl%ol1 r%r%ansé (\)l{2 ove]rfrll g(ref\lreesnt(ri(()jr(r]| |]t(|)on%”
NKS.

storage tanks It reference 1FC Sectio
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rn e aa ms a aytomatic flow tloff evice, Seem ex essive for
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alarm. (wi |ste vent or that this sectioh of the IFC be

electric). | reco
modified to allow above- grour?d bulk storage tanks that are insfalled within a
liquid tight secondary containment structure to be NProvrded with visual and
audible monitoring/alarm systems as described in the

gggegbaatg your attention to these items. Ifyou have any questions please call me

Sincerely,
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January 31,2001

Mr. Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Telephone: 269-506]

Comments
Proposed Code Chance —UFC to IFC

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

I have only recently become aware of the proposed change frcra the UPC to tho IFC. Other
professionals have reportedly been unable to locate the IFC in Anchorage. | have ordered a copy from
ICBO; however, | do no expect that it will arrive until next week at the earliest Since several otihor
engineers | have spoken with regarding this issue only became aware of it recently, | would suggest
that the comment period be extended to allow those of us who have not yet had time to review the
IFC to do so and provide comment

The Division of Fire Prevention and the Alaska Division of Energy (now Alaska Energy Authority -
Rural Energy Group(REG)) currently have a Memorandum of Agreement in place to allow for
practical design and construction of bulk fuel tank farms in rural Alaskan communities. I rior to
adopting the new code, the Division of Fire Prevention should coordinate with REG to ensure that the
intent ofthe MOA is preserved.

I thnnk you for your consideration of my comments. If you have any questions or if you need any
additional information, please call at your convenience.

Sincerely,

URS

Deborah S. Allen, PE
Engineering Services Manager - Alaska

URS Corporation
5600 B Street
Anchorage, AK 99518
Tel 907.bB2.3366
Fax; 907.562.1297



AlasffIBEnergy and Engineering, I(gf|
Mailing Address - P.O. Box 11140a
1217 East Klatt Road, Suite A
Anchorage, AK 99511-1405
(907) 349-0100
349-8001 fax

January 31, 2001

ross_fosherg@dps.state.ak.us
Mr. Ross Fosherg, 3 pages, 338-4375 fax

Code Adoption Coordinator 269-5061 phone
Department of Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Subject: 2000 International Fire Code - Comments to Proposed Amendments

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

| first learned of the proposed changes to the Fire Code in November while attendm([; a
2000 IBC seminar. At the seminar, we were informed that a public notice was expecied
to be issued about December 1st, and there would be a 2-month comment period. |
checked the State Fire Marshal's website several times in early December Pnor to
emailing your office on December 12th. | received an email in reply from Carol Olson
that the riotice would occur in "Hopefully next two weeks". | again checked the website
during the holidays and found the comment period had started and would end January
31, 2001. | checked the availability of the 2000 IFC at all major book stores in
Anchorage, as well as at all public libraries, Municipality of Anchorage, and the State
Department of Public Safety and was. unable to 8e a copy. In order to get the 2000
IFC code, it was necessary to order it from ICBO and have it sent to mé by Federal
Express. As_such, | did not obtain a copy of the .code until about two weeks ago. Due
to the potential extensive changes associated with adothg an entirely new code, the
difficulty in receiving the code for review, and the short time"frame to réview the impact
of the new code, 1'Suggest the comment period to be extended to allow sufficient time

to adequately address potential code issues.

Following are comments to the above referenced 2000 IFC and the proposed State of
Alaska dmendments that have been identified so far.

1. The IFC makes numerous references to NFPA standards, partlcularl¥ NFPA 30. |
reviewed both the 1996 and 2000 versions of the NFPA 30 and found that it appears
the IFC is refere_ncm% the 1996 NFPA 30. To ensure that designers and Elan
reviewers are using the same standard, the specific edition of appropriate NFPA
standards should be included. in the adoption language. The 1996 editions of NFPA
would be most appropriate since these appear to be the ones referenced from the

IFC.

2. The Division of Fire Prevention and the Alaska Division of Ener%,entered Into
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 2195027 on January 28, 1999. This agreement
was _developed to provide practical solutions for unique fuel storage and handling
applications in rural Alaska while satisfying the intent of the Uniform Fire Code. The
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MOA has served to provide guidance to designers and plan reviewers tor rural tank
farm projects for the pA*two years. Essentially all of the j* es addressed in this

MOA should be re-addressed with references to the appropriate sections of the
International Fire Code (in some cases, the IFC has completely omitted similar
sections of the UFC - such as dispensing stations not being connected to bulk
lants). | recommend that a meeting be scheduled between Division of Fire
revention staff and the Alaska Energy Authority (formerly Division of Energy) to
draft a revised MOA prior to final adoption of the new code. The MOA could

possibly be expanded to also address some of the new issues that are listed below.

. IFC Section 2206.2.3 requires a 25' minimum separation between a protected tank
and a dispenser, except at fleet fueling stations. The UFC and NFPA have
historically allowed the dispenser to be mounted directly on a protected tank for all
installations,  This has_proven to be a very appropriate system for smaller low-
volume retail sales facilities in rural locations. | recommend that this section of tho
IFC be modified to allow installation of tank mounted dispensers when the entire
system (pump and dispenser) is a listed assembly. UL Standard 2244 defines
factory-assembled systems inclusive of an above g{round _protected tank in
accordance with UL 2085 and all necessary components required for a complete
motor vehicle fueling package. Additionally, the availability of a UL labeled
packaged dispensing/tank system supplied “directly from a’tank manufacturer
provides assurance that a retail d|spen5|ng? facility “provides the highest level of
safety to the public. UL 2244 systems are Tactory-assembled systenis inclusive of
an above ground protected tank in accordance with UL 2085°and all necessary
components required for a complete motor vehicle fueling package. UL 2244 Listed
systems also Prowde detailed Installation and maintenance “Instructions on all
components of the system.

. |[FC Section 2206.7.7.1 requires installation of a leak detection device on pipin
between a remote pump_and a dispenser if any portion of the piping is buried.
These devices only work if the entire piping run is fully buried. If any portion of the
piping is above grade, the pressure variation caused by thermal “expansion will
cause these devices to malfunction.  Typically, the piping on above-ground
dispensing. tank installations Is above gradg from“the top of the tank (submersible
pump) until the J)IPIn exits the dike,"and is run below grade to the dispenser.
Automatic |eak detection systems will_not work on thesé. installations, [ would
recommend that this section of the IFC be modified to waive the requirement for
leak detection if the underground Pjpmg IS @ minimum of 2" extra-heavy wall steel
with all welded joints, dielectric coating, and cathodic protection. This would provide
an equivalent “level of protection and a more reliable system. An additional
requirement for periodic pressure testing similar to EPA and Coast Guard

requirements could also be added.

. IFC Section 3404.2.7.5.8 requires an approved means of overfill prevention for all
storage tanks. It references IFC Section 3404.2.9.6.6 which specifies additional
requirements for protected. (fire-rated) above-ground tanks that comply with
secondary containment requirements via a double wall tank. These requirements,
which inclide alarms and an automatic flow shut off device, are not applicable to
above grade bulk fuel storage facilities that are completely within a liquid. tight
secondary containment dike. “A similar issue in UFC 7904.4.5 was addressed in the
previously referenced MOA under item 7. The resolution was to require visual
monitor (gau%e or gauge ,hatch% and an audible alarm (whistle vent or electric). |
recommend that this section of the IFC be modified to allow above-ground bulk
storage tanks that are installed within a liquid tight secondary containment structure
}\(/I)ObAe provided with visual and audible monitoring/alarm systéms as described in the



6. IFC Section 3404.2. I"j*ddresses Drainage and Diking. 17104.2.10.2 specifically
references "Diked areas containing, two “or more tanks snail be subdivided in
accordance with NFPA 30". There’is no reference in Section 3404.2.10 to diking
standards or requirements of dike construction, or any reference whatsoever to a
dike containing a sm%le tank. Section 3406.4.9, Drairiage Control for Loading and
Unloading Areas of Bulk Plants or Terminals, refers back to Section 3404.2.10.
Section 3406.5.1.5 Spill Control and Secondary Containment for Bulk Transfer and
Process Transfer OPeranons refers to Section 3403.4, which in turn refers to
Section 2704.2. Table 2704.2.2 specifically excludes flammable and combustible
liquids and refers back to Chapter 34. Theré does not apgear to be a clear standard
or clear reference to the diking requirements in NFPA 30. | recommend that this
section of the IFC be modified to clearly address the diking requirements of NFPA

Section 2.3.2.3

7. IFC Section 3403.5.1 requires "white letters on red background”, The industiy
standard_has_been "red letters on white background". A "white background" sign is
more visible in low light areas and_ should hé continued to be used.” | recommiend
the this section be madified to specify "red letters on white background".

