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1                        PROCEEDINGS

2

3                   Introductions/Purpose

4

5      MR. BECKER:  We need to get your attention.  We need 

6 to get started with our meeting this morning.  

7      We are the Elevator Safety Advisory Committee .  

8      MR. DAY:  Please take your seats.  The meetin g's 

9 about to start.  

10      MR. BECKER:  If you were here last time, I h ad a 

11 tough time trying to keep things going.  So I'll see if I 

12 can do a little better job on this.  

13      Introductions.  I am Keith Becker.  I repres ent 

14 owner-employed mechanics exempt from licensing. 

15      And we'll start down here at the front.  

16      MR. LARSON:  Swen Larson.  I represent the I EC 

17 licensed mechanics.

18      MR. McNEILL:  Rob McNeill.  I represent lice nsed 

19 elevator contractors.  

20      MR. DAY:  Jack Day, Chief Elevator Inspector .  I 

21 represent the Secretary position.

22      MR. BUNTIN:  Skip Buntin, Chief Elevator Ins pector 

23 for Seattle, representing the AHJ's.  

24      MR. GAULT:  David Gault, Fairmont Olympic Ho tel, 

25 representing ownerships.  
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1      MR. BECKER:  The minutes from the last meetin g, are 

2 there any comments?  Can we approve those as publi shed?

3      MR. McNEILL:  So moved.  

4      MR. DAY:  I second.  

5      MR. BECKER:  All in favor?  

6      THE COMMITTEE:  Aye.  

7      MR. BECKER:  Approved.  

8

9                       Chief's Report

10

11      MR. BECKER:  Moving on to the Chief's report .  

12      MR. DAY:  Chief's Report.  Everybody, turn t o page 

13 number 5.  

14      Page number 5, we'll be going through the in spection 

15 scorecard at the top of the list on the statewide .  You 

16 can see down the columns, though, unit 1 and unit  2, unit 

17 1 being King County and north, unit 2 being the r est of 

18 the state.  But as I said, we'll focus on statewi de. 

19      Statewide, the first quarter, we were able t o achieve 

20 46 percent of our annual inspections for that qua rter. 

21      Second quarter, 34, a downturn of more than ten 

22 percent.  

23      And so far January's numbers represent 26 pe rcent. 

24      What these numbers represent is the total of  annual 

25 inspections that were performed within that time period. 
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1      If you look at the notes below, I won't bore you with 

2 reading them.  But the notes below somewhat explai n what's 

3 going on.  

4      Is there any questions in regards to our annu al 

5 inspections or our scorecard?  

6      UNIDENTIFIED:  Is that a percentage of what w as 

7 scheduled for each month, or is that for year?  

8      MR. DAY:  It is a percent of what is schedule d in 

9 that month, what is scheduled to be performed, wha t is due 

10 to be done.  

11      UNIDENTIFIED:  Wow.  

12      MR. DAY:  That's what that is.  

13      Currently the agency has 27 FTE positions.  And we 

14 have 25 of them filled, about to go to 24.  So we 're up. 

15      I don't want to make a plug for FTE's, but i f anybody 

16 knows of any, please have them give me a call.  F TE's, 

17 field technical employees.  

18      If you turn the page, these are our accident  counts.  

19 And there was a couple of questions last time.  O ne of the 

20 questions was:  Does this include City of Seattle  and City 

21 of Spokane?  And the answer is:  It does.  

22      And the other one which was:  Are these base d on a 

23 fiscal year?  The first quarter starts in July.  So the 

24 answer to that question is:  Yes, July first quar ter.  And 

25 so on and so forth.  
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1      You can see the dominant thing in there which  is the 

2 escalators.  And throughout the years it's always remained 

3 the dominant thing.  Escalators no fault, by the w ay.  A 

4 lot of this is rider error.  

5      Any questions on accidents?  

6      Keith, back to you. 

7      MR. BECKER:  Next on the agenda, a checklist for plan 

8 review with Becky.  

9      MS. ERNSTES:  As of January last year we had new 

10 requirements that were to be put on plan review.  So we've 

11 gone a whole year, and we're still missing items.   I 

12 continually send plans back for missing items.  

13      So I developed an electric elevator checklis t, a 

14 hydraulic and a roped hydraulic for your use for your plan 

15 people to check that these items are on the -- ri ght now 

16 we're going to try this as this is for your use t o make 

17 sure everything's on there.  But if we continue t o return 

18 plans for missing items, we're going to require t his be 

19 sent in with every plan so that we know somebody looked at 

20 them.  I mean, we've been struggling with this, a nd it's 

21 caused a lot of headaches.  So we're going to try  this 

22 for your use.  If it doesn't work, it will come w ith every 

23 set of plans they come in that somebody has revie wed your 

24 plans and made sure that these items are on there . 

25      MR. DAY:  Becky, can you take a few moments and just 
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1 go through these please.  Just go through the elec tric 

2 layout.  

3      MS. ERNSTES:  Okay.  So basically the first o ne is 

4 about machine room, identifying machine room disco nnects. 

5      I get plans that show disconnects clear acros s the 

6 room.  The WAC code says it's got to be within 24 inches 

7 of the door.  Location of the drive machine and mo tor 

8 controller, outlets, light switches, and the swing  of the 

9 door.  You don't necessarily have to put too exact  where 

10 the outlet's going to be or where the light's goi ng to be, 

11 but you have to put it on there so that it's on t he plan 

12 so that the electricians reviewing these plans al so need 

13 to know.  We need a GFI outlet and we need a ligh t switch 

14 by the door. 

15      Hoistway plans, one of the problems we have is all 

16 the dimensions and clearances.  So we need -- esp ecially 

17 showing cab dimensions, dimensions for overhead.  We have 

18 handrails on top of cars now, and I don't know th at we 

19 have the proper clearances because some of these plans 

20 don't really show proper clearances or the proper  height 

21 from the horizontal plane of the car top to the m otors in 

22 the overhead.  We have a 6'5 dimension as a maxim um for 

23 that.  So I need to know what the car level and - - just 

24 need more dimensions on there.  

25      And we mention some top of car clearances an d the 
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1 height from the horizontal plane to the car top.

2      Pit ladder details, that's one that gets wron g a lot.  

3 The code kept switching back and forth, do we need  

4 continuous rungs or we don't.  So I see plans with  no 

5 continuous rungs, which is allowed, but the code s till 

6 requires a grab bar at the top of the ladder.  You  can't 

7 use the sides.  So the plans need to show grab bar s.  

8      The height of the ladder, the width of the la dder and 

9 the -- from the wall.  

10      And since we've had so much trouble with the  pit stop 

11 switches and pit lights being at wrong heights, y ou need 

12 to show them where they are and the dimensions an d where 

13 they're located.  

14      Location of rail brackets, machine beams, lo ads and 

15 reactions.  And one of the things that we haven't  seen a 

16 lot is seismic because a lot of these are generic  plans.  

17 So you need to indicate you have a seismic switch  and this 

18 is a seismic built.  

19      And the other thing is I see lots of plans t hat 

20 nobody has the name of what model number this is.   If it's 

21 a Synergy, blah, blah, blah, then we need that on  there.  

22 We need the model number of the elevator.  Becaus e people 

23 change models and change plans without letting us  know.  

24 So we have a list of approved models, and we need  to have 

25 that on the plans.  
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1      Other things is, you know, power requirements .  

2 There's a whole laundry list that is pretty typica l of the 

3 things we're seeing.  I don't need to go through e very 

4 one.  But these days we are required to finish flo or.  So 

5 that needs to be on there.  That's one thing that gets 

6 missed a lot.  

7      Who's your manufacturer of your equipment?  W e need 

8 to know that.  

9      MR. DAY:  Thank you, Becky.  

10      Ladies and gentlemen, I really want to encou rage you 

11 all to use -- whoever submits your drawings, whoe ver's 

12 doing that for your company, they really need to start 

13 utilizing this.  

14      What's really become quite obvious is how ma ny 

15 drawings we send back.  And when we send a drawin g back, 

16 that means we have to plan review again as well.  Not only 

17 do you, but so do we.

18      And we thought of this tool several months a go as a 

19 way we're first going to use it to send the infor mation 

20 back to you.  We'll check the box.  We'll send it  back.  

21 Here's what's missing.  But in turn, we would enc ourage 

22 you to also use this same checklist.  It's availa ble on 

23 our Web site, and it'll help your plans get throu gh the 

24 first time rather than the second or the third ti me.  

25 There's quite a high degree of return of plans.  And this 
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1 day and age, as busy as we're getting, if we can g et this 

2 done the first time, it's helpful for everybody.  So 

3 please, those of you that are doing electric or hy draulic, 

4 take a look at these.  Have your folks utilize the m in 

5 their review process.  

6      Thank you.  

7      MR. GAULT:  Jack, this is for new constructio n and 

8 existing, just for clarity, that it's not just for  new 

9 construction.  

10      MR. DAY:  Generally we see these drawings mo stly 

11 always on new construction.  Always on new constr uction.  

12 On major alterations, that's where we see these d rawings 

13 again.  So major alterations where you're submitt ing 

14 drawings and always, always, always new.  

15      MR. BECKER:  On major alterations, we're jus t dealing 

16 with the area of the alteration?  You're not look ing for a 

17 full schematic of the whole lift?  

18      MR. DAY:  Well, there's a defining term betw een major 

19 and minor alterations, right?  

20      A major alteration, you change a machine con troller, 

21 things like that.  And usually when you're doing such an 

22 activity, it involves the rest of the conveyance in some 

23 degree.  It usually comes into play.  

24      So when it gets to that major involving most  of the 

25 rest of the conveyance, that's when we need it.  
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1      But if you can imagine, you're changing the m achine 

2 in the controller, and the disconnect needs to be reviewed 

3 again by the electrical department.  It probably n eeds to 

4 be moved.  Moved to where?  The last thing any of us want 

5 including your owner is somebody putting the disco nnect in 

6 the wrong place on a alteration.  

7      So hopefully, that helps explain the differen ce when 

8 we see plans come in for a major alteration.  Try to make 

9 sure the machine's where it's supposed to be rathe r than 

10 have to move it after you spent a lot of time and  energy 

11 putting it in the wrong place.  

12      Becky, do you have anything to add to altera tions? 

13      MS. ERNSTES:  Well, we haven't had a very go od 

14 process for doing plan review or requesting plans  on 

15 alterations.  And Mike and I are going to work on  what we 

16 need and when we need it because for a lot of the  minor 

17 alterations or if you're doing a tank, if you're not 

18 moving it, we haven't requested any plans.  If yo u're 

19 moving equipment in the machine room, even a hydr aulic, we 

20 want a new plan review.  And we're going to work on what 

21 we need for traction elevators.  Because some peo ple send 

22 plans, some people don't, and I have to request t hem.  So 

23 it depends on -- we're going to work on more crit eria for 

24 that.  

25      MR. BECKER:  Any questions?  
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1      The next item, we've got residential incline update.

2      MR. DAY:  Turn to page 15.  Yes, 15.

3      MS. ERNSTES:  A lot of pages today.  

4      This is a quick update.  I keep a full spread sheet, 

5 and this is just a kind of analysis.  

6      We have four -- three people that have filed appeals.  

7 We have been through one full hearing with appeals  and are 

8 still waiting on the judge's orders.  

