Hansards of Bill 72 Municipal Residential Sprinkler Act, 2008


MUNICIPAL RESIDENTIAL 
SPRINKLER ACT, 2008 / 
LOI DE 2008 SUR LES EXTINCTEURS 
AUTOMATIQUES RÉSIDENTIELS 
DANS LES MUNICIPALITÉS

Mrs. Jeffrey moved second reading of the following bill:

Bill 72, An Act to amend the Building Code Act, 1992, the City of Toronto Act, 2006 and the Municipal Act, 2001 with respect to fire sprinkler systems in new residential buildings / Projet de loi 72, Loi modifiant la Loi de 1992 sur le code du bâtiment, la Loi de 2006 sur la cité de Toronto et la Loi de 2001 sur les municipalités à l'égard des extincteurs automatiques dans les nouveaux immeubles d'habitation.

The Speaker (Hon. Steve Peters): The member from Brampton-Springdale.

Mrs. Linda Jeffrey: The blaze started in a small brick bungalow in Toronto at 3:45 p.m. Darryl was at home at the time of the fire. He lived with his parents: a retired father and his mother, who operated a small, home-based business as well as caring for her son.

Darryl, 54, had multiple sclerosis and was confined to a wheelchair. His elderly father and a nephew attempted to save Darryl but were driven back by the smoke. They were taken to hospital with serious smoke inhalation injuries. Darryl was pronounced dead at the scene. A working smoke alarm was recovered in the house outside the bedroom where the fire started.

I present to the House Bill 72, the residential fire sprinkler systems act, 2008. It would be more appropriately named for individuals like Darryl and the hundreds of other Ontarians who might have been saved if a residential sprinkler system was present.

In the galleries today there are members of fire services from across Ontario who have travelled here today to bear witness to our actions. They can all tell you the harrowing stories of people who died or were injured, who might have had a chance if they'd had the extra precious minutes that a residential fire sprinkler system would have provided. I want to acknowledge their attendance and thank them for their ongoing dedication.

Since being elected in 2003, I've brought forward two private members' bills that would have ultimately put the onus for mandating residential sprinklers on the shoulders of the province. After consulting fire professionals, I've decided this time to approach the issue from a different perspective. The bill we're talking about today would amend several provincial statutes granting municipalities to enact bylaws requiring fire sprinkler systems in all new residential buildings. This bill recognizes that municipalities should have the ability to ensure that new homes in their communities have this important, life-saving feature incorporated during construction.

This past weekend, a family in my community of Brampton lost their home in a new subdivision, and two firefighters were taken to hospital. I believe that sprinklers would have limited the spread of the fire that engulfed one home and left two others severely damaged. Every few days, we read stories about another preventable fire and the needless loss of life. These stories raise awareness, and it's clear that the issue of residential sprinklers has finally become a provincial debate.

On the one side are those charged with public safety. Municipalities and their fire chiefs from across Ontario have petitioned our government, asking for the power to ensure that residential sprinklers are installed in all new residential construction.

On the other side of the debate are home builders and members of the construction industry who claim that new homes are safer and fire-resistant. It's true that building practices have improved, but today homes are built from lightweight, composite wood frames that are consumed by fire more quickly and fail even faster than solid wood beams.
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Caught in the middle of this debate are politicians. For me, the choice is clear. I'm passionate about saving lives, and I know there is more that our province can do. I no longer wonder if building codes will be changed to require residential sprinklers; I just wonder when regulations will be brought forward. It's clearly the way of the future, as witnessed by cities such as Vancouver.

Interior finishes such as upholstery, laminates and contents made of synthetic foam and plastics are routinely found in our homes. Our sofas and carpets are now largely constructed from petrochemical based materials. These contents create fires that burn hotter and quicker and produce higher concentrations of toxic smoke than natural finishes.