If you have any questions please call me at (907) 349-0100, or fax your comments to
(907) 349-8001.

Sincerely,
Alaska Energy and Engineering, Inc.

Steven J. Stassel, P.E.
President
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Mr. Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Telephone: 269-5061

Re:

2000 International Fire Code (IFC) - Comments 0» Proposed Amendments

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

In association with other professional engineers familiar with fuel storage and
distribution projects in Alaska, | have reviewed the 2000 International Fire Code and
the proposed State of Alaska amendments and would like to reiterate the following
common comments which | agree with and support:

L

The public notification of the public comment period was not well advertised.
Given that comments are requested from both the general public and the design
professionals which use the codes, | feel that formal notification of the review
period should be sent to registered engineers and architects since they will have
the most input.

The IFC makes numerous references and in several instances .jompletely defers to
NFPA standards, particularly NFPA 30. It appears that the references are to the
1996 edition of NFPA. Some of the referenced items do not exist or are in
different locations in the 2000 edition of NFPA. To ensure that designers and
plan reviewers arc using the same standard, the specific edition of appropriate
NFPA standards should be included in the adoption language. The 1996 editions
of NFPA would be most appropriate since these appear to be the ones referenced

from the IFC.

The Division of Fire Prevention and the Alaska Division of Energy entered into
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 2195027 on January 28, 1999. This
agreement was developed, to provide practical solutions for unique fuel storage
and handling applications in rural Alaska while satisfying the intent of the
Uniform Fire Code. The MOA has served to provide guidance to designers and
plan reviewers for rural tank farm projects for the past two years. Essentially all
of the issues addressed in this MOA will need to be re-addressed with references
to the appropriate sections of the International Fire Code. | recommend that a
meeting be scheduled between Division of Fire Prevention staff and the Alaska
Energy Authority (formerly Division of Energy) to draft a revised MOA prior to
final adoption of the new code. The MOA could possibly be expanded to also
address some ofthe new issues that are fisted below.
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4. IFC Section 2206.2.3 requires a 25' minimum separation between a protected tank
and a dispenser, except at fleet fueling stations. The UFC and NFPA have
historically allowed the dispenser to be mounted directly on a protected tank for
all installations. This has proven to be a very appropriate system for smaller low-
volume retail sales facilities in rural locations. | recommend that this section of
the IFC be modified to allow installation of tank mounted dispensers when the
entire system (pump and dispenser) is a listed assembly. UL Standard 2244
defines factory-assembled systems inclusive of an above ground protected tank in
accordance with UL 2085 and all necessary components required for a complete

motor vehicle fueling package.

5. IFC Section 2206.7.7.1 requires installation of a leak detection device on piping
between a remote pump and a dispenser if any portion of the piping is buried.
Due to problems in using these systems in partially buried installations, where
thermal pressure changes render them inoperative, | recommend that these system
be required for only buried tank/piping systems.

6. IFC Section 3404.2.7.5.8 requires an approved means of overfill prevention for all
storage tanks. It references IFC Section 3404.2.9.6.6 which specifies additional
requirements for protected (fire-rated) above-ground tanks. These requirements,
which include alarms and an automatic flow shut off device, seem excessive for
many bulk storage tank installations, particularly above-grade tanks that are
completely within liquid tight secondary containment. A similar issue in UFC
7904.4.5 was addressed in the previously referenced MOA under item 7. The
resolution was to require visual monitor (gauge or gauge batch) and an audible
alarm (whistle vent or electric). | recommend that this section of the IFC be
modified to allow above-ground bulk storage tanks that are installed within a
liquid tight secondaiy containment structure to be provided with visual and
audible monitoring/alann systems as described in the MOA.

| appreciate your attention to these items. 1fyou have any questions please call me at
(907) 273-1851, or c-mail me at wwilhelm@Ilcmf. ukpik.com.

Sincerely,
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POWER & CONTROL
ENGINEERING

P.O. BOX 231929 ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99523
TELEPHONE 907-345-71 17  FAX 907-345-9684

January 31,2001

Mr. Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Telephone: 269-5061

Sent via fax to: 338-4375 (3 pages total)
Re: 2000 International Fire Code (IFC) - Comments on Proposed Amendments

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

I learned about this change to an entirely new fire code today at 11:00 AM, the last day allowed
for public comment. | learned this from two othei design professionals actively involved in tank
farm design, who only heard about this proposed change a few days ago. As | understand it,
copies of the proposed code are not even readily available to review.

The period for public comment should be extended, a source of copies should be established,
and every design professional in the state should be notified in some reasonable way. We
normally receive notices of change to such items as the Life and Safety Publication and so | am
surprised that this same procedure was not followed related to this very important matter.

From verbal discussions with other professionals this afternoon | would like to comment, with
the caveat that | have not personnally read the proposed code for the reasons outlined above.
Several people have offered comments, copied below. My added comments are in italics.

1 The IFC makes numerous references and in several instances completely defers to NFPA
standards, particularly NFPA 30. It appears that the references are to the 1996 edition of
NFPA. Some ofthe referenced items do not exist or are in different locations in the 2000
edition of NFPA. To ensure that designers and plan reviewers are vising the same standard,
the specific edition ofappropriate NFPA standards should be included in the adoption
language. The 1996 editions of NFPA would be most appropriate since these appear to be
the ones referenced from the IFC. In general this isvery bad practice to have one code refer
to another, locking in inconsistent ideas. It would seem that administratively updating
acceptance of newer codes should be coupled with updating acceptance o f newer NFPA
codes to match. NFPA 30 is an excellent code, full ofexperience, consistent, andpractical
to design by. | would rather see NFPA 30 as the accepted code with IFC totally deferring
to NFPA 30 where applicable.

Comments on Proposed Change to IFC Page 10f3
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2. The Division ofFire Preveniion and the Alaska Division ofEnergy entered into
Memorandum of Agreement (M 0A) 2195027 on January 28, 1999. This agreement was
developed to provide practical solutions for unique fuel storage and handling applications in
rural Alaska while satisfying the intent of the Uniform Fire Code. The M 0 A has served to
provide guidance to designers and plan reviewers for rural tank form projects for the past
two years. Essentially all of the issues addressed in thisM 0A will need to be rc-addressed
with references to the appropriate sections of the International Fire Code. | recommend that
a meeting be scheduled between Division of Fire Prevention staffand the Alaska Energy
Authority (formerly Division of Energy) to draft a revised M 0 A prior to final adoption of
the new code. The M OA could possibly be expanded to also address some i rtbe new issues
that arc listed below. This memorandumwar a landmark in reasonable cooperation
between these agencies and the engineers who nmust apply these codes. It would be a major
step backwards to nol incorporate these idess.

3. .IFC Section 2206.2.3 requires a 25' minimum separation between a protected tank and a
dispenser, except at fleet fueling stations. The UFC and NFP A have historically allowed the
dispenser to be mounted directly on a protected tank for all installations. This has proven to
be a very appropriate system for smaller low-volurae retail sales facilities in rural locations. |
recommend that this section of the IFC be modified to allow installation o ftank mounted
dispensers when the entire system (pump and dispenser) is a listed assembly. UL Standard
2244 defines foctoiy-assemblcd systems inclusive of an above ground protected tank in
accordance with UL 2085 and all necessary components required for a complete motor
vehicle fueling package.