9      One out of this group is willing to negotiate  with 

10 us.  Three of these people on the left-hand side,  two of 

11 them never responded to the hearing.  And the oth er people 

12 are working on getting their permit.  So they've basically 

13 abated their hearing.  

14      So we have some in voluntary red tag.  We ha ve some 

15 that turned into material transporting persons ma terial 

16 lifts.  We have two people who we have no contact  with, 

17 can't get ahold of them, left notices.  We have a  few 

18 other people who are now under contract.  And the n we have 

19 some people who were going to have a sit-down mee ting with 

20 attorneys to deal with people who just ignore us.   

21      And as you can see at the bottom, we have 18  people 

22 that have now had their Rehmke's.  Or in the case  of a 

23 couple of these, they were drop hooks or they wer e 

24 noncompliant.  But most of this batch was Rehmke' s or drop 

25 hooks.  We have 18 and 19 including Mr. McLaughli n who 
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1 have replaced theirs.  So we've got quite a bit of  

2 compliance, and we're continuing to work on the 

3 noncompliant ones, whether they're in appeal or we 're 

4 going to take further actions for the people who i gnore 

5 us.  

6      MR. DAY:  Any questions?  

7      Okay.  Thanks, Becky.  

8      MR. BECKER:  Maintenance and testing.  Jack.

9      MR. DAY:  Maintenance and testing.  As with l ast 

10 November -- so this is really a continuation of o ur 

11 concern, Skip and I's concern since last November 's 

12 advisory meeting.  

13      We continue to see that maintenance is not t aking 

14 place.  What we also see is safety tests when the y are 

15 performed, they're performed after we come into t he 

16 building and knock on the door.  And our concern is quite 

17 high.  

18      We do -- Skip and I both believe the safety test is 

19 the last line.  That's the last line to know if a  

20 conveyance is actually assured to be safe.  Witho ut the 

21 safety test, we do have a significant risk out th ere of 

22 incidences and accidents.  

23      We've seen evidence of the lack of maintenan ce 

24 causing accidents.  And now triple this with no s afety 

25 test and a continuation of this fact.  
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1      The Department is very interested in comments  from 

2 the industry, so we will take comments from the in dustry 

3 later on today -- this will be at 1:00 today -- in  regards 

4 to a plan.  If the industry has a plan, what's the  plan? 

5      Skip, do you have any --

6      MR. BUNTIN:  Just to add a few things to that .  

7      We went on one job, and the annual test was o verdue.  

8 And the owner called the company up.  And the resp onse 

9 from the superintendent of maintenance was, "Well,  we 

10 don't do the test until they write it up."  And I  hope 

11 that we don't all follow that same standard.  But  that was 

12 the superintendent's response to the owner.  And the owner 

13 wasn't very impressed with that response and neit her were 

14 we.  

15      I would just encourage you to let your 

16 superintendents know that even if you are behind,  probably 

17 the proper response is, "We overlooked it.  Sorry .  We're 

18 going to get right on it."  And it would have bee n more 

19 appropriate probably.  

20      But if that -- I'm sure that's not overwhelm ing with 

21 all the companies.  But I would just caution that , that 

22 you instill a different attitude in the superinte ndents 

23 that are working for you.  

24      As well, the other issue that we've run into  which is 

25 a little disconcerting is we've tested fire servi ce in 
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1 several cases where phase one elevators didn't res pond to 

2 the proper floors.  And it was because either a pr ocessor 

3 board was changed out or a new software program wa s put 

4 in.  And I think neither Jack or myself want to re quire 

5 permits every time a software change is due.  So I  would 

6 encourage all of you to talk with the folks that a re 

7 responsible for that kind of thing and get a proce dure in 

8 place to test once a processor board or software c hange is 

9 made.  Because I know I don't have the folks to go  out and 

10 test each time you guys change software in your u nits, nor 

11 do I want to have to do that.  

12      So just kind of police yourselves on that.  We've 

13 seen it on three different occasions now in our a nnual 

14 testing.  

15      I don't know if Jack has experienced that as  well. 

16      MR. DAY:  (Nodding affirmatively.)

17      MR. BUNTIN:  But it does concern us, and we' d like to 

18 kind of get a handle on that.  

19      MR. DAY:  So I'll follow up with Skip.  Soft ware, 

20 safety tests, all these things are outlined in wh at we 

21 commonly call the maintenance control program.  I t's in 

22 there.  It's in there what you're supposed to do and when. 

23      The importance -- I see several managers in the 

24 audience.  The importance of it is that you insti ll within 

25 your folks to properly review.  If you update sof tware and 
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1 it affects the operational control, there needs a series 

2 of events through the maintenance control procedur es that 

3 they check.  These are common to us and common to you 

4 guys.  On the examination, does the thing still wo rk the 

5 way it's supposed to work?  

6      And that really gets into the crux of the mat ter.  

7 The crux of the matter is roles and responsibility .  

8      Now, one of the places that we always tend to  go is 

9 the owner.  Always, always, always it's after the owner.  

10 And we have an owner sitting right to my left.  H owever, 

11 the elevator companies themselves have a role and  

12 responsibility.  You're not immune from it.  You have a 

13 higher charge.  And what we're wanting to glean i s that 

14 the elevator companies actually take charge of th is, take 

15 charge of their own role and responsibility to ha ve a 

16 license in the state of Washington.  These things  are a 

17 requirement.  

18      If you change software, you should have your  

19 employees doing a check of the software that was changed 

20 to make sure it's still working correctly.  

21      When your employees are there and notice the  safety 

22 test is past due, there's something that should b e an 

23 inherent charge that you do.  

24      And what's -- I think for Skip and I, what's  getting 

25 disconcerting is that we're having to take this t o such a 
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1 level in order to get this accomplished.  

2      And I don't mean this to be a preaching sessi on. 

3      What we're asking is that role and responsibi lity to 

4 come alive within your own companies.  That's what  we're 

5 asking.  

6      Any questions on that?  

7      I do have at least one other item that I'd li ke to 

8 address.  

9      Right now we're working on creating a technic al 

10 bulletin.  And what the technical bulletin is abo ut -- and 

11 we hope to have it done in a week or so.  But thi ngs move 

12 slow.  But I did want to take this opportunity to  talk to 

13 people in the audience about it.  

14      What we have is underrated shut-off valves.  We're 

15 starting to find underrated shut-off valves.  Som e of your 

16 folks are finding it because it's in your MCP.  N ow, some 

17 of the others may or may not be finding it.  I do n't know 

18 if it's in your MCP, but it should be.  It is a c ode 

19 requirement that the shut-off valve be properly r ated. 

20      Anyway, what we're finding is underrated shu t-off 

21 valves.  We're finding valves that are rated for 200 PSI 

22 with a pressure relief above 400 PSI.  So that's a 

23 significant problem not only for your own workers ' safety, 

24 but also for the public's safety.  Okay?  

25      So I want to take this opportunity to kind o f give 
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1 those that are in the room a little bit of a heads  up and 

2 also to let you know pretty soon we'll send out a 

3 technical bulletin for this.  

4      What we do expect elevator companies to do is  to -- 

5 in the time between you recognize it and the time when it 

6 actually gets fixed is come up with a method that reduces 

7 the chances of an accident with it, something to m itigate 

8 the circumstance.  We ask that you do this in orde r to 

9 lessen the possibilities of one of these valves co ming 

10 apart.  

11      In the meantime, when the owner is coming up  with the 

12 monies or whatever they need to do in order to ac tually 

13 fix this, that there's a short-term solution in p lace.  So 

14 we don't have to go in and just shut the escalato r -- 

15 excuse me -- elevator off.  Okay?  

16      We also in roles and responsibilities -- I'l l get 

17 right back to that -- when you can't mitigate the  

18 circumstance and when the owner refuses to mitiga te it, 

19 then it's time to get us involved with it.  

20      This was formerly known as the tattletale la w, but 

21 there's a law out there, and you all are supposed  to tell 

22 us.  

23      If you cannot get any farther, then we need to know 

24 so that we can help fix this problem. 

25      But again, we'll have a technical going out.   Those 
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1 of you that have -- those of you that are involved  with 

2 the MCP, be sure that's part of your MCP for your 

3 maintenance staff and your safety test staff to re view so 

4 when they're faced with that, they recognize they have a 

5 potential dangerous situation on their hands.  Oka y?  

6      Any questions in regards to that?  

7      MR. LARSON:  Have there been any failures -- 

8 catastrophic failures that you're aware of yet?  

9      MR. DAY:  Not in the state of Washington.  

10      MR. LARSON:  Okay.

11      MR. DAY:  You may recall, there was a valve about 

12 four years ago going across the country, and it w as like a 

13 gate valve where the -- it had a nut on the botto m.  So a 

14 lot of folks referred to it just as that valve.  And it's 

15 not just that valve; it's the situation itself.  It's an 

16 underrated shut-off valve.  

17      So specifically about all those valves, no, I don't 

18 know.  But we do know there's been accidents acro ss the 

19 country regarding shut-off valves and their ratin g.  

20      We just want to head this off before Washing ton gets 

21 added to the list.  

22      Was there another question?  

23      MR. BECKER:  Any other questions?  

24      MR. DAY:  You guys all know how to figure ou t if you 

25 got a -- ask your engineers, whoever writes your 
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1 procedures for your company, how to figure that ou t.  

2 That's the best way to do that.  Okay?  

3      You'll see more.  We'll send a bulletin out. 

4

5                        Old Business

6

7      MR. BECKER:  Okay.  We'll move on to old busi ness.  

8 And the first item on there is means of access, an d it 

9 is ... it's the first proposal in the packet. 

10      MR. GAULT:  17.  

11      MR. BECKER:  I heard 17.  Yes, page 17. 

12      The purpose of this proposal is to develop s afe 

13 machine room, machine space access requirements f or 

14 existing elevators in existing buildings or struc tures for 

15 maintenance, repair and inspection.  Provide inst ruction 

16 and guidelines for proper installation, repair an d 

17 maintenance of access.  Access should be consider ed fixed, 

18 permanent, non-combustible, and to determine whet her there 

19 was any access that this was addressed already in  existing 

20 WAC's.  

21      Now, this proposal if it actually, in fact, will 

22 address all existing conveyances.  In some cases there's 

23 some unsafe accesses there.  It's old.  It's stru cturally 

24 unsafe.  And we're trying to figure out a way to address 

25 it.  
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1      This proposal is pretty wordy.  But it's mean t to 

2 provide direction and not leave a lot of windows f or 

3 variances and different things to have acceptable access. 

4      Now, this particular one, the last time we me t -- and 

5 I'm not good enough on this to have the changes th at I 

6 made on the document.  But at number 5 on this pro posal I 

7 was asked to check with the industry to see -- che ck on 

8 fiscal impacts.  I sent out e-mails to -- that's o ver a 

9 couple of times over the last year.  There's been no 

10 response as to impact.

11      Our feeling is the impact is in most cases g oing to 

12 be less than $1,000 to the owners on a conveyance .  In 

13 some cases where there has to be large changes, o f course, 

14 it's going to be a larger impact.  