A new study, released in October 2007 by the Underwriters' Laboratories, adds credibility to the characterization of polyurethane foams and similar materials as solid gasoline. The furnishings that surround us today pose a higher level of risk than in the past, resulting in faster-developing fires and less time to escape. As a result of this and other factors, the time between the start of a free-burning fire and a flashover has been reduced to between 2.2 and 4.3 minutes. Homeowners have a shorter period of time to escape, and firefighters have a much more serious situation upon arrival.

Some have argued that only smoke alarms are necessary. Yet, while our first thought upon hearing a smoke alarm should be to get out, this is not always the case. People wait for reinforcing cues. What we typically do when we hear a fire alarm sounding is get out of bed, open the door, stick out our head and wait for a cue or direction, all of which takes precious time.

In a review of fatal fire data over a three-year period in Ontario, it was found that 43% of smoke alarms did not work, usually because of a dead or missing battery or power source. Smoke alarms aren't foolproof. They have a limited lifespan and need to be replaced every 10 years.

Residential sprinklers are an automatic device, a technology that requires no human intervention or reaction. It's a proven technology, like airbags. It doesn't rely on changing human behaviour to prevent an accident or loss of life.

Others have questioned the need for sprinklers. They've argued that the cost will negatively affect home affordability and may cost jobs in the housing sector. Yes, there's a cost associated with the installation of residential sprinklers. There's a cost factor with seat belts and airbags in motor vehicles. Today, these devices are recognized as essential life-saving equipment that no one would be without. Vancouver, which has had residential sprinkler legislation for nearly two decades, has not seen housing sales negatively impacted. We spend nearly two thirds of every day in a sprinklered environment, and no one has made the argument that we shouldn't have sprinklers in public places because of cost.

Fire sprinkler systems have proven their value and effectiveness time and time again. They protect our workplaces, restaurants, entertainment venues, schools, factories, gyms and places of worship. Vancouver has had 18 years of experience with residential sprinklers, and since the city passed the bylaw, there has not been a single accidental fire death in a home equipped with sprinklers.

The Association of Municipalities of Ontario recently expressed support for building code revisions that would make sprinklers mandatory in new residential buildings over three storeys and has also expressed support for this proposed bill. The Canadian Association of Fire Chiefs and the Council of Canadian Fire Marshals and Fire Commissioners support the need for fire sprinklers in all residential occupancies. Organizations such as the Ontario Municipal Fire Prevention Officers Association and over 50 municipalities across Ontario support this legislation.

On a cold February morning at 4 a.m., a fire engulfed a family home in Toronto. Loretta managed to escape the blaze with her two-year-old daughter and was pounding on neighbours' doors, pleading desperately for help. Her husband and four-year-old twin son and daughter were trapped inside the inferno.

Neighbours reported that this young mother was frantic. She was screaming for her family members in the house. A neighbour went into the house, and he said, "I've never seen anything burn like that. There was just nothing I could do. Smoke and flames were coming out. It was engulfed."

Toronto Fire Services dispatched 13 vehicles with 50 firefighters. The fire was under control at 4:22. Paramedics pronounced Stewart, Mackenzie and Arthur Cameron dead at the scene.

This past weekend, I joined Toronto Fire Services and the Toronto Professional Firefighters' Association at a service to honour past, present and future firefighters who make the supreme sacrifice at the fallen firefighters' memorial, to mark the addition of 22 names to that monument. These brave men and women put their lives on the line protecting us. I don't want to see any more families devastated by the premature loss of their loved ones.

I want to thank the Premier for acknowledging that our province can do more with regards to fire safety in residential buildings over three stories. I want us to be courageous and take that next critical step and develop a comprehensive residential sprinkler strategy for new construction.

For more than 25 years, nearly a dozen coroners' juries and inquests have recommended changes to the Ontario building code to include residential fire sprinklers. Isn't it time Canada's most populous province took the lead on this issue and answered the call of saving lives?

