Stairway Manufacturers Statement to the CTC 9/23/05

In yesterdays discussions it was stated by the committee that the 4” sphere rule has been in effect since the 70’s in the model codes.

Some examples of Time Lag before codes are adopted and Enforced/Implemented:

4” sphere rule

NJ 1988


Mass 1991 or later (memory) 9” sphere rule changed to 6” Mass still has 5”

Guard Height


1992 or later Mass still had not implemented 34-36 guards  

In the Dallas study it specifically mentions the effect of old code on accidents and cites it as a major cause.

These are only a few instances

Most of the housing in the US does not comply with the codes in affect today. Today’s codes could make a profound effect on the accidents types cited in the aged NEISS reports compiled for this committee yesterday.  In many cases we know they make a profound effect.  Can we use what we know to make things better?   Absolutely, by going back to the CEO with stipulations for when and how the existing built environment needs to be changed with the reasons why.

Has there been any information provided that makes any one here comfortable with proposing a prescriptive code that will lower climbing accidents and be able to justify the ramifications.  I seriously doubt that is the case because we can’t define how many accidents of what type there are, how will you measure the difference.  We can compare SWAGS and come up with subjective opinions.  We don’t know how high the guards are in the accidents or what the opening limitations were or what aids were used when to climb. The SMA supports change based on empirical evidence, evidence that provides a map, a direction.  Please emphasize, to the CEO, the lack of empirical evidence that has been available for review in the formulation of the committee’s recommendation.

The simple fact is that kids enjoy climbing, they want what they can’t reach, and they want to be taller, grown-up. Lets say we could prevent climbing of guards.  Will kids stop climbing or will they look for other things to climb up or through:  bookcases, cabinets, windows, trees, rock walls, fences, lighting fixtures, downspouts, barriers?  Is there some inherent level of climbing accidents that we will never be able to prevent?  What is that level? What causes it?   We Don’t Know and we can’t measure it!  An expression I like, “if you don’t measure it you won’t change it”.  This is one of the stanchions of the Toyota Production System one of the most effective modems of continuous change for the better and it speaks to this very issue of displacement.  Tell the CEO that you recommend a substantial effort be made by the ICC to confer with the CPSC and NEISS to improve the collection and compilation of useable data that will substantiate positive changes for the better in the Built Environment.

So one could say based on what we know now that another solution besides Non-Climbable Guards might exist, one that could be just as effective maybe even more so.  From what we know now; the development of non-climbing children would affect all incidents of climbing.  This works, car seats and helmets are excellent examples of government mandated safety products. Let the CEO know that parental supervision, education and childproofing with after market products that the ICC could endorse on a non-proprietary basis are a key element in preventing climbing accidents specifically in homes where children live.  Inform him that relative to turning every guard into a barrier that this is an extremely low cost solution.

So lets look at the prescriptive code we have so far as suggested by the committee in the July 7th Preliminary Analysis: 

It is based on shotgun blast assumptions, a compilation of failed code changes.  The bullet missed, so lets try buckshot, the buckshot didn’t work either so lets try, putting everything we have into this load and pull the trigger. 

SMA Position Summary:

We believe that based on what we know that this proposed code language would without doubt cause more climbing accidents.  

We find empirical justification that could lead to the fact that any guard can be climbed and that designing a non-climbable guard could proof impractical at the least.

We feel that bringing the built environment up to code with an accelerated program is critical and would have the deepest effect in reducing climbing accidents.

We find critical facts necessary to make sounds decisions for any changes to the current code to be absent and that there would be huge benefits to an ICC lead cooperation with the CPSC and the NEISS with unfathomable benefits to building safety across the board not just in issues related to guards.  You heard the exact same issues in the Carbon Monoxide discussions yesterday.  

We believe that there could be significant changes in the climbing accident rate with ICC endorsement of suitable after market safety products and their recognition of the lack of parental supervision as a contributing factor to many climbing accidents.

Based on recommending this course of action we feel the committee can determine that there is no need to determine any other measures to prevent or inhibit the climbing of guards nor is their any empirical data that would support further action at this time.