15      That last e-mail was sent out on the 19th of  January.  

16 And like I say, there was no response.  

17      On item 7, there was a change and there was reference 

18 to belt manlifts, and that was taken out complete ly any 

19 reference to belt manlifts.  That probably would be for 

20 another day.  That's number 7 -- item number 7.  That's on 

21 the bottom of the first page.  So that one was re moved.  

22      So the -- if revised or repealed, the propos al would 

23 affect -- so the wording should be for electric m anlifts, 

24 we would put wording in this part of the code for  

25 hand-pull manlifts.  
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1      On top of page 18, it would go -- it would be  a new 

2 WAC 14000 for electric elevators.  There would be -- the 

3 wording would be revised in 23121. 

4      Moving down, the other change on the bottom o f -- oh, 

5 excuse me, am I on the right page?  The bottom of the 

6 second page, page 18, is on number 11 there's prop osed 

7 language added.  The proposed language originally just 

8 said:  Proposed language (see below) has been form ed from 

9 modified language from ASME A17.1-2010 Section 2.7  and 

10 2.10 to fit the needs of this proposal.

11      So we went into the ASME code in those secti ons and 

12 cleaned that out.  That was for new installations .  We had 

13 to deal with existing equipment.  And so that's w here the 

14 language comes from.  And as you go below, you ca n see 

15 where the portions of the sections that we pulled  out that 

16 we're going to use.  

17      And again, it's wordy, but it gives directio n if 

18 changes need to be made in the code.  If you get in the 

19 ASME code, you got a bunch of hyperlinks, and as you open 

20 them up, these things all show up.  And then -- a nd I 

21 don't know if we can pare this thing down if it a ctually 

22 goes into the code.

23      On the bottom of page 20 there's a Note #1.  It just 

24 emphasizes.  It's not a change in what's been in this 

25 proposal.  It's any like-for-like repairs will be  allowed 
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1 to combustible ladders, stairs or platforms.  If 

2 replacement is required due to inadequate structur al 

3 integrity, then all of 2.7.3.3 will be followed in  its 

4 entirety.  

5      So if we can -- if we've got wood ladders, an d it's 

6 just a broken rung, we fix it.  If it's a step and  it's 

7 got a broken tread, we can fix it.  Or a rail.  If  the 

8 rail -- if the side rails on the stairs are comple tely 

9 broke, it's got to be taken out and replaced.  The n that 

10 portion of the code's got to be followed.  So we would 

11 have a non-combustible stairway, a platform and s uch that 

12 has to be -- it's not supporting itself, is not s afely 

13 supporting.  It needs then -- it's got to be repl aced with 

14 -- just like it says in here.  And it essentially  is not 

15 any -- it's not anything different than on new pl atforms 

16 that we've all been installing for years.  Toe bo ards, 

17 hand railings, spacing, size.  It's not anything crazy.  

18 So that is in there for like for like.  We're goi ng to -- 

19 it would be permitted.  

20      On the top of the last page, again, there's Note #2.  

21 These sections would not be required to be follow ed unless 

22 -- this is concerning -- regarding the access doo rs.  And 

23 unless the doors -- the existing doors have to be  

24 replaced, then the following steps would have to be 

25 followed until that point.  
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1      So if what's there is structurally sound, doe sn't 

2 have any issues, there's no reason to change it.  If it 

3 has to be changed, then we follow the new code.

4      So that's where I'm at with this proposal.  

5      I think we've addressed -- you don't see huge  

6 impacts, financial impacts unless there's somethin g that's 

7 existing out there that is damaged, wore out, brok en.  

8 Then it's got to be brought up to code.  

9      So that's -- so I'm not sure if there's any 

10 questions. 

11      MR. DAY:  So the idea behind this is -- as f ar as the 

12 cost -- and we get back to number 5 -- that if th ere is a 

13 condition and it needs to be repaired, repairing it right 

14 instead of repairing it to the way it was when th e way it 

15 was was not correct or not to the code that we ad opt, that 

16 it isn't going to cost a ton more money to repair  it the 

17 right way.  Is that the gist --

18      MR. BECKER:  That is the feeling of -- I got  no 

19 response back from the industry as to -- you know .  And 

20 like I say, I open an e-mail that's five or six p ages 

21 long, if you can't get it on a napkin, I don't re ad it.  

22 So it's -- I don't know whether it's -- it's a fa ct 

23 there's no -- there is no feeling -- or the feeli ng is 

24 that there's a low impact or that we just haven't  gotten 

25 response that we need from the industry.  
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1      But changing these things -- the grain indust ry, it's 

2 fairly -- it looks to be fairly low impact in most  cases.  

3 Occasionally we're going to run into something tha t's odd, 

4 and there's -- it's going to have to be a little m ore 

5 significantly addressed.  

6      The elevator industry, I haven't gotten a res ponse 

7 back.  And so I have to assume that we're -- nobod y has 

8 concerns of the impact or -- what I don't want to see is 

9 see a proposal go through and fly all the way thro ugh the 

10 whole process, become a law, and then all of a su dden we 

11 go, "Whoa, what's this?"  So that's -- but at thi s point 

12 there was a feeling for -- that there was inadequ ate 

13 access to machine space and machine rooms in some  areas 

14 for maintenance repairs, inspections, and there n eeds to 

15 be a way to address it.  

16      And we have not found adequate wording in ex isting 

17 code.  

18      MR. DAY:  No comments?  

19      MR. BECKER:  So for -- 

20      MR. DAY:  So what do you want us to do with it? 

21      MR. BECKER:  Well, I would like to refine it  to or 

22 get direction from the committee as to where it n eeds to 

23 go to, you know -- I understand that the process is slow 

24 for it to become code, but I'd like to move forwa rd to 

25 polishing it up.  
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1      MR. DAY:  So would you like it to become part  of the 

2 review WAC?  Let's put it into the review WAC on t he 

3 Department's Web page as the first proposal to mee t it?

4      MR. BECKER:  I would.  I think at this point we're 

5 ready to move that forward.  

6      MR. DAY:  I'd really like to know as we -- we 're 

7 going to put it there.  But what I'd really like t o know 

8 is what the financial impact, if any, would be.  S o --

9      MR. McNEILL:  Jack, could you put a note on t hat WAC 

10 page asking for comments on cost?  

11      MR. DAY:  Probably an asterisk right beside number 5 

12 with a note.  

13      MR. McNEILL:  So when people see it on the W eb site,  

14 they'll be more apt to communicate what they beli eve the 

15 costs are going to be to them.  

16      MR. BECKER:  And we had a couple of comments  -- a 

17 question? 

18      MR. WHEELER:  Keith, you a couple times refe rred to 

19 this industry needing some input.  And I know Jac k was 

20 concerned about the cost there.  What I think we need to 

21 clarify is that I don't know that the elevator in dustry is 

22 something that is going to be able to provide cos t impact 

23 on stair replacements and so forth.  I think that  when you 

24 say industry, we may need to go out to the genera l 

25 contractor community if you're looking for stakeh older 
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1 input on pricing.  It really is outside the scope of what 

2 I know the elevator industry to be a part of.  

3      MR. MARTIN:  By "industry" you meant grain gr owers, 

4 didn't you?  Or -- 

5      MR. BECKER:  This is statewide, all conveyanc es, all 

6 existing passenger elevators and the grain industr y.  This 

7 is not a grain industry issue.  It's not addressin g 

8 escalators.  It's not addressing the residential l ifts.  

9 It's all conveyances.  So we're looking at materia l lifts.  

10 We're looking at passenger lifts.  

11      MR. MARTIN:  So I think the focus industry n eeds to 

12 probably be defined as building owner or property  owner.  

13      MR. BECKER:  That's the issue that I've got,  not 

14 getting a response, then I can -- we can address that way.  

15 Maybe that -- because this would be -- we're look ing -- 

16 you know, at this point, it's not -- I don't have  wording 

17 in material lifts.  I have wording for existing p assenger 

18 elevators.  So if it needs to be worded different  to 

19 address the industries, but we're looking for dir ection if 

20 we've got what is unsafe access to machine spaces  that -- 

21 and that can be anywhere in the -- like I say, in  all 

22 conveyances that it gets addressed.  And in some cases an 

23 inspector going out on a roof and upstairs to the  window 

24 and over the top of the equipment to access it, y ou know.  

25 If it's all handrails and properly -- you know, I  think we 
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1 get that there can be a challenge in accessing som e of 

2 these areas.  But there should be no reason that t here's 

3 not adequate stairways or ladders or platforms or however 

4 we're going to access it.  It should be safe.  

5      MR. GAULT:  Jack, do you have a comparable pe er in 

6 this state that is involved in the building sectio ns that 

7 is the state building code that may reach out thro ugh 

8 those conduits to get industry feedback?  Because I think 

9 you're trying to -- everyone -- as Phil pointed ou t, this 

10 is more than an elevator; this is a building issu e.  And 

11 so I'm wondering whether that should be vented ou t through 

12 the building funnel to reach the industry that yo u're 

13 looking for to get comment on on your safe access  for 

14 elevator.  

15      MR. DAY:  I'll try that.  That's a good idea .  I'll 

16 try that. 

17      MR. BECKER:  Becky, do you have a question? 

18      MS. ERNSTES:  When we're trying to make safe  access, 

19 today's code is different than the codes that wer e in 

20 effect a long time ago.  And in a real-world situ ation, an 

21 inspector came to me last week, and they showed m e a 

22 picture of a very tall ladder, probably 18 feet i n the 

23 air, high incline.  It had handrails that were 32  inches 

24 high on one side of the ladder.  And when they go t to the 

25 top, they actually had to open the door, step bac k down on 
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1 the stairs to get the door to swing open.  And bec ause 

2 that handrail was really short and the ladder was really 

3 steep, coming back down that ladder was a hazard.  Because 

4 this -- you know.  

5      So are we trying to address those things?  An d if we 

6 are, do we have a minimum because I don't see a mi nimum in 

7 here for that kind of situation.  

8      Because the code today says that you have to have a 

9 platform at the top of that that's big enough to o pen the 

10 door and have space to stand which they dictate.  I think 

11 it's 24 by 24.  And you have to have enough room to stand 

12 to open the doors instead of stepping back down o nto a 

13 step.  

14      And this person -- we both agree that in the  current 

15 code that's today, there is no language that addr esses how 

16 they should fix that.  And I don't really see muc h of that 

17 in here either of addressing unsafe conditions an d what 

18 that constitutes.  

19      I mean, is it okay to still climb up 15 feet  on a 

20 wooden ladder through a hatch hole that you have to stand 

21 and take two hands to move the hatch out of the w ay?  

22 Because there -- I see a lot of unsafe things out  there 

23 that we don't address as unsafe.  

24      So is that trying to address this?  And if i t is, how 

25 do we really get there?  Do we make them bring th em up to 
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1 what the current says?  And are we going to still allow 

2 these straight-up ladders that are "X" height?  Be cause 

3 some of them are higher than DOSH would allow you today 

4 without a stepoff and a rest area.  And then when you get 

5 there, you're still like -- you don't have three p oints of 

6 contact.  You can't move that hatch out of the way .  I 

7 still see those kind of things out there as unsafe .  Are 

8 we addressing those issues?  