When I first came to Queen's Park, I remember something the Premier said. He encouraged us to be courageous and to bring forward legislation that's meaningful. I took his words to heart. I cannot think of anything more important than demonstrating our commitment to civilian and firefighter safety. I'd like to thank my friend Brian Maltby. He's been relentless in his determination to see residential sprinklers become mandatory.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Jim Wilson): Further debate?

Mr. Ernie Hardeman: I'm happy to be up and speaking to Bill 72. I want to thank the member from Brampton-Springdale for reintroducing this bill. To say "reintroducing" this bill may not be quite true; obviously the other two were slightly different. I want to talk a little bit about that difference, but I do want to thank her for her perseverance, for dealing with this issue that is part of fire safety.

Having been a firefighter for 25 years, I very much appreciate anything that government and any member of government can do to make society safer from the effects of fire and, more importantly as it relates to firefighters, to make it safer for those who risk their lives to make sure others are not hurt by that fire. We saw it with the World Trade Center, but you see it every day when you go to a fire anywhere, that as everyone else is trying to get out, the firefighters are trying to go in, to help those that are there. There's no doubt in my mind that sprinklers in the house would help that cause; I do want to acknowledge that right up front.

I want to recognize all the firefighters who are here today. It's great to see you here. It makes the place somewhat worthwhile that as you talk about a piece of legislation this important, the people who are going to be impacted by it are here to hear that discussion. I want to thank them for that.

I did say that there was one thing I did want to talk about a little bit: the difference between this bill, Bill 72, and the previous ones, the first one-oh, I haven't got the right date here-Bill 141, and the second one was Bill 2. They were similar bills. The only difference was that they were bills that would amend the building code so that every house constructed after a certain point in time would have a sprinkler system installed. This act changes that somewhat.

I think one can look at it either way, but it changes it so that we would no longer have a uniform building code across the province. In fact, we could have one municipality that dictated having sprinkler systems in new houses and another municipality that decided not to go that route. We could make the assumption, I suppose, that every municipality will see the benefits of doing it and that we would then have a uniform system across the province. But if that's the case, then it would still seem to me that the most practical way of doing that is to leave it in the building code so it just becomes common practice for everyone.

So I find some concerns. The big concern is that everything else that the government has been doing in the last while tends to take us in the other direction. I'll just use some examples.

The smoke-free Ontario legislation: Now, we all know that in every municipality the council has the power, and still does, to do what they deem necessary to protect the health and safety of their citizens, their residents. So we had a lot of municipalities-I think something like 75% or 80% of the population-covered by a bylaw that prohibited smoking in public places. Then the province came along and said, " No, we want to make sure that we have it uniform, so that 20% of that population is not deprived of that same protection. If it's good for one, it's good for us all." So the government passed the smoke-free Ontario legislation to make sure that we would have uniform coverage across the province.
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More recently, we're presently debating in this House, when we're debating government business, the pesticides act. It's exactly the same thing: Presently, the city of Toronto has a bylaw that regulates the spraying of cosmetic pesticides on lawns in the community. We have pesticides legislation now that will prohibit it across the province. The difference between those two: The smoke-free Ontario legislation applied a stronger standard or as strong a standard as we had anywhere in the province. It appears that the pesticides legislation doesn't do that; it actually lowers the bar and says that no municipality can regulate above that. So we are in fact taking away the ability of municipalities to regulate what they think is in the best interests of their citizens. We will be getting rid of what the government calls a patchwork system and we will make it all the same by uniform policy. This bill, a change from the previous bill, will do exactly the opposite: It is permitted in all municipalities, but no municipality in the province is presently mandated to do it. This legislation would allow the councils to decide whether they want to implement the building code.

I have some concern that if you do that, it's kind of difficult to say that safety for the people of Oxford county is less or more important than for the people of the city of Toronto. I don't think it's fair to suggest that firefighters' risks should be greater in any single municipality than another. So if we're all convinced that the proper way is to have it uniform across the province, then it would seem to me that that's the way the legislation should go.