4. |FC Section2206.7.7.1 requires installation ofa leak detection device on piping between a
remote pump and a dispenser ifany portion of the piping isburied. These devices only work
if the entire piping runis fully buried. If any portion of the piping is above grade, the
pressure variation caused by thermal expansion will cause these devices to malfunction. It is
common on above-ground dispensing tank installations to have a portion of the piping near
the tank above grade and the run out to ihe dispenser buried. Automatic leak detection
systems will not work on these installations. | would recommend that this section ofthe IFC
be modified to waive the requirement for leak detection if the underground piping is cxtia-
h<avy wall steel with all welded joints, dielectric coating, and cathodic protection. This
would provide an equivalent level o f protectionand a more reliable system. An additional
requirement for periodic pressure testing similar to EPA and Coast Guard requirements
could also be added.
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Subject: International Fire Code Adoption
Date: Wed, 31 Jan 2001 17:00:17-0900
From: "Kevin L. Hansen, P.E." <Kevin@edc-alaska.com>
To: ,"ross_fosberg@dps.state.ak.us™ <ross_fosbei g@ dps.state.ak.us>

Mr. Fosberg,
As a consultant assisting the :ivision of Energy with rural fuel system

upgrades, 1 would like to add my support to requests for modifications of
the IFC to allow less than 25 foot separation between dispensers and
protected aboveground tanks. Appendix 11-F of the 97 UFC allows dispensers
to be mounted directly on or adjacent to tanks. With the restricted space
available in some locations, specifically rural communities, this would be
an onerous requirement. Getting a code compliant fuel system in rural areas
is difficult e:iough under the current code. 1 feel that the Fire Marshal®s
office needs to develop a policy similar to the Memorandum of Agreement
between the Division of Fire Prevention and the Alaska Division of Energy
developed in 1999.

The following is an excerpt from comments sent to you by Brian Gray
concerning the adoption of the IFC.

"IFC Section 2206.2.3 requires a 25" minimum separation between a protected
tank and a dispenser, except at fleet fueling stations. The UFC and NFPA
have historically allowed the dispenser to be mounted directly on a
protected tank for all installations. This has proven to be a very
appropriate system for smaller low-volume retail sales facilities in rural
locations. I recommend that this section of the IFC be modified to allow
installation of tank mounted dispensers when the entire system (pump and
dispenser) 1is a listed assembly. UL Standard 2244 defines factory-assembled
systems inclusive of an above ground protected tank iIn accordance with UL
2085 and all necessary components required for a complete motor vehicle

fueling package.”

/Mr Gray also expressed concern that many professionals were not aware of the

impending adoption (this included myself and many of my colleagues). While
I understand that there has been a public comment period, 1it"s existence has
apparently slipped by a large number of people in the design and
professional community, including myself. 1 feel that there should have
been a much more aggressive campaign of notification of the proposed
adoption of the International Codes to make sure that affected parties have
an opportunity to comment. It may be in the State"s best interest to
readvertise this action and at least make sure that ALL of the design

community is aware of the change in codes.

Kevin L. Hansen, P.E.
EDC, Inc.

213 W. Fireweed Lane
Anchorage, AK 99503
Ph. 276-7933

Fax 276-4763

02/02/2001 8:28 AM
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January 31, 2001'
ALAKAMLLACEBUSCTSIC QOCPERATIVE, INC.

M. Rosa Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Department of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Telephone; 269-5061

Sent via fax to: 338-4375 (2 pages total)
Re: 2000 International Fire Code (IFC) - Comments on Proposed Amendments

Dear Mr. Fosberg:

I have not yet personally reviewed the 2000 International Fire Code and the
proposed State of Alaska amendments but have been urged by trusted professionals

to offer the following comments:

1. iwas not able to perform a review since the code was reportedly not available
Iccally and Iwas not yet able to obtain a copy. Itseems that the public comment
period may not be adequate in light of the broad change of an entirely new code
as well as a lack of reasonable access to the document Several of the
professionals | have contacted were not even aware of the review period. /
Consideration should be given to extending the comment period. /

.2. The IFC makes numerous references and in several Instances completely defers (
to NFPA standards, particularly NFPA 30. It appears that the references are to
the 1996 edition of NFPA. Some of the referenced items do not exist or are in
different locations in the 2000 edition of NFPA. To ensure that designers and
plan reviewers are using the same standard, the specific edition of appropriate
NFPA standards should be included in the adoption language. The 1996 editions
of NFPA would be most appropriate since these appear to be foe ones

referenced from the IFC.

3. The Division of Fire Prevention and the Alaska Division of Energy entered into
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 2195027 on January 28, 1999. This
agreement was developed to provide practical solutions for unique fuel storage
and handling applications in rural Alaska while satisfying the Intent of foe Uniform
Fire Code. The MOA has served to provide guidance to designers and plan
reviewers for rural tank farm projects for the past two years. Essentially all of foe
issues addressed inthis MOA will need to be re-addressed with references to the
appropriate sections of the International Fire Code. | recommend that a meeting
be scheduled between Division of Fire Prevention staff and the Alaska Energy
Authority (formerly Division of Energy) to draft a revised MOA prior to final
adoption of foe new code. The MOA could possibly be expanded to also address
some of foe new issues that are listed below.

4831 Eagle Street « Anchorage, Alaska 99503-7497 « Phone (907) 561-1818 - In Stntc (800) 478-1818 . Fax (907) 563-9304
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4. IFC Section 2206.2.3 requires a 26' minimum separation between a protected
tank and a dispenser, except at fleet fueling stations. The UFC and NFPA have
historically alloned the dispenser to be mounted directly on a protected tank for
all installations. This has proven to be a very appropriate system for smaller low-
volume retail sales facilities in rural locations. | recommend that this section of
the IFC be nodified to allow Installation of tank mounted dispensers when the
entire system (pump and dispenser) is a listed assembly. UL Standard 2244
defines factory-assembled systems inclusive of an above ground protected tank
In accordance with UL 2085 and all necessary components required for a
complete motor vehicle fueling package.

5. IFC Section 2206.7.7.1 requires installation of a leak detection device on piping
between a remote pump and a dispenser if any portion of the piping is buried.
These devices only work if the entire piping run is fully buried. If any portion of
the piping is above grade, the pressure variation caused by thermal expansion
will cause these devices to malfunction. It is common on above-ground
dispensing tank installations to have a portion of the piping near the tank above
arade and the run out to the dispenser buried. Automatic leak detection systems
il not work on these installations. | would recommend that this sectlcn of the
IFC be modified to waive the requirement for leak detection if the underground
piping is extra-heavy wall steel with all welded joints, dielectric coating, and
cathodic protection. This would provide an equivalent level of protection and a

» more reliable system. An additional requirement for periodic pressure testing
similar to EPA and Coast Guard requirements could also be added.

6. IFC Section 3404.2.7.5,8 requires an approved means of overfill prevention for all
storage tanks. It references IFC Section 3404.2.9.6.6 which specifies additional
requirements for protected (fire-rated) above-ground tanks. These requirements,
which include alarms and an automatic flow shut off device, seem excessive for
many bulk storage tank installations, particularly above-grade tanks that are
completely within iiquid tight secondary containment. A similar issue in UFC
7904.4.5 was addressed in the previously referenced MOA under item 7. The
resolution was to require visual monitor (gauge or gauge hatch) and an audible
alarm (whistle vent or electric). | recommend that this section of the IFC be
modified to allow above-ground bulk storage tanks that are installed within a
liquid tight secondary containment structure to be provided with visual and
audible monitoring/alarm systems as described inthe MOA.

| appreciate your attention to these items. [If you have any questions please call me
at 565-5337.

Clnroroi\f Vniirc

MarkE. Teitzel
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Municipality of Anchorage .

George P, Wuerch, Mayor Department of
Public Works

Building Safely Division

P.O. Bos 196650 = 4700 5. Bvagaw Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99519*6650 * (907) 848-8301
http:/lwww.cl.aichoi'agc.ak.ua

June 6,2001

’ iJr)I £ ;?\f; Jird g
Gary Powell ' - <M
Department of Public Safety Dirsc.or mu .,ic*
State Fire Marshal Div. or' r-icw
Division of Fire Prevention : *7

5700 E Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99507

Subject: Support for the Adoption ofthe 2000 International Family of Codes

Dear Mr. Powell:

This letter provides some background information and explanations for the controversy
surrounding the adoption ofthe 2000 International Codes.

New national codes are published every three years. State and local jurisdictions normally adopt
these codes with local amendments and changes. The State of Alaska and local jurisdictions are
in the process of reviewing and adopting the new codes, which cover the following aspects of
building: accessibility, architectural, electrical, elevator, energy, fire, mechanical, plumbing,
residential, and structural.