9      MR. BECKER:  This one did not address those i ssues at 

10 this point.  I mean, I think we can look at the l anguage 

11 if -- you know, that obviously would be much more  of an 

12 owner impact.  And if those -- you know, there's a lot of 

13 things you can work with.  You know, if it's a fi xed 

14 ladder, vertical ladder, we can go 24, 25 feet wi thout a 

15 cage or a platform.  You know, we can go that way .  We're 

16 supposed to maintain three points of contact all the time.  

17 There's some interesting design accesses that -- and those 

18 are things I without industry -- in fact, we have n't run 

19 into those issues.  I don't know whether the City  of 

20 Seattle or City of Spokane, I don't know how they 're 

21 impacted or if they see that quite often or not.  I mean, 

22 those didn't come up.  And so we -- they're not i n the 

23 proposal at this point in time.  And if that's so mething 

24 -- you know, if that would make sense to be addre ssed here 

25 if -- but --



Page 31

1      MR. DAY:  Let's take a poll from the audience  outside 

2 the grain industry of how many ...

3      MR. BECKER:  So how many people in here have places 

4 they see or can think of that would become issues of these 

5 type of --

6      (Some audience members raising hands.) 

7      So 25 percent.  

8      And those would be -- so an issue like that, is it 

9 correctable?  Is it that way because there just wa sn't an 

10 obvious alternative?  What do we see?  

11      MR. WANGERSKY:  Anytime you have a large bui lding 

12 which doesn't have a parapet or railing and has r ooftop 

13 access to the machine room as described in 2.7.3. 2.2, 

14 you're going to have a significant cost of either  putting 

15 up railing or putting in a walkway with railing.  And I 

16 think you could see costs over $50,000 for liabil ities 

17 because of that.  

18      That being said, our buildings, we won't see  that 

19 because we recently upgraded our roofs to meet th e minimum 

20 requirements for travel rest and fall rest.  So w e don't 

21 have that issue anymore.  But three months ago we  would 

22 have.  

23      So I think you'll see a lot of owners with a  lot of 

24 trouble with that particular paragraph.  

25      MR. BECKER:  So the existing access is unsaf e and 
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1 acceptable? 

2      MR. WANGERSKY:  It's what's out there.  It's what 

3 you're going to see.  You're going to see a lot of  large 

4 buildings with substantial roof areas, the edge of  the 

5 roof is 50, 60 feet away, and guess what, it has n o 

6 railing and no paramount.  You'd really have to ru n a long 

7 way to fall off that building on the way between t he 

8 stairwell and machinery.  

9      MR. BECKER:  Well, and I wouldn't want to -- I don't 

10 think I would want to see -- 60 feet, you know, o r a large 

11 distance of that putting railings on the rooftop side. 

12      MR. WANGERSKY:  But that's exactly what we'v e done.

13      MR. BECKER:  Jerre.  

14      MR. WHITED:  Our people in the grain industr y, we 

15 want things fixed so they're safe.  What we don't  want is 

16 we go fix it, and then the State comes along and says, 

17 "Well, you got to do it a different way now."  So  we want 

18 to get it right right off the bat, and that's why  we 

19 started pushing this to get the code changed so t hat we 

20 can have something to go by so we know it's right  the 

21 first time.  

22      MR. DAY:  That's -- Jerre, that's the differ ence 

23 between having it fixed right away, or as this is  put 

24 together, when it needs to be -- when it's in suc h a 

25 condition that it now needs to be replaced, now r eplace it 
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1 with the right thing or with -- as defined thing.  

2      So the question on the table is:  The hazardo us 

3 situations right now, what to do about them?  

4      And Keith, you have any ideas on your proposa l with 

5 hazardous situations as it exists today where the 

6 inspector would go out tomorrow and find it, or th e 

7 elevator employees go out and run across it, is th ere 

8 something that can be put in place?  

9      As a minimum, there must be these things.  An d I'm 

10 thinking that an asterisk beside each one as a mi nimum it 

11 must have.  The whole thing when you replace it.  But as a 

12 minimum, it must have.  There is a minimum.  It w ould be 

13 nice if we would lay it out in our WAC 296-96.  I t would 

14 be easier for our population out there that's dea ling with 

15 the situation.  But there is a minimum already.  And that 

16 minimum is in the DOSH regulatory environment.  A nd that's 

17 what could come in, and they could come in and ta ke a 

18 look, and they can have it fixed for us.  

19      So what we would like to do is have somethin g to 

20 encourage an owner to do it.  But we can't sit ba ck if we 

21 know of a situation and not involve somebody at a  

22 different level to go in and take care of that st raight up 

23 the ladder where you don't have a platform to sta nd on and 

24 you're not wearing fall hazard.  

25      MR. HENDERSON:  Just to make sure that I'm 
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1 understanding where we're going from here and wher e Becky 

2 was coming from, what we're talking about here is existing 

3 building that at the time of the installation ever ything 

4 was compliant.  But under today's standards it wou ld not 

5 be compliant if it was installed today.  And by to day's 

6 safety standards, it doesn't meet today's safety 

7 standards.  Am I right there, Becky?  

8      MS. ERNSTES:  Yeah.  

9      MR. HENDERSON:  Because we see that all the t ime out 

10 there. 

11      MS. ERNSTES:  Especially some of these strai ght-up 

12 ladders where you get up there and you have nowhe re to 

13 stand except on a ladder -- wooden ladder rungs - - and 

14 you're trying to get a hatch open.  You have no f all 

15 protection and -- 

16      MR. HENDERSON:  Been there, done that.  

17      MS. ERNSTES:  Yeah.  And there are many, man y out 

18 there, and they're really unsafe. 

19      MR. HENDERSON:  Yeah.  And working with the guys for 

20 -- through the MCP part of that, it's really easy  to talk 

21 about, you know, if it's not compliant today, the y can do 

22 -- I tell them what to do.  But this scenario rig ht here 

23 is a tough one because at the time it was complia nt, but 

24 now it may be considered unsafe.  

25      I just want to make sure that I had it right  in my 
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1 head what was --

2      MS. ERNSTES:  That's what I'm talking about, yes.

3      MR. BECKER:  Well, just in the interest of ti me, 

4 maybe we could talk about this again at the stakeh older 

5 meeting a little bit and figure out where we -- we  need to 

6 move on.  

7      MR. DAY:  We do.  

8      But before we do, here's -- this is the way I  was 

9 thinking.  

10      There is a minimum standard for ladders.  An d it's 

11 all existing ladders.  It's out there spelled out  in the 

12 DOSH world.  You can go on the DOSH Web site and you can 

13 find it.  As a minimum it really doesn't matter.  All of 

14 them have to meet that because it is a minimum.  

15      So there already is a code in place, quote/u nquote, 

16 for these.  It's not ours.  It isn't 296-96, but it is a 

17 safety code.  It already is there.  So I don't se e 

18 anything wrong with referencing that standard in our WAC 

19 maybe.  Maybe that's what it is.  That standard r eferences 

20 in our WAC here's the minimum standard for existi ng 

21 ladders and platforms.  

22      Now, to go further, we could use this as whe n those 

23 things have become derelict and need to be replac ed, 

24 replace it with this.  

25      So we head off both.  What do you think, Kei th?  We 
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1 head both situations off.  We don't need to do a 

2 cost-benefit analysis for the existing platforms a nd 

3 ladders.  It's already there.  It's already in rul e.  It's 

4 not ours, but it's an agency above ours.  Not unde r us, 

5 but over us.

6      What do you think?  

7      MR. BECKER:  It would be a good conversation to have 

8 at this point.  And we'll try to look at it, kind of think 

9 through that, talk through that a little bit.  

10      You know, if the elevator inspectors are goi ng to 

11 write corrections for DOSH issues, it kind of may be gets 

12 interesting.  So we kind of have to talk through that a 

13 little bit.  

14      MR. DAY:  Well, if it becomes unsafe for our  

15 employees, it's definitely already unsafe for you rs.  

16      And in regards to that, I don't see that we have a 

17 choice.  Do you?  I don't see that we have a choi ce.

18      UNIDENTIFIED:  The scenario that Becky was 

19 describing, that's unacceptable.  It seems common  sense.

20      MR. DAY:  It does.  

21      UNIDENTIFIED:  And anytime you can streamlin e 

22 government where you don't have to create redunda nt rules, 

23 it's a no-brainer.  

24      MR. DAY:  I think the best for this proposal  is to 

25 add the, you know, minimum in this to the DOSH ru les.  
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1      I think you have those, don't you?  We starte d off 

2 with those.

3      MR. BECKER:  We looked at those at one time. 

4      MR. DAY:  Minimum to those DOSH rules.  And t hat way, 

5 everybody can steer their own folks to that.  You as 

6 managers of elevator companies can go there and se e what 

7 it says.  Maybe we should start off with getting s ome kind 

8 of link to our Web page to that Web page.  

9      Because again, I don't know how we cannot wri te it 

10 up.  It's something that needs to be addressed wh en it's 

11 our own employees being put at risk.  Our own emp loyees.  

12 And we have to look -- both look out for yours to o, so we 

13 have to do something.  It's a good discussion.

14      MR. GAULT:  As an owner, when you extend you r 

15 jurisdiction beyond elevator and start writing it  up, it 

16 becomes contentious because you're stepping outsi de of 

17 your realm.  I think it's -- I always look at the  

18 government as a entity by which they provide feed back with 

19 other knowledge of other agencies that they may h ave and 

20 say something to the order that a owner needs to develop a 

21 short-term plan that addresses this issue and not  a -- 

22 you're doing something in the regulatory of -- we ll, you 

23 can't if you're -- safety procedure has to be don e at a 

24 minimum with fall restraint, whatever that is nec essary, 

25 and continue on.  But I really think it's -- if y ou did a 
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1 year of education of these unsafe because -- you k now, 

2 this elevator inspector may have pointed out.  The  last 

3 elevator inspector learned how to get around it an d always 

4 accomplish it and didn't see it as unsafe going th rough 

5 it.  But I see too many times even within our hote l 

6 industry people say something's unsafe, they just throw 

7 that "unsafe" up to get something done.  It's been  an 

8 ongoing existing.  And so if you did an educationa l that 

9 when these things occur, they're pointed out when you 

10 don't have the jurisdiction to actually do it.  A nd I 

11 mean, I think you'd have more compliance with the  owners 

12 if you worked as an education that they must deve lop a 

13 one-year plan or a two-year plan to do something.   Because 

14 everything in the ownership realm is a funding me chanism.  

15 It's just not immediate cash.  Some owner out the re has to 

16 dish out these kind of funds for these even if it 's 

17 $50,000.  That's still a lot to an owner to dish out when 

18 it's not on the front end making the revenue.  Yo u have to 

19 do a lot of salesmanship to sell these circumstan ces.  

20      MR. BECKER:  We're going to have to move on.   We'll 

21 come back to this and work through it even if we' ve got to 

22 come back to it at the next meeting.  But that's kind of 

23 where we're at right now.  

24      Next item, we've got review of the progress on 

25 point-of-sale inspections.  Swen.
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1      MR. LARSON:  After a unanimous vote by the El evator 

2 Advisory Committee to seek legislation to require having 

3 residential elevators inspected at point of sale, the 

4 language was taken to a senator.  And the language  is in 

5 here.  This (indicating) is what I took to the sen ator.