Having said that, I also believe that this type of legislation-I said it the last time when I spoke to the member's bill, and we appreciated that opportunity. This is something that requires, as the member said, a considerable amount of debate. There are two views-there's more than one view, anyway; there are likely more than two. There are two sides to the story. The safety aspect of it, of course, is very important, but then there's another facet of what it will do to society in general and to the cost of homes and how well they will work and so forth. There's a lot of debate that needs to go into making the final decision.

Every so many years-I think it's every five years-there's a building code review to see what needs to be changed for future direction in the province. I believe that's when this type of thing should be discussed, so everybody involved has an opportunity to put their position forward and then come out at the end with what is in the best interests of the province. I want to point out that I think it's rather important that between the last time I had the opportunity to speak to this bill and now, we've had such a building code review. I wasn't at that one. I've been involved in a few before then, but the last one, I wasn't there. I would presume that this issue had been discussed at that time, but it was decided that no changes would be made.

As it relates to this bill, I support the principle of what the member is putting forward, but I really have concerns that it will be any more successful in getting through the next step after today, if it passes today. I think we would have great difficulty in getting it back into this House for third reading. We know that the government House leader has to call it back. In order for the government House leader to call it back, it has to be the wish of the government for it to be passed into law. If that was true-and I'm just guessing now-and if the government was intending to pass this into law, they would have included it in the last building code review.

So I say to everyone gathered that passing it today will not necessarily make it the law of the province. The individuals I spoke to after the last debate on this bill may very well be in the audience this afternoon. I remember saying that I would be much more enthused about this if I thought that the bill was coming back for third reading in order to be passed, as opposed to just going through the process of having the discussion on second reading. At that point, it turned out to be true, and we're here to do it again. I still have that same concern that it may not make it there.

Having said that, I do want to quickly go over some of the concerns that were expressed by some of the other people. This is from March 2, 2007; and it was written in the Globe and Mail. I won't go through the whole thing. It was Mr. Mike Holmes from Holmes on Homes. Some people consider him quite an expert on renovations. I watch him from time to time. I know that when I get involved in that type of thing, I want to do it right, so he will tell me when I'm not. It's interesting-I've never seen him compliment anyone whose work he was tearing out.

I just want to point out this out. It says here, "We've all heard the statistics about people who had smoke detectors or fire extinguishers that didn't work when they needed them, because they forgot to change the batteries or replace them as needed." He goes on to talk about how the sprinklers will have the same problems if they aren't maintained, and there's nothing in the legislation that would encourage that maintenance. I mention that because I think it's so important. If you read the statistics and stories that are in the paper about fatalities in house fires, it will quite often include whether or not the smoke detector was working, and the majority of the time, it wasn't.

We have to remember that the sprinkler system will do a great job of helping fight the fire for the firefighters, and it will do a great job in trying to save property, but I'm not sure that it does as great a job of warning people that the house is on fire and gets them out. Most of the time-or a lot of lot of the time, at the very least-the smoke will be hazardous to your health long before the fire will set off the sprinkler system. I think we need to put much more of our efforts and our time into making sure that people have smoke detectors and that they're workable. I know that the law is that you must have a smoke detector on every level in your house. I'm here to say that I do have, but no one has ever come to see whether or not they're working. I think we need to do more enforcing the rules to do that.

Mike Holmes also goes on: "If we'/ re pushing for new legislation-instead of a Band-Aid-like solution such as mandatory sprinklers, how about introducing something that will improve the building code standards for fire-resistant building? Let's build it right the first time." What he's talking about there is, if we're going to make that investment, why do we still use half-inch drywall instead of five eighths? Because the five eighths take much longer for the fire to get through. It's things like that that one can do to improve the efficiency of the building, to keep it from burning.

I commend the member for introducing this legislation. I think it should have had more consultation through the building code, but I understand the member' s problems with getting that done. If it's not the government's wish to get this done, then this is the only alternative the member has to get it into the House, and I appreciate very much that she has persevered to get it to where it is today. Thank you for allowing me to speak.