In the late 1980s a major effort was launched to consolidate into one set of codes the 25 different
codes being used across the United States. The federal government, state governments, national
professional and building organizations, enforcement agencies, testing agencies, major material
suppliers, and code organizations all agreed that this was needed. Architects, engineers,
developers, contractors, builders, and owners will be able to use the consolidated codes
regardless of where they work or build. In the early 1990s the plans were formulated; in 1994
the effort began. Almost all major stakeholders participated in the effort. A single set of codes
was drafted, and it appeared there might be a dream realized to have one set of codes to design
and build by. That effort resulted in tiic 2000 family of International Codes.

Prior to the finalization ofthe document' the National Fire Protection Association, International
Association of Plumbing and Mechanical Officials, and the Western Fire Chiefs Association
pulled out of the effort and process. The overall reasons given were that the codes are new,
untested, and unsafe. The real reasons were disagreements over who would have control over
the codes and the amount of money to be received from codes and standards sales. The
disgruntled organizations pulled in labor and trade organizations to support their effort to stop
the adoption ofthe International family of codes. The above-mentioned organizations arc
planning to have a competing set of codes available in 2003. Currently, they have bits and
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pieces of new and old codes they wish to have kept in place until the competing set of codes are
ready for adoption.

To support the opposing effort, constant references are being made to California’s decision to not
adopt the International Codes based on safety concerns. For over one year, an independent task
force made up of technical experts worked on reviewing the codes, resulting in the
recommendation to adopt the 2000 International Codes. A pro labor governor was elected who
appointed new members to the California State Building Codes Commission. The new board
ignored the recommendations by the technical task force and decided to stay with the old codes
rather than adopting new codes. The decision was strictly political and had little to do with

safety,

There have been thousands and thousands ofhours put into drafting the 2000 International
Codes. The objective war to take the best ofall codes and consolidate into a single set of codes.
We have the results of that effort in the 2000 International Codes.

The Municipality has spent months reviewing the new codes. We have ten separate committees
that are reviewing these codes with the objective of finishing the review process by July of2001.
There arc over 150 private sector architects, engineers, developers, contractors, builders, code
officials, and private citizens involved in this review process. The Municipality plans to adopt
the 2000 family of consolidated and coordinated International Codes with the exception ofthe
plumbing code. The reason for not adopting the International Plumbing Code is that the State
Department of Labor adopted the Uniform Plumbing Code with little notice or public input and
before most were even aware that it was being considered. Since plumbing has the least
coordination and interface with the other codes, the Municipality decided to go along with the

State on this code.

The Municipality of Anchorage strongly supports the efforts made by the State of Alaska
Department of Public Safety to adopt the International Building Code, International Fire Code,
and International Mechanical Code. These codes are current, up to date, consolidated and
coordinated. Since they are not the familiar past codes, individuals and organizations have

picked out differences and called them unsafe,

To not adopt the coordinated 2000 International Building, Fire, and Mechanical codes would be
amajor set back for the State of Alaska, The Municipality plans to adopt the codes in the fall of
2001. We feel one set of integrated codes assures a high level ofprotection for lives and
property and provides a consistent design standard for designers, contractors, and enforcers.

Sincerely,

Ron Watts
ChiefBuilding Official

kI/RW
cc: Rojs Fosherg

Page 2 0f2
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Richard S, Armstrong

321 nvemiit Field Drive

Anchorage, AK 99501
Telephone: 907-222-30D0 / Fax: 907-222-3001

Ross Fosberg .
Code Adoption Coordinator

State Fire Marshal's O ffice
5700 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Ak 99507-1225

Gentlemen:

| am vely familiar with the Uniform Code Series, as | nave served as president of
RSA Engineering, Tnc for 17 years. Our firm prowdes mechanical and electrical
consulting services, and is one o f the largest M/E consulting firms in the state. In
orderto maintain our practice, it is essential for usto remain current on all o fthe
adopted and proposed codes. 1 have participated on several code adoption
committees for the Municipality o fAnchorage over the years, and also took partin
the code adoption committee for both the Uniform Plumbing Code and the
InternationalTire Code.

The new International Code Series is bringing the State into the world market, since
the International code is where the codes are headed. The International Codes allow
more engineering freedom to design in response to local and project specific needs,
soitwill allow more effective design at less costo fthe owner, and thus put Alaska
on amore competitive edge wiih the rest o fthe market.

There are some factions thar want to stay with the old code series, and are
actively seeking support to reverse a lot of hard work by committees to adopt the
International Fire Code, the International Building Code, and the International Fire
Code. | feel that reversing the decision to go with the International Code Series
would he a very serious error, and would definitely put the State in an awkward
position of being behind the times in building technology. | can remember when
we were still using the 1979 Uniform Plumbing Code 15 yeans later simply because
all later codes allowed ABS plastic waste and vent pipe, so special interest groups



rHwe.

blocked adoption of the current UPL series so AriS pipe would not be allowed.
This effort to block adoption ofthe international code series is the same thing.

| urge you to proceed with adoption ofthe entire International Code Series, since
ibis is clearly the hest cede series for the Stare o f Aiaska.

Very iruiy Tours,
cvuMCq'4”
Richard S. Armstrong, Ft,
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At, [« / 4% May 19,2001
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futland o -,yﬁU
:Director A r
"Mechanical Contractors of Alaska, Inc. SYlev
PO Box 74796 N 'cIRE: Your Letter of 5/7/01

Fairbanks, AK 99707-4796

Dear Mr. Rutland,

. “Although 1 cannot speak generally about many ofthe code issues, 1 am arelative expert
inthe field ofrefrigeration. | have spend a long career in the field and can claim well over 30

years of experience.

| appreciated your letter and always respect one who takes a position and defends it.
However, | do want to make you aware of certain code issues as they relate directly to

refrigeration.

As well as | can recall, the “current” UMC and UFC pretty much got married in 1991.
This was followed in most western states with the 1994 UMC with the 1994 UFC and that
followed by the 1997 UMC with tbe 1997 UFC. In the late 1990s, a new movement began to
make the various building codes around the United Statjs universal. 1fyou have ever had to pick
up your “tools” in Alaska and take them to Georgia for a job, you would know what | mean. In
the eastern part of ihe country, | think the codes were written by BOCA or some such thing. In
any case, the idea of a single matched set of codes was bom and, to me, it was an idea whose time

had come.

In the specific language of the 1997 UMC in the refrigeration chapter, | can show you
conflicts with the language in the 1997 UFC in Article 63. Further, there are conflicts within the
refrigeration chapter itselfin the 1997 UMC. | can say that the same problem existed in the 1994

codes.

I can confidently tell you that the people who wrote the code language in Chapter 11
(Refrigeration) for both 1994 UMC and 1997 UMC did not understand refrigeration issues,
whether they be operating issues or safety issues. In drafting these codes, they did not adequately
consult with experts in our industry, ifthey consulted in such a manner at all. In one specific
case, it is my opinion that they inserted a specific requirement that reduced the safety of
refrigeration systems rather than added to safety.

In your letter under point #9, Chapter 11 Refrigeration, you state that the UMC chapter is
twice the size of IMC. Well, that was easy for them lo do because all that the drafters of 2000
UMC did was “copy” 1997 UMC and carry forward all the wrong things again.

You go on to suggest that the IMC defers to “standards” for requirements such as
refrigeration control valves. Well, this referral to other “standards” is actually intended to defer
to two specific standards of the refrigeration industry. There are ASHRAE Standard 15 and
IIAR/ANSI Standard 2-1999. ASHRAE is the most well respected organization in our industry.
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It has done more to promote safety and efficiency in our industry than have all the code writers in
history. ILAR ( International Institute of Ammonia Refrigeration) has worked very closely with
ANSI (American National Standards Institute) to develop a standard for the safe use of ammonia
as an industrial refrigerant. | would venture to say that 90% of the fish processing plants in your
state use ammonia. An ammonia system installed per the ILAR/ANSI standard would be a far
safer facility than one installed per the 1997 UMC, which effectively ignores IIAR.

As you can probably see, | am passionate about this issue. In addition to my engineering
work, | like to think of myselfas an efficiency expert. | try to run my business in an efficient
manner. It is not practical or efficient to have contractors in the United States face three or four
different codes in their travels around the country. It is not efficient to have three sets of code
“writers” who all collect a salary for their work. We need to have a single cede set, nationwide,
and we can probably live with rewriting it every five or ten years, not every three. We can call
such a code either UBC or IBC. That doesn’t matter. However, it must be one code.