6      Senate Bill 5156 was drafted and presented to  the 

7 Commerce and Labors Committee.  It was going to be  a tough 

8 sell from the outstart because of resistance by th e real 

9 estate lobby.  Further complicating the politics i n 

10 Washington is a lawsuit now called the McCleary D ecision.  

11 It was filed by school districts against the Stat e of 

12 Washington for not adequately funding public educ ation.  

13 The State lost the lawsuit, and the Washington St ate 

14 Supreme Court upheld the decision and ruled that the 

15 legislators violated the law by underfunding the mandate 

16 and threatened to hold the legislature in contemp t if they 

17 didn't fix it this session.  A state legislative aide told 

18 me any legislation that had a fiscal note attache d will 

19 fail.  The legislation proposed would have added some 

20 inspectors and added administrative work.  What t he 

21 senator decided on was to add the following langu age to 

22 the seller discloser list.  

23      And what it says, "If a residential elevator , incline 

24 elevator, stairway chair lift, or wheelchair elev ator lift 

25 is included with the transfer." 
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1      And it asks four questions.  

2      Does it have any defects?  If yes, please exp lain. 

3      Was a permit obtained at installation?  

4      Did it pass inspection at installation?  

5      If alterations were made, did it pass inspect ion 

6 after those alterations?  

7      And then there was three choices:  yes, no, o r don't 

8 know.  

9      This wouldn't have compelled an inspection.  My hope 

10 was that by including this list would at least br ing some 

11 attention to the possible dangers these units may  pose.  I 

12 thought it might have some educational value.  

13      What came out of the Commerce and Labor Comm ittee at 

14 the suggestion of the real estate lobbyist was to  remove 

15 the questions and to lump conveyances into a misc ellaneous 

16 category along with 23 other items.  Unfortunatel y this 

17 change will do nothing to prevent the next accide nt.  

18 Residential elevators still pose a significant ri sk.  This 

19 is how it will appear if the disclosure is passed .  

20      And I've got 32 copies up here if some of yo u would 

21 like to see how the language looks.  And I'll pro bably 

22 have one further report once we find out more.

23      I want to thank everybody that helped me on this.  A 

24 lot of work went into it.  And my apologies for n ot doing 

25 a better job.  That's it.
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1      MR. BECKER:  Any other? 

2      MR. McLAUGHLIN:  We're moving up on a landmar k event 

3 here, and I don't want to take up too much time.  And we 

4 can talk about this more in the stakeholder meetin g. 

5      The events that Swen was talking about I thin k show a 

6 lot more progress than perhaps it appears at first  glance.  

7 There's obviously been a lot of work by Swen over many, 

8 many years on this thing.  And I have the links to  -- if 

9 you go to the bill site, it will take you to the v ideos of 

10 the two hearings that were held.  They're quite 

11 interesting.  They also indicate that Senator Kei ser and 

12 probably her staff have done a lot of work on thi s also. 

13      Swen talks about the fact that the -- well, I'm going 

14 to skip ahead here.  

15      There was a lot of work.  The real estate gr oup came 

16 into the first hearing.  At that time their instr uctions 

17 were to tell the senior legislative affairs offic er to 

18 oppose the bill which already had been modified q uite a 

19 bit from the material that Swen has presented in these 

20 meetings.  The real estate community saw an oppor tunity to 

21 move the language that Swen just quoted into anot her 

22 section and presented that as a suggestion to Sen ator 

23 Keiser.  

24      At the second hearing the suggestion had bee n -- had 

25 already been written in.  The question was presen ted to 
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1 Senator Keiser whether this met to the satisfactio n of the 

2 parties, and her reply was that everyone is comfor table 

3 with the revised bill and it passed unanimously.  

4      I see a tremendous amount of work and movemen t by 

5 everybody involved in this.  A lot of work by Swen .  A lot 

6 of work by Senator Keiser and her committee.  And also 

7 work by the real estate community to make a major shift in 

8 their position over the years.  And I think Swen i s to be 

9 commended for the amount of work that he's done to  get 

10 this thing to a point where a substitute bill cou ld come 

11 out of the committee with as I say Senator Keiser  saying 

12 everyone is comfortable with it and it was passed  

13 unanimously.  

14      I know that Swen's disappointed in this a lo t.  But I 

15 would say, Swen, I think you've achieved a lot mo re than 

16 maybe appear from this.  From what I understand, there are 

17 a lot of educational opportunities just in gettin g this 

18 far.  And I hope that we'll see that go forward.  

19      MR. BECKER:  Thank you.  

20      Any other comments?  

21      Okay.  Moving on, the next item is updates f rom the 

22 Code Adoption Subcommittee.  And I'm going to tur n this 

23 over to Bryan Wheeler.  He's got four proposals 

24 tentatively on the table.  

25      MR. WHEELER:  Yeah.  Thanks, Keith.  
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1      The Code Adoption Subcommittee at the last EA C 

2 presented four proposed code revisions to the curr ent WAC 

3 located on page 31 through 47 of your packet.  

4      There has been no meeting since that last EAC  meeting 

5 nor has there been any changes to this document si nce the 

6 last EAC meeting.  

7      During the meetings that we did have as a cod e 

8 subcommittee, it was represented by -- every stake holder 

9 group was represented and had an opportunity to pr esent at 

10 the committee meetings.  Before we moved any of t he 

11 proposals up to the EAC, there was a vote on each  of these 

12 to take and recommend these to the EAC.  

13      I think it's the opinion of the subcommittee  that the 

14 committee has completed their analysis of these p roposals, 

15 presented them to the EAC.  And at this point we feel that 

16 the EAC, it's in their hands to either place this  on the 

17 proposed Web site for the new upcoming WAC draft or not. 

18      And so I guess at this point we're not sure there's 

19 any further discussion that needs to take place o n these 

20 four items unless there's questions I'm not aware  of.

21      MR. BECKER:  Are there any questions or comm ents for 

22 Bryan?  

23      MR. DAY:  Bryan, are you going to go through  these 

24 one at a time?  How do you want to do this?

25      MR. WHEELER:  I hadn't planned to.  We've do ne it at 
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1 the last two meetings.  So unless there's reason t o.  I 

2 hadn't planned to, but I can.  

3      MR. DAY:  So the end result of this today, yo u want 

4 to know from the advisory committee if they are in  

5 agreement with these and want to send them back fo r 

6 further changes or disagreement with these? 

7      MR. WHEELER:  Well, I guess that's -- if the EAC is 

8 prepared to make a judgement on those, that would be 

9 great.  But if you're not, I think that's conversa tions 

10 that need to happen.  

11      MR. LARSON:  I've got a comment.  

12      Bryan, just so I understand, what you're tal king 

13 about is completely writing the administrative co de, 

14 completely replacing the administrative code as i t exists 

15 now with ASME 17.1; is that correct? 

16      MR. WHEELER:  The -- on proposal 001-2014, t he new 

17 format for conveyance rules in the WAC, yes, the proposal 

18 is to format the WAC in a similar format to what the ANSI 

19 is and highlight the changes to the -- excuse me -- the 

20 ASME, the A17, to format it like the ASME A17 cod e and 

21 then highlight the changes to those codes that Wa shington 

22 state has accepted or made.  

23      In many places of the WAC today has language  that is 

24 in duplicate of the A17, and so it's there.  It's  the 

25 exact same wording as A17, but then it goes on fu rther to 
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1 in a second paragraph or another subheading to mak e a 

2 change that Washington has.  

3      So it was an effort to clean that up and to m ake it 

4 clear what changes Washington has to the A17 code.  

5      MR. LARSON:  Okay.  And I thought we talked a bout 

6 this the last meeting, and I thought we voted on i t.  And 

7 so we're bringing it back again, and we voted not to go 

8 ahead with it.  

9      I think as it exists now, the question and fo rmat 

10 answer is clear for the building owners and for a  large 

11 amount of people that use the code that aren't im mersed in 

12 A17.1.  

13      I think you're talking -- just from what I'v e seen on 

14 the areas that -- we did change the small areas.  It was a 

15 ton of debate.  It was a ton of questions.  And t he 

16 language didn't come out clear.  

17      And I thought we voted that we weren't going  forward 

18 with this.  

19      MR. GAULT:  I vaguely remember the same comm ents.

20      MR. BECKER:  Yes, me too.  We -- essentially  we 

21 weren't comfortable with that direction as it was  going.  

22 That's what I recall.

23      MR. WHEELER:  So let's make closure in the m eeting 

24 notes that this is then closed, and the decision on 

25 proposal 01 was not to move forward.  
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1      MR. LARSON:  You know what?  I agree with cla rifying 

2 and simplifying language, and I -- and there's som e 

3 instances where we do that.  And I think that bene fits 

4 everybody.  But to completely rewrite the whole co de, I 

5 ain't got enough years left in my life to do that.  

6      MR. WHEELER:  So that's then closed?  

7      MR. DAY:  We've got a discussion going.  

8      Becky.  

9      MS. ERNSTES:  Well, what we have tried to do when we 

10 started in the last WAC rule is when we have code s that 

11 are different than the ASME, we're starting to wr ite the 

12 ASME rule and trying to make it clear that this i s an 

13 exception to this code.  And we did some of that in the 

14 last rule and will continue to do that going forw ard to 

15 identify when we change it that this is the rule we're 

16 changing.  And I think that that will help in cla rity.  

17      MR. GAULT:  My only question is that as we g o through 

18 this, and you're not always current with which ye ar of the 

19 ASME code.  And so when you now have to get into ensuring 

20 that you're adopting a certain year of the code b ecause 

21 you sometimes trail in your review of what the co de is, 

22 it'll cause confusion for ownership if as the ASM E code 

23 changes, Okay, which one are you going to be foll owing?  

24 The '10, the '11 or the '12?  Or which one are yo u -- 

25 which one is?
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1      So that's one reason why I'm not in favor is that we 

2 want to know what Washington requires of the ASME code 

3 that you're requiring, and as you review it and as  you 

4 change it, it gets changed and we know what it is.

5      MR. DAY:  Okay.  So you want to keep the lang uage --

6      MR. GAULT:  The language, yes.  And not just refer to 

7 code that -- you know, not only for ownership and not only 

8 for technicians.  It just -- there's not a lot of people 

9 out there that can read code.  And hopefully the W AC is 

10 one that is less encumbered for the routine peopl e to 

11 read.  

12      MR. DAY:  Okay, this proposal has two sectio ns to it.  

13 There's two pieces in it.  And I would ask that w e look at 

14 this as the two pieces that are in this particula r 

15 proposal.  

16      One of the pieces is to reformat the WAC so it looks 

17 similar to the layout of A17.1.  Correct, Bryan?  Is that 

18 correct? 

19      MR. WHEELER:  Uh-huh, correct.  

20      MR. DAY:  That could be a benefit I think fo r 

21 everybody.  

22      Culling away some of the language becomes in herently 

23 difficult because as this first one that is an ex ample 

24 that it got culled away is dealing with some lice nsing 

25 things.  And it's licensing for all.  It just so happens 
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1 that it lives in A17.1.  But there's nine categori es in 

2 Washington.  Not everything revolves around A17.1 in these 

3 rules.  

4      And so a lot of times it's necessary to keep this 

5 entire language because we are speaking to a build ing 

6 owner who doesn't know anything about A17.1 or the  

7 building industry who doesn't know anything about that.  