Mr. Michael Prue: I'm here today to speak again, for the third time, on the Municipal Residential Sprinkler Act, Bill 72. I say "for the third time" because in each session since the member from Brampton-Springdale has been here, she has put forward a bill-a logical, clear, coherent, concise, doable bill-to protect lives in this province, and in each session, we have seen it die on the order paper. It has been referred to committee, but the first two times, it wasn't even called by the committee. The government refused to call the bill into committee to even allow public deputations, to even allow an all-party conference to listen to it, support it, speak to it, make amendments to it and garner public support.

On the first occasion, she spoke with extreme passion, and many people and firefighters came out. The numbers seem to swell each time this is brought forward. Each time, more and more people come out to hear about this bill. I am convinced that the public at large is totally, completely supportive of this bill.

I rise here today, as I have in the past, to talk about the merits of saving lives. I know that there are people out there who do not support this bill; we all know that. We all know that some of those people who have had the ear of the McGuinty government and the cabinet-those people who have spoken against this bill and other similar bills-have largely come from the construction industry, the new home builders. They talk about the costs, and I've asked them and questioned them about the costs in human lives. They talk about money, and I think that the member from Brampton-Springdale and others in this Legislature have talked about human lives and talked about the importance, and which one is the most important.
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Each year that she has spoken, and this is the third time, she has asked the government, her own government, to do the right thing. I'm asking them to do the right thing again this year, and we acknowledge-the previous debater talked about this as well-that the bill has changed. I am not sure that the bill has changed for the better, and I have to say that. I understand her frustration-we all understand her frustration-in having to move an amended bill that calls upon the 480 municipalities to individually have their own fire code, their own building code, their own regulations, their own bylaws, because she understands that this government seems to be intransigent upon something that other governments have seized years ago.

We know they've done it in British Columbia; we also know they've done it in 400 other jurisdictions across North America. One only has to look at the demonstration. I was out there with the firefighters in a demonstration in front of Queen's Park-all members were invited to come out to it-a year or two ago. They showed how fast a fire can start; how fast it can reach the flashpoint, the point upon which it becomes extremely dangerous, at which the residents invariably are in danger, where the firefighters who enter the building are in danger; and how that flashpoint can be reduced to almost nothing with a residential sprinkler. It showed how fast a mock chair, I think it was, went up, and then it showed how, when the mock chair had a sprinkler on it, even though the fire may not be completely put out, it lessened the fire and the severity and the intensity of that fire to the point that it was not a danger.

We all know that firefighters across this province endeavour to get to the scene of a fire within four or five minutes of the time that the alarm is sounded and they' re out the door. By and large, in the larger urbanized areas, they are absolutely and totally successful in almost every case in meeting that mandate. But we have lots of places in this province where they don't, and the firefighters are too spread out in rural and remote areas, in small-town Ontario, where it is impossible, with volunteer firefighters, to meet that four- or five-minute mandate. We know that having a residential sprinkler will allow the home to be watered down even a little, so that the flashpoint is not reached, so that lives are not put at the same kind of risk, so that the smoke doesn't engulf the entire home. Even if that buys another four, five or six minutes, it's going to save lives every single time, and every single time it's going to give firefighters who bravely come out to unforeseen circumstances that extra couple of minutes before the flashpoint is reached, and that extra couple of minutes to save their own lives and their own health, which we all hold so dear.

I too have introduced a bill three times in this Legislature. The minister from Brampton-Springdale and I work almost in tandem. She is trying to get residential sprinklers for new homes and I have been trying to get wooden fire escapes off the old ones. Each time she speaks to my bill and I speak to hers. I remember when my bill on the last occasion actually got to committee; it actually made it to committee and it was debated. I remember the sadness that I had when we tried to incorporate some aspects of her bill at that time into my bill. The Conservatives all supported doing that, and I was the lone New Democrat-it was my bill-and I supported doing that, but her colleagues in the Liberal Party wouldn't even buy into what she was trying to do in terms of this bill. My bill passed, but without any of the amendments that I wanted for her.