I do a lot of work in the State of Oregon at this time. Oregon is moving forward with the
IMC. The fire folks want to try to stay with UFC but that is simply a power struggle. So, at least
for a little longer, Oregon will be confused. In the case of Washington, it is tying to adopt IBC,
IMC and IFC. However, there are politics fhere as well. So for now in the specific case of
refrigeration, Washington has Chapter 11 of 1997 UMC and Article 63 of 1997 UFC. However,
quite ironically, they have added amendments to both ofthese which basically replace them with
the provisions of IMC and IFC. The language of the amendments is almost word for word from

IMC. Go figure that one.

So, it is obvious that Oregon and Washington are good examples of v/hy eveiyone should
move forward immediately with IBC, IMC, and IFC. You can’t stop good progress and, in the
specific case of refrigeration, who could possibly argue with the idea of finally consulting with
the experts in the particular industry being regulated or “codified”.

| appreciate your time in reviewing my points. In accordance with the request ofyour
letter, | am sending copies of this letter to Ross Fosberg in Anchorage and the Governor’s Office
in Juneau. Let me know ifyou have any questions. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Ward W. Ristau, P.E.
Mechanical Administrator

cc: Governor Tony Knowles®
Mr. Ross Fosberg



Mr. Ross Fosberg_, Code Adoption Coordinator
AK. Dept, of Public Safety
Division of Fire Prevention

5700 E. Tudor Rd. . i- i
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Re: Adoption of International Mechanical Code

Dirsciui I uvucvs
Dear Mr. Fosberg, Div. or i-ire Prsvenrio: i

The Furpose of this letter is to lend my support to the Division of Fire Prevention'® efforts at
adoption of the International Mechanical Code.

As the Building Official for the City of Soldotna, | am convinced that the adoption of the
International Codes as proposed by the Division is in the best interest of the State and it's
citizens. For many years the development of a single set, or family if you will, of codes has been
a goal of the building industry and bui ding safety regulators alike. One set of integrated codes,
,assur[n? a high level of protection for lives and property and a consmtent,desqn standard across
jurisdictional boundaries around the United States. After many years of joint eifort on the part of
the code promulgation hodies, the International Codes are the achievement of that goal.

As one of the few jurisdictions in the State with an active building department and deferral from
the State Fire Marshal's Office for fire and life safety plan review and inspection, it is especially
important to us that the codes adopted by the State, and enforced by us, are as comPrehenswe,
coordinated and consistent as Possmle. he adoption of the International Mechanical Code as a
part of the overall International Code adoption contemplated by the State will assure that this is
achieved. Havm? served on the review committees for these codes over the past several
months, | am confident that the IMC will provide the hlgzhest level of protection for the public, the
greatest level of consistency for designers, and the least amount of amendment possible.

| understand very well the basis for the controversy between the opEosmg codes, and the
current discussion. For Yea_rs the plumbing and mechanical officials worked in conjunction with
the building and fire officials to produce a set of Uniform Codes under the International
Conference of Building Officials. Unfortunately, change is never easy and the shift toward a
performance-hased code, such as those promulgated by the International Code Council is a
significant change. It must be realized that performance based codes are the future. Ra‘olldly
advancing technology and its impact on public safety as well as on the hottom line of the bui dmg
industry "has  rendered Purelr Prescrlp_tlv_e codes such as the UMC, unresponsive an
cumbersome. While it is true that prescriptive codes Jorowde a mechanism for consideration of
new technology under alternate materials and methods sections, our experience has been that
state a([;enmes such as the Department of Labor have been loathe to even consider exercising the
authority provided by these sections thus de rlvm% our building industry of the use of
technological advances for years after :heir acceptance by the building industry’in general.

The timely adoption of the 2000 International Building, Fire and Mechanical codes will place the
State, for"the first time in decades, on the forward edge of thinking in be building safety field.



For a state, which has historically led the industrialized world in the per capita loss of life and
property due to fire, this is will be an admirable accomplishment and significant benefit to the
Alaska's people. The committee process recently completed marksthe first time inrecent
memory that review and adoption of the State’s building, fire, and mechanical codes has involved
the active participation of local government and private sector building industry representatives.
This too, is a giant leap forward in providing an open, responsive government to the people of
Alaska. To lay aside the hours of work by the committees and the staff of the Division of Fire
Prevention at this late date would be a disservice to those involved in the process, the building
industry at large, and the citizens of Alaska.

Now is the time to move forward with providing the State of Alaska the stateof theart in
building construction codes. | encourage the organs of state government responsible for the
final adoption of the International Building, Fire and Mechanical Codes to finalize their work and

place these codes into effect as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

Dick J. Bower, CBO
Building Official
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Alaska State Fire Marshal
5700 E. Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99507

~ Director's Qttiice
Attn: Ross Fossberg Div. of Fire Prevention
Code Adoption Coordinator Anchorage, Alaska

1lhave heard there is now some opposition to Alaska fire marshal adoption of the
entire coordinated lilamily" of model building codes: the International Building
Coi'e (iBC), International Fire Code (IFC), and International Mechanical Code
(IMC; This comes after recent favorable public hearings for Alaska adoption.
The opposition wants to substitute a different mechanical code for use with the

IBC and . -C.

As an architect with over 30 years practice in Alaska | am convinced that this is
not the best move. The mixing of mechanical or plumbing codes that are not
edited, cross-referenced and coordinated with the International Building Code
and the International Fire Code is confusing and will require amendments to both
codes. This is not necessary with the IMC, and IPC because they have been
developed with the coordinated "family”" group of International model codes.

Mixing of Uniform Mechanical (UMC) and Uniform Plumbing (UPC) Code with the
International Building Code will cost the state money and cause construction
conflicts due to lack of coordination and interpretation. It is not in Alaska's best
interest to "mix and match™ mechanical, plumbing, building and fire codes.

The IBC family of model codes has developed from the three existing national
building codes over the past five years with input from suppliers, installers, and
designers as well as code and fire officials.

The three IBC predecessors have been in existence for over fifty years with
regular semi-annual revision following industry discussion. The three nation wide
code groups (Uniform Code - West coast, U.S., BOCA-Northeast, U. S. and
Southern Code-Southeast U.S. met over the past five years to form the one IBC
group of codes through a lengthy set of public forums including industry and
designers. The IBC family has been published over a year; the State Fire
Marshal's office has just gone through a series of public discussions of the IBC
code group in Alaska.
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Mr. Ross Fossberg
29 May 2001
Page 2

Architects and Engineers support IBC as a single well-coordinated group of
codebooks. The IBC will be subject to regular updating through national public
input every eighteen months similar to the predecessor UBC. It therefore is
unwise to "unbundle” IBC and mix with the UMC, and UPC. The IBC group is
concise, and easy to use because it cross-references to consensus industry
standards such as ASTM, ANSI, NFPA and ADA. But the overall consistent
language and framework of the IBC group is needed to eliminate construction
confusion. Federal departments of HUD and Department of Energy have already

adopted IBC family.

| have attended public hearings to discuss local Alaskan revisions to the IBC and
fully support the Alaska State Fire Marshal current proposal to adopt IBC, IFC,

and IMC.

Sincerely,
McCool Carlson Green

John E. McCool
Corporate President,
Architect, AIA/CCS

XC: Senator Loren Leman
Representative Ethan Berkowitz
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Mr. Ross Fosberg
Code Adoption Coordinator - -

! rimarchitects.com
Alaska Department of Public Safety HILTIMAEATECts
Division of Fire Prevention
5700 E. Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99507

RE: SUPPORT FOR ADOPTING THE INTERNATIONAL MECHANICAL CODE

Dear Ross:

It has come to our attention the Mechanical Contractors Association is pressing the State of Alaska to
consider adopting of the 2000 Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC) in lieu of the 2000 International
Mechanical Code (IMC) as the mechanical code. This letter is providing our support to the Division of Fire
Prevention’s effort to adopt the IMC as the model for the state’s mechanical code.

As a professional architectural firm in Alaska, (and myself as a member of the architectural code adoption
committee) we are convinced the adoption of the International Codes as proposed by the Division of Fire [ ~
Preventions is in the best interest of the State and its citizens. With the pending adoption of the 2000/ O ,
International Building Code (IBC), Alaska will be adopting a new family of model building codes. This

family is a carefully documented, worded, and complementary set of codes that rely on each other to provide - N
a complex, coordinated, and complementary set of building standards. Each portion of this code relies on

the associated sister code to provide a complete standard of care. By adopting the UMC instead of the IMC,

we will have a disjointed code that will not be coordinated and complete. One example is the International
Building Code in Section 1202.1 now refers to the IMC for change of air ratios and design purposes
whenever mechanical ventilation is provided in lieu of natural ventilation. The UMC does not address this.