8 But we're also speaking to the licensed elevator m echanic 

9 on category number 2 and number 6 who doesn't know  

10 anything about that either -- A17.1 either.  They  know 

11 A18.1 but not A17.1.  And that language doesn't e xist in 

12 A18.1. 

13      So culling the language tends from our exper ience in 

14 dealing with actually 13 national standards that we have 

15 to -- that this WAC deals with, make sure that th e 

16 information gets to all parties that are associat ed with 

17 it.  

18      And this particular one on this example deal ing with 

19 license, elevator companies -- all elevator compa nies, 

20 whether you're category 1 or category 8, no matte r who you 

21 are, know that the jumpers can affect your licens e.  And 

22 it doesn't matter who you are.  Okay?  

23      So it was necessary.  The thought went into -- fewer 

24 pages would be nice.  And I think we should alway s keep 

25 that in mind, if it is possible, the fewer pages.   
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1      So I don't want to lose the thought, but also  for the 

2 subcommittee to recognize how broad this is.  It's  broader 

3 than A17.1 alone as a general rule.  

4      MR. HENDERSON:  I just want to make one comme nt here, 

5 which I think you started on.  And that is -- and sort of 

6 expanding on what Dave was talking about.  When yo u work 

7 in the state of Washington on conveyances, you hav e to 

8 know both A17-1 code as well as the WAC and RCW.  The WAC 

9 and RCW's are not all inclusive on the WAC rules - - on the 

10 rules that you have to live by in the state of Wa shington. 

11      I'd say -- Jack, you might help me on this o ne.  I'd 

12 say the WAC covers or modifies less than 10 perce nt of 

13 A17.1 that is required for all of us.

14      So you can't just say that you -- I don't wa nt to -- 

15 you know, that because we have the WAC, we don't need to 

16 know how to read an A17.1 code book.  We have to.   

17      And that's where Jack was going.  Making it the same 

18 will help everybody. 

19      And that is all I was wanting to say.  

20      MR. GAULT:  My comment was more that it's --  A17.1 is 

21 a -- in the days of growing up in school a refere nce note.  

22 It gives where the real meat and potatoes of this  section 

23 is from and helps the individual or point to go f or 

24 further if it needs clarity within the entity of the code.  

25 I mean, it helps you -- it's not just -- without putting 
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1 A17.1 in this section, it doesn't help anyone if t hey 

2 don't really understand what they're reading.  A17 .1 

3 allows further clarity to what they're doing if th ey're 

4 trying to read it in context.  Because all code ha s to be 

5 read in context.  You can't just take a bullet poi nt and 

6 just read that.  It's all part of the code.  It's all part 

7 of the entity, and it all fits together.  

8      So by just putting the A17 -- just go to the 

9 encyclopedia.  It's not easier always just to go t o that 

10 area.  So the WAC has pulled out what's important  to them 

11 and then references where it comes from is what I 'm 

12 getting at.  

13      MR. McNEILL:  I think the challenge for most  of the 

14 elevator companies and licensed contractors is th at we 

15 work in every state, and as we continue to have d ifferent 

16 requirements in every state, it causes a lot of c onfusion 

17 and also adds a lot of expense that gets passed o nto the 

18 owners.  And if we can get as much of one code al igned 

19 nationally, it benefits everybody.  And I believe  that was 

20 the intent here to clean it up so it's not confus ing, and 

21 we have one point of reference.  

22      And oftentimes I've made the mistake of look ing at 

23 the WAC code because it's very descriptive -- 

24 prescriptive, but descriptive, and I ignore the 1 7.1 where 

25 I really need to look at all of the detail and no t skip a 
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1 step that may cost us later.  

2      MR. DAY:  That's where, Bryan, I think -- wha t the 

3 cap was on this particular proposal is formatting the WAC 

4 so that it lines up with the national standards th at we 

5 adopt.  That way when we're dealing with A17 part 1, part 

6 2 or part 3, that the WAC is also just like that.  It's 

7 just like that.  

8      We tried to do it by dividing it into section s 

9 several years ago.  And what I'm hearing is we nee d it 

10 more de -- it needs to be better defined.  As thi s -- 

11 here's part 1 for A17.1 stuff. 

12      And I think, Bryan, as we go through it, it may 

13 inherently -- if it's inherently dealing with A17 .1 be 

14 able to strip away some of the entire paragraphs that 

15 we've ended up copying and pasting. 

16      MR. WHEELER:  So the intent of the subcommit tee and 

17 the proposal here that's in front was -- much of what has 

18 been described here and getting a uniformity with  the 

19 other jurisdictions, the City of Seattle included , that 

20 have a very minor change, they list out the chang es to the 

21 code that the city has adopted and clearly spells  that 

22 out.  Many other jurisdictions are the same way. 

23      But I think that the crux of a lot of the de bate of 

24 the subcommittee on this was the question-and-ans wer 

25 format and getting rid of that question-and-answe r format 
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1 to help pare that down.  And then lump the codes i nto 

2 sections that are mirroring the A17 or other A17 d ot codes 

3 that are out there.  So again, organizing it so th at we 

4 don't see just, you know, have to go six different  places 

5 to find the real answer.  It's the A17 with these changes.

6      And I guess that was the example on page 33 a s an 

7 example to what this may look like.  The existing WAC 

8 being highlighted, and then a suggested future WAC  where 

9 it identifies the A17 section and then what has ch anged. 

10      MR. DAY:  I think if it's pared correctly in  the 

11 right place in the WAC, that would be the answer right 

12 there. 

13      MR. WHEELER:  Exactly.  

14      And I want to be clear that I don't think an ybody in 

15 the subcommittee intended for that rewrite to be the 

16 responsibility of that subcommittee.  As Swen say s, I 

17 don't think I have enough years in my life to acc omplish 

18 that.  I think that that rewrite, should it choos e to be 

19 done, needs to be part of a code-writing group fr om the 

20 Department or from someplace that does that.  Bec ause that 

21 is a massive undertaking.  

22      MR. DAY:  Okay.  So at this point on this pr oposal, 

23 do we -- is there any change in what the committe e wants 

24 to ask for?  Or as is?  We weren't comfortable wi th it 

25 from the last meeting with the proposed change or  the 
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1 discussed changes.  You want to continue on or whe re do we 

2 want to leave it?  

3      MR. LARSON:  I've got a question.  Maybe you can 

4 answer this.  

5      We have three AHJ's in the state of Washingto n.  Are 

6 they all on the same code?  

7      MR. DAY:  I believe so.  

8      MR. LARSON:  Okay.  And then what happens whe n you 

9 adopt the next level of code?  Then you got to go back and 

10 rewrite the sections that are different?  

11      MR. DAY:  Correct.  

12      MR. LARSON:  And then you do that before the  code's 

13 accepted?  I would assume you have that in place.  

14      MR. DAY:  Yes.  And I would point to the Cod e 

15 Adoption Subcommittee is that's where we would li ke them 

16 to be is pointing to those codes.  

17      What they're looking for -- and Bryan, pleas e correct 

18 me if I'm wrong here.  What they're looking for i s moving 

19 forward with suggested ways to format it as they go 

20 through the new code.

21      MR. WHEELER:  For future, yes.  But I think that the 

22 intent was to -- the stuff that's there now, form at to 

23 remove the question-and-answer format.  

24      MS. ERNSTES:  Can the two be compatible that  we 

25 remove the question -- or we keep the question an d answer 
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1 and we reference the ASME?  I mean, I don't see th at as 

2 two separate things since we already started putti ng in 

3 ASME codes and -- I don't see those as they can't be 

4 accomplished.  

5      MR. WHEELER:  You know, in an effort of time,  I think 

6 there's as many different ways as there are people  in this 

7 room to do that.  And that's why we as a subcommit tee 

8 determined this was a way to present.  

9      It's clear that the EAC has concern over this .  So I 

10 think to move on from this proposal would be the right 

11 thing to do at this point.  And if the subcommitt ee 

12 chooses to present a revised version of this at a  future 

13 meeting, we will do so.  

14      MR. BECKER:  Are we good with that?  

15      MR. LARSON:  I have another comment.  

16      One of your proposals you brought forward is  not in 

17 here, the one by Amy, and I think it had to do wi th 18.1; 

18 I don't remember.  And that's really interjecting  

19 something, and that's what I don't want to see.  I don't 

20 want to see a whole bunch of stuff, you know, wri tten by 

21 some code committee and get a document this thick  

22 (gesturing), and you don't know what's in it.  Th at's 

23 what worries me about this.  

24      To clean up the language, I'm for it.  To ma ke it 

25 simpler, I'm for that.  To get rid of the punctua tion 
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1 marks and things like that, I'm for that.  But to 

2 wholesale change the code as it exists now, I'm no t for 

3 that.  

4      MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Do you want to move on t o 

5 proposal 2 or -- do you guys want to go through al l of 

6 them?  

7      MR. DAY:  Well, I feel the need to give direc tion as 

8 we go.  And I just want everybody -- are we on the  same 

9 page?  

10      I'm going to take a stab at it.  

11      Bryan, what I'd like the subcommittee to do is to 

12 continue with the formatting, the thought, the id ea that 

13 we're going to -- the intent is to group these WA C codes 

14 into segments that mirror the codes that we have adopted 

15 in this state.  If we're dealing with A18.1, then  A18.1 

16 has its own section.  And as it does, again, inhe rently 

17 we'll be able to cull some of the language.  

18      So I like the proposal.  And the part -- I'v e always 

19 been interested in getting rid of the question an d answer.  

20 So as we go through, as the committee goes throug h, they 

21 start culling those -- getting rid of those quest ion-and- 

22 answer format and deliver a more straightforward format. 

23      So I don't want to throw this baby out becau se 

24 there's good things in it.  Do you see what I'm t rying to 

25 get at?  
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1      MR. WHEELER:  Yeah, I do.  And I guess along those 

2 lines, I like the fact of the recommendation back from the 

3 EAC so that we have some dialogue.  

4      But I'm wondering is maybe this has become th e policy 

5 for all proposals that are submitted.  But could t he EAC 

6 then provide written comment on proposals that get  

7 presented so that we can take that written comment  back to 

8 our subcommittee and further analyze it there if t here 

9 needs to be further discussion rather than a discu ssion in 

10 a meeting?  If we had a formal response to the pr oposals I 

11 think would help get us to the right direction fa ster. 

12      MR. BECKER:  You know, I'm the same way on t he 

13 proposal I presented.  It's nice to have somethin g -- you 

14 know, we all live in a world if it's not written down, it 

15 doesn't exist; it didn't happen.  It's nice to ha ve some 

16 things, some direction that you can go back to.  

17      MR. WHEELER:  And many times the committee's  meeting 

18 a month after this meeting, and what all was said  and 

19 stuff -- I know that it's being documented, but n ot only 

20 is it readily available for us at those meetings.   So if 

21 we had a response section to each of these propos als I 

22 think would -- 

23      MR. DAY:  That's what I'm trying to do right  now, not 

24 in writing, but verbally.  And then we can make s ome 

25 notes.  Just stop with each one might be an issue .  
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1      So for 001-2014 is keep the format to the ado pted 

2 standards.  That's the first thing I'd like to say  in 

3 direction to the subcommittee.  

4      (Directed to committee members) You guys okay  with 

5 keeping the format to look and be like the nationa l 

6 standards that we adopted?  Because that's part of  this 

7 proposal.  You guys okay with that?  

8      Okay, Bryan, all of us are okay with that.  

9      The next thing is one of the pieces that ever ybody 

10 would like to see go away is the question-and-ans wer 

11 layout that's within.

12      And I also would encourage the Code Adoption  

13 Subcommittee that that's part of this proposal.  If we're 

14 going to cull the language, leave that up to some body 

15 else.  Give all the language and the language its elf be up 

16 to somebody else.  I mean, to cull the entire A17 .1 

17 paragraph down to a sentence -- down to a sentenc e.  I 

18 want you -- I would like that the committee -- th e 

19 subcommittee not deal with that. 

20      MR. WHEELER:  Correct.  

21      MR. DAY:  Okay?  

22      MR. McNEILL:  I don't know if I agree that t he 

23 complete committee wants the question and answer gone.  I 

24 think David -- unless I didn't hear right -- Davi d as an 

25 owners rep wants that question and answer --
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1      MR. GAULT:  No.  

2      MR. McNEILL:  -- description --

3      MR. GAULT:  From my prior experience having - - I 

4 dealt with the code of federal regulations, and th at was 

5 never done in a question and answer.  You had subj ect 

6 matter, you had reference, and you found exactly w hat you 

7 want.  If you're talking about hatches on a barge,  you 

8 knew where to go to find that.  Hatches on a barge  had to 

9 have, and it listed da-da-da-da-da, not a -- you k now, 

10 what does a hatch on a barge have to -- you didn' t -- so 

11 it was outlined like Jack said, like A17 in a man ner where 

12 it's a step 1, 2, 3, A, B, C, subparagraph 4, 5, 6, 

13 whatever it might be.  When you're used to dealin g -- and 

14 that's the way most, you know, as I said the fede ral codes 

15 are written.  And that's why when I go to look at  the WAC 

16 that's asking me questions, and I'm going, Okay, these are 

17 the answers, where do all these answers come from ?  And 

18 when you do more research, you have to then page your way 

19 back through A17.  But if it's in a very straight forward, 

20 no question and answer -- because every time you ask a 

21 question to answer all the -- the answers answer all the 

22 questions.  

23      MR. McNEILL:  Oh, okay.  I understand.  

24      I just don't want the subcommittee to be in a 

25 position where they have expended a tremendous am ount of 
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1 effort and then we have enough -- we don't have en ough of 

2 the committee that is for it, and we just end up s pinning 

3 our wheels again and wasting the subcommittee's ti me.  I 

4 don't want that to happen.

5      MR. DAY:  So deal with these three things the n?  

6      Oh, we had another one?  

7      MS. ERNSTES:  I think Swen had a comment.  

8      MR. LARSON:  Yeah.  I for one would like to s ee the 

9 questions and answers remain in some kind of forma t.  I 

10 think it's a fast way for people to find the answ ers that 

11 they're looking for on some of the frequently ask ed 

12 questions.  To wade through books and books of co de, I 

13 mean, some people are really good at it; other pe ople are 

14 not so good at it.  But I think that for the majo rity of 

15 the population, question-and-answer format works very well 

16 for the residential owner, for the building owner .  I 

17 think it works pretty good for them to find their  answers.

18      UNIDENTIFIED:  Swen, what works for your mec hanic 

19 stuff?

20      MR. LARSON:  Probably the same thing.  

21      UNIDENTIFIED:  Okay.  So that's my question for you, 

22 if you feel that's consistent with your mechanic --

23      MR. LARSON:  Yeah.  I think at this juncture  that the 

24 question and answer probably saves them time.  Yo u know, 

25 you should be able to ask your people that and se e what 
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1 they think too.  I think it's more user friendly.  I think 

2 it's simpler to find the answer to go wade through  two or 

3 three code books that are bouncing you all over th e place.  

4 You just want to find the answer.  And sometimes t he 

5 questions and answers just say, Here's what the st ate of 

6 Washington expects of us in this area.  

7      MR. DAY:  So I'd just like to maybe throw out  an 

8 example or two right off the cuff.  Okay?

9      I just opened the WAC, and I'm going to read a couple 

10 examples of the question.  Okay?  Everybody okay with 

11 that?  

12      All right.  Here I'm in WAC 5020, and it's d ealing 

13 with material lifts.  Okay?  This is what it's de aling 

14 with.  

15      What requirements apply to construction and fire 

16 safety of hoistway enclosures?  So it's a questio n.

17      And then down below are five items.  Instead  of what 

18 requirements apply -- so we're just really talkin g about 

19 something very simple here.  The requirements tha t apply 

20 to the construction and fire safety of a material  lift 

21 hoistway.  It's just removing the question-and-an swer type 

22 of format.  

23      So this is what I thought.  Bryan or somebod y -- who 

24 else is here from that subcommittee?  What differ ence 

25 would you say -- do you have a WAC with you?  Oka y.  Can 
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1 you take a stab at what you think?  

2      MR. WHEELER:  I don't think we want to do tha t, to be 

3 honest with you.  I think that the format -- the k ind of 

4 example that we used was really all that we talked  about. 

5      On page 33 where it -- for example, in the WA C 

6 96-02471 -- 

7      MR. DAY:  I'm sorry, Bryan, I'm not with you.   Where 

8 at?  

9      MR. WHEELER:  02471 is the example on page 33  of the 

10 handout.  It talks about key switches.  And there 's a 

11 fairly lengthy description that reiterates exactl y word 

12 for word what the A17 states.  And the suggested change 

13 there would be just adding the note section for t he WAC 

14 because the note section is what changes it in th e WAC.

15      MR. DAY:  And you may see from that particul ar 

16 example that we already removed the question.  So  the 

17 existing WAC already has the question removed. 

18      MR. WHEELER:  Yeah.  I'd have to look at the  previous 

19 -- if it's a part of a subsection or not.  I don' t have 

20 that in front of me.  

21      But I think that -- what the message I'm hea ring back 

22 is that if the subcommittee was to reconsider kee ping the 

23 format similar to the adopted standard, removing the Q & A 

24 format was the majority okay with.  There was som e 

25 opposition.  But that you want us to relook at th is 
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1 proposal and provide some additional samples of wh at that 

2 language might look like, not redo the entire thin g, but 

3 -- that's for others to do, but to provide some sa mples of 

4 what that would look like. 

5      MR. DAY:  Yes.  I believe -- just a second.  Swen's 

6 got -- Swen. 

7      MR. LARSON:  To answer your question that you  raised 

8 about the construction of the hoistway lifts, the answer 

9 would be to send them to that section in the code that 

10 deals with that.  I mean, instead of just saying whatever 

11 it says.  You answer -- you send them to that sec tion in 

12 the code.  That way, somebody that's not real fam iliar 

13 with the code goes there, they read the question,  Okay, 

14 here's where I go and look for it.  You know, 17. 1, 3.6.8, 

15 whatever.  

16      MR. WHEELER:  And that's how the A17 is writ ten, 

17 hoistway construction, and it lists all the requi rements 

18 for that.  And so that's the similar format we wa nt to see 

19 in the WAC.  

20      MR. LARSON:  But I think the question and an swer 

21 sends them to the right place in the code, and it  keeps it 

22 user friendly for people that are not speaking th e code.  

23 It gives them a place to go and look in the code rather 

24 than wading through code and trying to find it.  It 

25 clarifies it. 
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1      MR. POP:  Let me respond.  The only concern I  have 

2 with the reference is is that the code changes eve ry two 

3 to three years.  So now we're looking at 2013 code .  And 

4 we're going to have to go and rewrite the whole WA C again 

5 because there's always new sections added.  And th en -- I 

6 mean, just like Swen said, who has the time to do all that 

7 every two to three years to redo the whole WAC.  

8      MR. BECKER:  But I don't see that the ASME co de is 

9 going to reference a date until there's a change o n the 

10 date that's -- 

11      MR. POP:  At that -- 

12      MR. BECKER:  At that point we revise -- 

13      MR. DAY:  It's a cross-reference task.  The ASME 

14 would tell us by reference at the beginning which  codes 

15 were edited or modified.  And so it's the look at  the WAC 

16 codes to see if we have one that was modified -- or that 

17 we modified of those. 

18      MR. POP:  Well, the only thing is like, for example, 

19 Bryan mentioned the, you know, you have key switc hes.  You 

20 have 2.27.2 through 2.27.5 and 2.27.11.  So if th ere was a 

21 2.12 in edit in the future, then everybody says, Well, 

22 this one's excluded here.  So that's kind of what  I was -- 

23 if there's -- you know, among the sections added in the 

24 future.  

25      MR. BECKER:  Becky.
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1      MS. ERNSTES:  To my knowledge we have never d one WAC 

2 rules when we did not adopt the new code.  We don' t do WAC 

3 rules typically in the middle of code adoption.  W e take 

4 -- we decide we're going to adopt a new code, and so we 

5 have the WAC's that we reformat to reflect the new  code.  

6 So we'll be doing that task anyway.  And so whatev er WAC 

7 is in effect today references the 2011 code.  And the 

8 WAC's before that went in conjunction with the oth er ASME. 

9      So even though it sounds like it's a monument al -- 

10 you have to remember, we don't have more than 40 different 

11 codes in the new and alt section that refer to th e current 

12 adopted ASME.  We have lots of stuff in WAC that are for 

13 manlifts, but those are not nationally adopted co des.  So 

14 we're talking about a narrow piece of the code.  We're not 

15 talking about rewriting unless we change the form at the 

16 whole WAC.  We're talking about the new and alter ed 

17 section only that refer to a newly adopted sectio n of WAC.  

18 So we're not talking about a monumental task to k eep up 

19 with changes.  Because we'd be looking at that se ction 

20 anyway that we're changing and say, Okay, that's that code 

21 number.  So I don't think it's something that's 

22 unmanageable when we're only dealing with new and  altered. 

23      And one of the things we need to do is we ne ed to 

24 take new and altered and divide them into their o wn two 

25 sections which would help a whole lot.  
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1      And if we put it in a format that looks like ASME and 

2 say all the machine room stuff is in section blank  that 

3 matches section blank, we're not -- I don't think that's a 

4 monumental task to be able to do and to keep the q uestion 

5 and answers.  And -- 

6      MR. DAY:  I think it will make it simpler. 

7      MS. ERNSTES:  Yeah.  It will over the long ru n.  

8 Because you still take WAC 296 version "X" with th e 2010 

9 code and WAC 296 version -- 

10      MR. DAY:  Becky, we're kind of -- 

11      MR. BECKER:  At this point for right now wit h your 

12 proposal, Bryan, have we got a consensus?  What I  need to 

13 do is move through, and if we've got time to come  back, we 

14 can have more discussions --

15      MR. DAY:  Well, I think we need to answer it  for them 

16 because they need to start another meeting.  So I  want 

17 them to start a meeting with some direction from us. 

18      And Swen, I think that you and the folks tha t you 

19 represent will like it better if we have it forma tted and 

20 where it belongs in A17, mirrored, right?  I thin k you 

21 will.  And you won't need the question part of it .  I 

22 believe that is so.  