For many years, the development of a single set of nationally recognized building codes has been a goal of
the building industry, designers, and building safety regulators alike. By adopting the International family of
building codes, we will be coordinated with the rest of the United States in recognizing a national standard in
building construction codes. The International family of codes is the national standard, and was written in
joint cooperation with the International Council of Building Officials (ICBO), the Southern Building Code
Congress International (SBCCI), and the Building Officials and Code Administrators International, Inc.

(BOCA).

The International family of codes also incorporated performance criteria allowing designers and installers
alternative means and methods in accomplishing the required end result. This will aid in permitting new and
innovative solutions in resolving difficult situations. This criteria does not appear in the Uniform family of

codes.
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Mr. Ross Fosberg

Support for Adopting the IMC
June 5,2001

Page 2

Change is not easy. But the comfort of status quo should not get in the way of progress. With time, we will
all leam to appreciate the performance criteria, complementary language, and national standards offered by
the IMC. Not every designer and installer works exclusively in their local jurisdiction. Adopting the
complete International family of codes will make Alaska consistent with the rest of the United States offering

safety, continuity and familiarity to everyone.

RJIM Architects supports adopting the International Mechanical Code as the model mechanical code for the
State of Alaska. Please let us know if wc may be of further assistance in conveying this message to the State

regulatory authorities.
Sincerely,

RJM Architects

Scott Bohne, AIA NCARB
Architect

Cc: Lt. Governor Fran Ulmer

SAB/scs
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P.O. Box 196650
Anchorage, Ak. 99519

May 29,2001

Ross Fosberg _

Code Adoption Coordinator W\ &

State of Alaska .

Division ofFire Prevention af "
5700 East Tudor Rd. D'N-
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

«e - .
Ay or

ATTN: p oSS

Ross, | support the states effort to adopt the International Building, Fire and Mechanical Codes,
2000 Edition. It is my understanding that there is an effort to replace the intended adoption of the
the Uniform Mechanical Code. | believe this would be a mistake as the International codes
coordinated to allow for compatibility. | understand that thefinal determination will be
Fire Marshal's OTice. This office should adopt the In emational codes to ensure
for the citizens of/C’ska. The State should look to the cverall interests ofthe public and
decision. | have beer *part ofthe Municipality of Anc lorages effort to amend locally
codes. Over the past six to eight months | have become very familiar with all the
is that they are very thorouPh and cover the safety ofthe public with a different
earlier codes but | see norea d_anPer._ | also believe the international codes will allow
and Engineers some additional flexibility in their designs as well as providing review

a better coordinated set of documents.

contact me with any concerns and questions you may have reg irding this letter.

Sincerely,

Ron Thompson, P.E.

Senior Plan Review Engineer
343-8326 Wk 7242-4387 cell | 249-7412 fax



Klebs Mechanical, Inc.

2261 Cinnabar Loop * Anchorage, Alaska'99507 * Phone (907) 344 1126 « Fax:(907)344-3935

uiwwMsheating.com Residential = Commercial < Industrial E-nail: klebs@gci.net
06/08/01
Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator . o
Department of Public Safely. ' e
Division of Fire Prevention j L

5700 E. Tudor Road :
Anchorage, AK 99507-1225

REs 2000INTERNTIONALMECHANICALCODE

ATTN: Ross Fosberg

| aniwriting you this letter as a show of support for the adoption of the 2000 International Mechanical
Codo.

First, let me introduce myself. My family (wife and three children) and | moved to Alaska In 1981, We
made this move because of the allure of Alaska; the work and economy of Alaska was nbonus for our life
here. In 1986 we started our own mechanical contracting busincsn which has grown to the present at50 full
time employees. | have served on the Municipality of Anchorage Board ofBuilding Regulation Examiners
end Appeals for five years, have served asamember of the Mechanical Code Review Committee for the
adoption of the UM C 1994, UM C 1997, and the current adoption ofthe IM C 2000 cede.

The Municipality of Anchorage Mechanical Code Review Committee voted to use the 2000 International
Mechanical Code (IM C) andjust completed its entire review on.June 1,2001. The Assembly will
undoubtedly adopt it into law in the near future. Without going into detail on the difference between the
UM C and the IM C, L believe the big question is what codes best serve the State of Alaska’'speople,

Special interest groups including contractors, unions, inspectors, and engineers need to look at the overall
picture, notjust what is best for them. It makes ho difference how many pages the book is, or how much
training our inspectors will need. And certainly,no code should be adoptedjust because this is “what was

always used”.

The Uniform Mechanical Code (and Uniform Plumbing Code) has failed in the paBt to allow new listed
products to be used and slow to recognize others. This causes less competition between suppliers,
additional labor cost, and inflates the cost of construction. The International Mechanical Code is not
perfect; however, | feel it serves thepeople of Alaska better by far.
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pieces ofnew and old codes they wish to have kept in place until the competing set of codes axe
ready for adoption.

To support the opposing effort, constant references are being made to California’s decision to not
adopt the International Codes based on safety concerns. For over one year, an independent task
force made up oftechnical experts worked or reviewing the codes, resulting in the
recommendation to adopt the 2000 Intemafioni'J Codes. A pro labor governor was elected who
appointed new members to the California State Building Codes Commission. The new board
ignored the recommendations by the technical task force and decided to stay with the old codes
rather than adopting new codes. The decision was strictly political and had little to do with

safety,

There have been thousands and thousands ofhours put into drafting the 2000 International
Codes. The objective was to take the best of all codes and consolidate into a single set of codes.
We have the results ofthat effort in the 2000 International Codes.

The Municipality has spent months reviewing the new codes. We have ten separate committees
that are reviewing these codes with the objective of finishing the review process by July of2001.
There are over 150 private sector architects, engineers, developers, contractors, builders, code
officials, and private citizens involved in this review process. The Municipality plans to adopt
the 2000 family of consolidated and coordinated International Codes with the exception ofthe
plumbing code. The reason for not adopting the International Plumbing Code is that the State
Department of Labor adopted the Uniform Plumbing Code with little notice or public input and
before most were even aware that it was being considered. Since plumbing has the least
coordination and interface with the other codes, the Municipality decided to go along with the

State on this code.

Thi Municipality of Anchorage strongly supports the efforts made by the State of Alaska
Department of Public Safety to adopt the International Building Code, International Fire Code,
and International Mechanical Code. These codes are current, up to date, consolidated and
coordinated. Since they are not the familiar past codes, individuals and organizations have
picked out differences and called them unsafe,

To not adopt the coordinated 2000 International Building, Fire, and Mechanical codes would be
amajor set back for the State of Alaska, The Municipality plan3 to adopt the codes in the fall of
2001. We feel one set of integrated codes assures a high level of protection for lives and
property and provides a consistent design standard for designers, contractors, and enforcers,

Sincerely,

con Watts
Chief Building Official

kI/RW
cc: Ross Fosberg
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TILLY & COMP,
Tanana Builders
P.O. Box 72080
Fairbanks, AK 99707
Phone (907) 456-5565 Fax (907) 452-3175
Contractors License #AA24415 / Endorsement #178
Email: tillvco@gci.net

June 5,2001

Mr. Ross Fosberg

Code Adoption Coordinator, Dept. of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225

Fat; 907-338-4375

RE: Adoption of the International Family of Codes
(IBC, IRC, IPC, IMC, IFGC, IEC, IFC)

Dciir Mr. Fosberg,

I am writing to offer my thoughts and comments regarding the adoption of the
International Family of Construction Codes. | am a residential and light commercial
contractor working in the interior of Alaska and have spent the last 25 years of my career
involved in the construction industry.

y ] 1 e e ere e T
* | am also involved with the code review process through the City of Fairbanks

Coile Review commission, having served as a commissioner for approximately the last
four years and presently serve as the chairman.”*uthougn most ot my eochstrucdin"”
“experience is related togeneraT building coristrudtlUIf i.e., carpentiy and related tasks, as
a general contractor, knowledge of the different sub-trades work and the codes they must
use as a minimum model, often comes within my overall scope of work and jobsite

responsibilities.