23      So Swen is going to want to see proof in the  pudding. 

24      So Bryan, what I'd ask, let's continue with this 

25 proposal.  That's what I would want to say.  And then 
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1 let's just hands up or hands down.  Continue with the 

2 proposal, keep the format, the idea of the format to 

3 adopted standards.  Remove the question and answer  but 

4 only do a strike-through so it remains there for f olks to 

5 see.  That way, Bryan, that way we can maybe can g et 

6 others more comfortable with it.  Okay?  

7      MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  

8      MR. DAY:  And if we got A17.1 language in the re, 

9 leave that up to somebody else to decide to cull i t or to 

10 expand upon it.  So all agree?

11      MR. BECKER:  So for the committee just, you know, 

12 something to look at.  

13      MR. LARSON:  To get something to look at?  I s that 

14 what you're saying?  

15      MR. DAY:  Uh-huh.  

16      MR. LARSON:  Yeah, I'd like to see --

17      MR. BECKER:  Just a little larger example of  --

18      MR. LARSON:  Yeah.  

19      MR. DAY:  And if we don't like it, it's just  struck 

20 through, and we can bring it back.  But they need  some 

21 direction is what they need.  

22      MR. BECKER:  Just a little larger example an d we'll 

23 just see what the feeling is.  

24      Now, the other three, do you want to continu e on with 

25 those, Bryan, or -- I really need to -- we're get ting 
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1 tight here.

2      MR. WHEELER:  That's fine.  I'll table the re st of 

3 these until another meeting, and you can go on wit h your 

4 other business.  

5      MR. BECKER:  Okay.  The next item is machine room 

6 space.  And I've just got just a short -- real, re al short 

7 on that.  

8      We were asked to -- this is on page 49 -- I w as asked 

9 -- we presented this -- the grain industry, we've been 

10 asked for a light switch at the -- a light at the  top of 

11 the machine space.  

12      Typically these machine spaces in the grain industry 

13 are part of the work area.  So there's already li ghts up 

14 there.  There's just not switches up there.  

15      This proposal just asks for there not to be a need 

16 for that light switch.  What we have added to the  language 

17 from the previous was one line at the end of the top of 

18 the purpose -- the proposal and the purpose, and that was 

19 to ensure the lighting would not be turned off wh ile work 

20 is being performed in machine space -- in the mac hine 

21 space.  A tag-out procedure would be implemented at that 

22 existing switch.  Just a tag system that somebody  could 

23 apply to the switch when it's in the on position that 

24 indicates that there's work being performed.  And  other 

25 than that, that was the only thing that was asked  to be 
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1 added to this proposal from the last meeting.  Tha t's what 

2 we proposed.

3      The light switch in that area could be turned  on 

4 downstairs.  It doesn't seem to propose a -- or ad d any 

5 safety features to working in that area.  Like I s ay, it's 

6 in a large work area in these facilities.  

7      And so that's what that was about.  

8      MR. DAY:  So this is a proposal in lieu of ha ving a 

9 light switch by the machine.  

10      MR. BECKER:  It's regarding just a electric -- I 

11 mean, it's not getting into any other conveyances .  

12      MR. DAY:  Rob, I think it was your concern, and 

13 rightfully so?  And does this satisfy your concer n?

14      MR. McNEILL:  I still like the lock-out, but  yes, it 

15 does.  It satisfies it.  I think it's a good comp romise, 

16 and it makes it much safer for the worker up abov e.  I'm 

17 happy.  I think it's a good move.  

18      MR. BECKER:  So moving forward.  

19      MR. LARSON:  So are you talking about lockin g the 

20 light switch off or locking it on?  

21      MR. BECKER:  I'm tagging it to indicate --

22      MR. LARSON:  Okay.  Tagging it on?  

23      MR. BECKER:  Tagging it in the on position.  

24      MR. LARSON:  Okay, okay. 

25      MR. BECKER:  So that way --
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1      MR. LARSON:  Rather than -- 

2      MR. BECKER:  They're not typically a three-wa y 

3 switch.  They're just a one -- a single-position s witch.  

4 They're turned on -- or even if they are, a three- way 

5 switch if that switch is turned on --

6      MR. LARSON:  Just a tag to say, Don't turn th is off.

7      MR. BECKER:  Work being -- 

8      MR. GAULT:  Or actually I think it would be b etter, 

9 rather than the tag thing, it should be actually a  

10 physical lock of the switch, which they have, tha t you can 

11 lock the switch in the on position.  

12      MR. BECKER:  Some cases we have two switchin g and -- 

13 for our dust exposure situations, there's not nec essarily 

14 a clear method for locking those out at this poin t.  

15      But they can be.  I mean, we can go that rou te.  I 

16 mean, it's used -- typically it's a switch cover that 

17 needs to be changed that allows to make that chan ge.

18      MR. DAY:  I think you'd have to basically de al with 

19 that with this proposal, wouldn't you?  

20      MR. BECKER:  Well, it depends on how that ta g-out -- 

21 if that tag-out system is going to be a lock or i f it's 

22 going to be a tag that can be hung on the switch.   I mean, 

23 however you felt it was --

24      MS. ERNSTES:  You also control who comes int o your 

25 building.  There are not -- the public doesn't wo rk in 
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1 your building.  Nobody goes and works on that conv eyance 

2 without being signed in, notified.  We're talking about a 

3 grain bin.

4      And I understand his concerns because these a re 

5 highly explosive switches.  And to change out a sw itch 

6 just because, you know, you need to notify a worke r, I 

7 think a tag would work because anybody coming behi nd that 

8 worker would know that that person is already ther e 

9 because they sign in.  We're not talking about eve n ten 

10 people on a job site at once.  We're talking thre e or four 

11 people.

12      And I think in his situation -- I've been to  many of 

13 them -- a tag would probably work with that lock- out just 

14 to say workers in the area, switch needs to remai n on. 

15      And then that person has to be responsible f or taking 

16 the tag off.  They could even sign their name, wh o's 

17 there, you know. 

18      MR. BECKER:  You know, the tag can be attach ed so 

19 it's not going to fall off.  You know, we can att ach it to 

20 the conduit or we can attach it to the switch.  W e can -- 

21 everything's rigid conduit in these facilities.  It can be 

22 zip tied on there and it has to be taken off.  Or  it can 

23 be locked -- I mean, it actually could be locked on in 

24 place.

25      MR. DAY:  Would you like this to be moved to  proposed 
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1 status in WAC?  

2      MR. BECKER:  I would.  

3      MR. DAY:  Okay.  

4      And just because it's moved to proposed statu s 

5 doesn't mean we're -- anybody's done with it.  It just 

6 means hopefully it's open to a wider audience.  Ok ay?  

7      MR. BECKER:  The last item is licensing crite ria.  

8 You want to touch on that real quick?  

9      MR. DAY:  I don't know if I can be really qui ck. 

10      The last page.  Who hasn't had the opportuni ty to 

11 read the last two pages, 51 and 52?  No hands, me aning 

12 everybody's been able to read it?  

13      Okay.  Basically what this is is we've creat ed a 

14 policy that allows us to renew a temporary mechan ic's 

15 license for more than two consecutive months and more than 

16 six times per year.  It basically allows a tempor ary 

17 mechanic to remain a temporary mechanic for the n ext 17 

18 months is what it does.  Okay?  

19      There are criteria that must be met.  And on e of the 

20 things I'll start off with is this still means th at the 

21 temporary is renewed once every 30 days.  

22      So please, this does not mean you don't have  to renew 

23 their license every 30 days.  You do.  It just me ans you 

24 get to renew their license.  Okay?  

25      And there's some criteria in there.  I want you guys 
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1 to read that carefully.  But the basic criteria fo r it is 

2 your elevator company's primary point of contact - - 

3 everybody know who -- I don't -- I'm not trying to  put 

4 anybody on the spot.  I'm just trying to realize, do you 

5 all know that each elevator company has a primary point of 

6 contact?  That primary point of contact person is the one 

7 responsible for signing the application for the te mporary 

8 mechanic.  And we won't take copied over after cop ied over 

9 signatures.  We want your person to take responsib ility 

10 for it.  

11      That person also must be able to demonstrate  to us 

12 that they actually truly meet this, that you've e xhausted 

13 your labor pool and the jobs that you have outsta nding and 

14 you show us that you can meet that.  

15      Now, that became a little bit difficult, and  we tried 

16 to spell it out the best that we can here in deal ing with 

17 represented and not represented people.  The repr esented 

18 people, that's going to be fairly straightforward  if 

19 there's somebody on the bench or not.  The non-re presented 

20 people, it's going to be a little bit different b ecause 

21 you don't have a bench.  

22      So that particular subject, though, you and the 

23 primary point of contact can be discussing that w ith the 

24 Department and how you're going to prove that.  

25      The other thing that's in here is we did not  change 
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1 the documented experience.  We cannot change the 

2 documented experience.  It is as it exists.  75 pe rcent.  

3 So that's the only people that we're going to allo w to be 

4 turned up and become a temporary mechanic.  

5      Lastly, I want you guys on the last page, und erlined 

6 circle number 5, you got to keep your pass rate up  to 70 

7 percent.  You have to.  You need to anyway because  we're 

8 way too busy to be messing around with failed insp ections.  

9 You are and so are we.  And to make this point ver y -- 

10 right to the nitty-gritty of it all, you're expec ted to if 

11 you're going to retain a temporary mechanic for m ore than 

12 two months.  You're expected to.  

13      If any of you don't know where you're at in your 

14 pass/fail rate, you can see me after the stakehol ders 

15 meeting, and I will tell you in private.  I will tell you 

16 in private where you are.  

17      If you want to know, please send me an e-mai l as well 

18 if you want to know.  Okay?  And I'll send you yo ur copy 

19 of your report.  

20      Any questions on this primary point of conta ct? 

21      MR. GAULT:  Jack, I just have one question.  Just 

22 the way it's written, does category 9 mean tempor ary 

23 elevator --

24      MR. DAY:  It does, yes.  

25      MR. GAULT:  Or is category 9 one of the cate gories of 



Page 74

1 a mechanic's license as a temporary?  

2      MR. DAY:  Category 9 means that person is hol ding a 

3 temporary mechanic's license.  

4      MR. GAULT:  Because when I first read it, I t hought 

5 it was reading category 9 and, oh, you're only aff ecting 

6 category 9 --

7      MR. DAY:  We are.  

8      MR. GAULT:  -- two different ways.  I just re ad it in 

9 another way.  So category 1 temporary elevator lic ense 

10 would not apply?  

11      MR. DAY:  How it applies is that the person may hold 

12 a temporary category 1 or a temporary category 2.  

13      MR. GAULT:  But by the word "temporary" mean s 

14 category 9?  

15      MR. DAY:  Yeah.  

16      MR. GAULT:  Okay.  Thanks.  

17      MR. DAY:  I'm sorry.  I held you guys five m inutes 

18 over. 

19      MR. BECKER:  At this point we will finish up  the 

20 agenda on the meeting, and we will adjourn.  We'l l take 

21 about a ten-minute break and come back for the st akeholder 

22 meeting.  

23                               (Whereupon, at 11:0 5 a.m.,
                              proceedings adjourned .)

24

25
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