The City of Fairbanks Code Review Commission has spent numerous horn's in S
meetings reviewing the different aspects of the new family of codes, and we havjj*w
cautiously explored the new formats and the coordination built into these new codes.
Although it is different, it appear* to be a step in the right direction, to serve not only our
local community, but for the nation as a whole. Similar codes, similar construction
techniques, similar explanations of what is acceptable and what is not. The overall
concept makes good sense, in my opinion.

Within the last six weeks or so, it is my understanding that the pipe trades and
mechanical contractors have taken exception to the consideration and adoption ofthe IPC
arc IMC sections ofthe code family. While | can understand their reluctance in needing
to learn a revised code for their specific line of work, | do not understand their overall
reluctance to consideration of the new codes. 1I’'m sure there will be some glitches with
adoption of the any new codes, for all the trades, whether they are carpenters, roofers,
concrete workers or architects and structural / mechanical designers.

SZ.IE-2S* (<C06J RI'I'IJL *S pueqoiy disifrO 10 90 wunr


mailto:tillvco@gci.net

Any new or revised code has glitches that will be worked out over time, they
normally are. It is ray understanding that the pipe and mechanical trades are unwilling to
consider the IPC or IMC in any way, shape or form. They have made that quite clear

locally at our code review meetings.

I will state that after hearing testimony from the mechanical contractors at one or
two code review meetings, the commission members were not in favor of creating
disharmony with the mechanical contractor community over adoption of the IPC. If my
memory serves me correctly, by default, we agreed to continue under the latest UPC as
adopted by the State of Alaska. It is now my understanding that the latest dispute to arise
is over the IMC and the mechanical contractors have brought forth letters urging tbe state
no" to consider the IMC for adoption. That may be their position, but in my opinion, not
using the family of codes as designed, presents a new form of problems for both the
design community as well as the people charged with code compliance and enforcement.
Rc-working the balance ofthe codes to exclude IPC and IMC and including the UPC and
UMC creates further code confusion for tradesmen and designers alike, no less the
compliance and inspection side ofthe issue.

So, how do we handle this dilemma? Personally, | favor the idea ofthe family of
codes. Does adoption of the new international codes create some form of a life, health or
safety issue to the general public? | don’t believeD oes it mean that people in the

AonTtfntAMfcommumty V/illTeecl to educate ahd”arniliarize themselves with the new
code format and information? The answer is yes, but that is not uncommon with each
new code revision during the normal 3-year cycle. Will that re-education be
insurmountable? 1 don’t believe soVJoTTiow do w'e handlU tills iii my opinion,

"possibly aJiow Dotn ol the codes_ior a specific period of time, both the IPC & IMC, and
UPC & UMC. Then, ifthe architect and mechanical designers choose one or the other for
thor design process, so be it. If the contractors and tradesmen want to bid the work and
insiall the work, then they will need to follow the prescribed code for that project.

There is no doubt that some confusion may arise at first during this transition
period, but | believe over a period of time, things will smooth out and ultimately work.
Or, we may discover that the international codes and the new corresponding format are
not quite as cumbersome or unique as portrayed. To completely discount the international
coses, which circumvents ihe whole basis and theory of the new code formats, just
doesn’t make good sense to me. Personally, | have no present knowledge of good or bad
reports about the new code format from elsewhere in the USA. But, generally speaking,
the international codes have blended the East Coast, Southern, and West Coast building

cooes into a national format for all to use.
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In closing, speaking for myself, | believe we should give the international family
of codes the benefit of the doubt Put them into the building and design community, put
them into the hands of the tradesmen and put them to work. | believe this is a viable and
workable solution. let the designers specify which code is being used at the start of the
project and follow through with it. I tend to believe in the long run, the compatibility of
the international family of codes will surface and rise to the top as the codes of choice.

The international family of codes makes sense, so why not give it a chance out in
the field, in the community, and throughout the state. Feel free to call me should you care

to di.-jcuss this in further detail.

Respectfully submitted,

e N s rr z -

licliard S. Tilly

Resident
filly & Company, Ltd.
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11:19a Building Department (907)459-6713 p.

CITY OF
FA' RBAN KS —  Visit us on the Web at www.ci.fairbanks.ak.us/buildfbks

BUILDING DEPARTMENT PHONE 459-6720
FAX 4536719

June 8,2001

Ross Fossberq, Code Adoption Coordinator

Department otPublic Safety T

Division ofFire Prevention _ oo \j [ <
5700 East Tudor Road ! _
Anchorage, Alaska 99507 -1 S

Re: 2000 International Mechanical Code e
DearMr. Fossberg:

As we understand the public comment period has been extended as a result o fa request mads by the
Mechanical Contractors Association. During this time frame there has been significant rhetorical
debate regardlng the International Mechanical Code. As Building Official for the City ofFairbanks |
have recommended that this code be adopted. . This recommendation has been forwarded to our local
Code Review Commission and is pending their review.

As aBuilding Official 1am required to evaluate all proposed codes and amendments in light ofpublic
safety, health and welfare. 1n essence, the codes are an instrumentfor consumerprotection and

consumer affordability.

The City oFFairbanks has alreacly for,maIIK adopted the 2000 International Fire Code. The local Code
Review Commission has been reviewing the International Codes since October 02000 and has
recommended the adoption ofthe international Building Code; International Residential Code,
International Fuel Gas Code. These codes will be presented to the City Council for final public
commentanda d o p t i o n . ;

The International Codes arc internally coordinated with the other international family ofcodes.
évgﬂpr%ng the Uniform Mechanical Code hoycier Wil create fragmentation, time-cofisuming re-

The International Mechanical Code is gerformance-based code. Providing the desigz_ner, owner and

ultimate consumer with more options sjibuld not be regarded as a bad idea. The adoption of codes (5)
should not benefita particular ‘messofindividuals or sector ofindustiy. We hoPe that the State of

Alaska will evaluate any code with & hig picture concept for the benefit ofall Alaskans.

_ TShuttleworth
Building Official

. MayorJames Hayes
e Review Commission
E;?I Cole Administrative Director
ile

the golden heart city ..."extl’eme|y Alaska™
800 Cushman Street < Fairbanks, Alaska 99701-405
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June 5, 2001

Ross Fossberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
DPS / Division of Fire Prevention

5700 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99507

SUGIJECT: 2000 International Mechanical Code Adoption

Dear Mr. Fossberg;

The City of Fairbanks is in the process of reviewing the International Code Series to include the
Mechanical Code (IMC).

The City of Fairbanks City Council adopted the International Fire Code effective January 1,
2001.

The Fairbanks Building and Fire Departments have been working closely for several months, in
conjunction with the local Code Review Commission, to a review the remaining codes, make
necessary amendments, and prepare them for review and approval (adoption) by the City
Council.

The main reason the Fire Department is in favor of the adoption of the International Mechanical
Code is that it is a companion document to the International Fire Code as well as the other ICC
codes, which are up for adoption. Each of the codes in the ICC series references each other to
approach a project in a wholistic manor. The codes (IBC, IFC, IMC, iFGC) complement each
other by bringing all requirements together in one set of documents.

We are currently in the middle of our construction season. Our review process has slowed
however will continue. We are committed to working with the State of Alaska to adopt a code
that will address the needs of the State as well as the City of Fairbanks.

If you have any questions please don t hesitate to give me a call at 450-6604

Sincerely,

Fire Chief

cc. James C. Hayes, Mayor
Steve Shuttleworth, Building Official
Code Review Commission

SMOKE DETECTORS Don t Stay Home Without One



CHARLES BETTJSWORTH
AND COMPANY, INC.

S FEISB
BBEQ

June 8, 2001 B9EIB
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ARCHTECTURE

Department of Public Safety d) 'S m PLANNING

Division of Fire Prevention TO JUN 3 2001
5700 E. Tudor Road : ' :
Anchorage, Alaska 99507-1225 . D”eCths Office :

Div. ov Fire Prevention
Attn.: Ross Fossherg f\nciiOuC3, Alaska
Code Adoption Coordinator

RE: 2000 International Mechanical Code

The architectural lirm of Charles Bettisworth & Co. supports the adoption of the
2000 International Mechanical Code (IMC) by the State of Alaska, Department of

Public Safety.

From a designer's perspective it is prudent to utilize the International Mechanical
Code in conjunction with the 2000 International Building Code (IBC) since they are
written as companion codes, which refer to one another within their respective code.
They share a common code language and benefit from the same author, the
International Code Council. We believe that using the two codes together assures
improved code compliance during the design phases of a project, and consequently in
the finished construction ofa building.

Additionally, we do not anticipate the IMC to be any more difficult to comprehend,
or apply, than the IBC. With the adoption of any new code, it is customary for
designers to attend code seminars and to incorporate the new code provisions into the
design of subsequent construction projects. We foresee the transition to these new -

codes as havmg minimal impact on the design, or constructability, of a building.
i, -------- j.inrir-n mr. i— - ihiui—inii

Although the IMC may differ from the Uniform Mechanical Code in various aspects,
it does not to do so at the expense of public health or safety, which should remam the
principal goal, of designers and builders. : ;

As part of the changing construction industry, designers and builders need to advance
together to address the chaPenges ofnew code requirements and the development of
new building materials.

In conclusion, we look forward to the adoption of the 2000 International Mechanical
Code by the State of Alaska, Department of Public Safety.

Sincerely,

Charles Bettisworth & Co. . W |

P.O. BOX 73209
FAIRBANKS, AK99707
Charles Bettisworth, AI1A 212 FRONT STREET
FAIRBANKS, AK99701
PHONE
907-456-5760

FAX
907-451-8522



3330C Street, Suite 200  Anchorage, Alaska 9950,
Phone 907.562.6076 Fax 907.562-6635
E-mail: dans@hdsak.com

June 4,2001

Mr. Ross Fosberg, Code Adoption Coordinator
AK. Dept, of Public Safety

Division of Fire Prevention _ Directqr's Unice _
5700 E. Tudor Rd. Div. of Fire Prevention
Anchorage, AK 99507 Anchorage, Alaska

Re: Adoption of the 2000 Edition ofthe International Building, Fire, and Mechanical
Codes

Dear Mr. Fosberg,

The three partners of our firm, who combined have over 70 years of design experience
throughout Alaska strongly recommend the adoption of the progressive integrated family
of International codes. We frequently are involved in complex renovations of
institutional facilities such as schools, residence halls, and university facilities in rural
and urban communities where compliance with current codes challenges the resources
available. Based on our experience we feel a comprehensive set of codes is imperative to
effectively meet the needs of the designer, building official, inspectors and builder and
for the ongoing maintenance of a safe facility by the users and local fire response agency.

An effort by the Mechanical Contractors Association to substitute a portion of the code
with a proposed adoption of the Uniform Mechanical Code would in our opinion
compromise the coordination and compatibility of the interrelated codes. The
International Mechanical Code is correlated to the International Building and Fire Codes.
The Uniform Mechanical Code is not correlated to the building and fire code construction
and occupancy requirements. This correlation is very valuable in the selection of
equipment, building construction type and systems in providing the public with safe code
compliant maintainable facilities.

Based on the critical interrelation of fire protection and fire response needed in the
building, fire and mechanical code we strongly urge that the International 2000 editions
ofthese codes be adopted by the State of Alaska.

Sincerely,


mailto:dans@bdsak.com
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A n C h 0 ra g e George P. Wuerch, Mayor

FIRE DEPARTMENT
Administration
(1301 East 80tli avenue)
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0

Telephone: (907) 267-4900
http://www.ci.anchorage.ak.us

June 3, 2001 JP

Gary Powell, Alaska State Fire Marshal a

Department of Public Safety .
Division of Fire Prevention

5700 E Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99507

Dear Gary:

Please accept this letter as a document of support for the adoption of the 2000
International Fire, (IFC) Building (IBC), and Mechanical (IMC) Codes.

The code review process has demanded a significant amount of time, effort, arid
research from numerous agencies, organizations, and individuals. The process has
been well organized and thorough.

As you're well aware the IFC, IBC, and IMC do not function solely as stand alone
documents. It is imperative that the IMC be adopted, as itis an essential component to
the International Fire Code. Application of flammabile finishes is one of the significant
areas governed by these two documents. Ventilation requirements are another crucial
area that is of paramount importance within the fire and life safety realm.

Please consider the Anchorage Fire Department in full support for the adoption
of the 2000 IFC, IBC and IMC.

Sincerely, Concur:

Bridget Bushue John H. Fullenwider
Fire Marshal Fire Chief


http://www.ci

604 east pioneer avenue
homer, alaska 99603
907/235-3155 " .
fax 907/235-3157" »
lirc@ci.homer.ak.us

June 4,2001
Li;..l. jim 5 2001
~ Dirc-ci-i's Gvi'ics
Gary Powell Div. of Fire Prevention
State Fire Marshal e o Anc-ior-":- Alaska

.5700 .East Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99507

Dear Gary, 7t |

1would like to voice my support ofthe adoption ofthe International Mechanical Code as part of
the family of codes currently being adopted by the State of Alaska, We. in Homer have seen first
hand how the lack ofa “fire friendly” mechanical code can result in catastrophe. Just,a few
years ago, the Icicle Seafoods Plant here in Homsr >v?s completely destroyed by an explosion
and Sre that resulted froman Ammonia leak in their ice plant. The City of Homer and the entire
community still suffers from the.impact of the loss of this major source of employment and local

revenue. . ‘

As a “family of code” the International Codes ars designed tp be used in.conjunction with one
another, and many fire specific codes are either explained or repeated in the International
Mechanical Code.'The State and Local jurisdictions need these comprehensive codes in order to
better correlate our prevention and inspection efforts. Though no one likes change, it is
paramount to keep the code set complete as much as possible with the adoption ofthe
International Mechanical Code as a companion to-the International Building Code and
International Fire Code. Thanks you for your efforts on behalfof fire prevention.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Painter, Chief


mailto:lirc@ci.homer.ak.us
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June B, 2001

Department of Public Safety
Division of Fire Prevention
5700 East Tudor Road Pl XX
Anchorage. AK 99507-1225

Attn:  Ross Fosherg, Code Adoption Coordinator
Re:  20CO0 International Codes
The full-service architectural and enqineering firm, Design Alaska in Fairbanks, would like to

express its support for the State of Alaska adoption of the 2000 International Building Code (IBC),
International Fire Code (,FC) and International Mechanical Code (IMC).

Through ICBO led review meetings and our own investigation, we are IearmngL,to apply the
changes presented by these codes. Of course there is a learning, curve to working with new code
language, and each time a code Is Issued, the items must be reviewed and Interpreted. The
adoption of the International Codes is no different We are Impressed by the thorough review by
}h? ta%,e oflAéasdka and the City of Fairbanks, and support their recommendation to adopt the
nternational Codes.

We specifically suPport the adoption of the IMC in the State of Alaska as a companion to the |BC.
The IMC works with the IBC as a companion document The references and de5|9n philosophies
are the same. The IBC and IFC have significantly rewqrded the fire protection sections of the
building codes inthe effort to produce a consistent nation wide document The IMC uses this,
same fanguage for application of fire and smoke control devises in ventilation systems. The fire
and smoke control provisions of the IBC will be difficult to apply during design without the
adoption of the companion IMC document Many Interpretations of design will be required by the
reviewing authorities in order to confirm a safe building is being provided. Also, interpretations

always take time, thereby slowing the review process.

The IMC Is also a specific improvement over the UMC in several areas. As an example, the IMC.
now incorporates a design procedure for outside air ventilation for acceptable indoor quality. Until
the IMC, the outdoor air' requirement was vaRIuer defined in the UBC and most design
professionals used the ASHRAE standard. Now the ASHRAE standard Is excerpted Into code
and unifies the outdoor air requirements. Since ICBO is no longer supporting the UMC and has
not issued a revised document for 2000, other changes developed by the industry will not be
included in the code and, therefore, are not available to build better, safer facilities.

We are also encouraging the State Department of Labor to adopt the International Plumbing
Code and International Electrical Code in an effort to bring the entire family of codes Into the
state. We believe itis an improvement to use a national standard that all professional and trades
people can apply, no matter where the building is constructed.

Sincerely,

Design Alaska,

Cms Mler PE

Mechanical Engineering Department

Design Alaska Inc._ Architects « Engineers « Surveyors
el College Road Fairbanks Alasku 99701 907 452 1241
Fax 907 456 6883 E-Mull mail@doulgnalaska.com
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