This is tough. I know what she's trying to do and I support it wholeheartedly. I'm not speaking to her, because I don't need to. I'm speaking to the other members. I know it's going to pass unanimously here today-or I expect that what happened before is going to happen again-that we're all going to vote for it, but it's not enough to vote for it today. You have to, as a caucus, make the determination to send this to committee and you have to, as a caucus, stand united to make it happen. It has to happen, and it has to happen there. Then you, as a caucus, have to demand, through the Premier's office and through the House leader, that it be brought back for third and final reading in this House. It's not going to happen any other way. It's not going to happen if we all sit here and are content to allow it only to happen here today.

So I'm asking members to do something I have seen all too rarely in these last five years-not that I'm ever going to see it-and that is for there to be a mini-caucus revolt, where people say, "This is an important bill."< /p> 

We've seen what the government is trying to do. They're talking about sprinklers, but in places that are not going to really affect anybody; well, they're going to affect some people. They're talking about sprinklers in residential and service areas, in common areas and in mixed-use buildings, but they all have to be in excess of three storeys. They're not talking about sprinklers in single-family homes, and that's what this bill is all about.

It would not take a huge amount of effort to take what the government is planning to do anyway and incorporate all homes, to be like the 410 or so other jurisdictions across North America that already see the brilliance of doing this. I am asking them and all of you to do that. It is not a difficult proposition.

I just want to close by quoting from my favourite former fire chief, retired, of the city of Toronto, whom I see here today, Mr. Al Speed. He wrote an editorial opinion to the Toronto Sun on January 9, 2008. He said:

"Fire sprinkler systems have proven their value and effectiveness time and again. They protect our workplaces, restaurants, entertainment venues and institutions, yet we return to our homes, where we should feel safe, and that, tragically, is where most perish in a fire, typically between 90 and 100 annually in Ontario."

He goes on in very hard-hitting terms: "Let's stop this madness now. Vancouver introduced mandatory residential sprinklers for all new residential construction in 1990, and 17 years later they have never recorded a fire fatality in an occupancy protected by sprinklers.

"The responsibility in Ontario lies with Queen's Park, and they can bring in changes to the Ontario building code requiring all new houses and apartment/condos to be protected by fire sprinklers."

He ends with these words: "I urge the people of Ontario to call upon their local MPPs and the provincial government to introduce the necessary legislation requiring the installation of fire sprinklers in all new residential occupancies. If the government is not prepared to make this progressive move, I challenge them to at least set up an inquiry to learn the facts."

I challenge the members opposite to do the same: to learn those facts, go back to your caucus, support your colleague from Brampton-Springdale and, this time, do it right. You're making the changes anyway. Include single-family residential homes. Protect the lives of citizens and the lives of our brave firefighters.

Mr. Kim Craitor: It's a pleasure to be speaking here today at 1:50 p.m. on Bill 72, a bill that I consider very significant. Before I start, I would like to recognize two very professional firefighters from my riding of Niagara Falls who are here today to support this bill. One is Fort Erie Fire Chief Jim Douglas. He's in the east gallery, behind me, so I don't have a chance to say hello to him personally, but thank you for coming out, Jim. As well, Niagara Falls Assistant Fire Chief Jim Jessop is here. Thank you very much for taking the time.

The fact that both of these chiefs are here indicates that they know first-hand the tragedy and trauma of needless death. They also know that this bill will support not just the public but firefighters. I believe that by their presence here, they're giving strong testimony for the need for this private member's bill that the member for Brampton-Springdale has put forward, and that they're supporting it.
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We all have stories about fires, unfortunately. I'm going to share a couple with the House today. They're not nice stories to tell, but I think they're significant enough to be told because they emphasize why having sprinkler systems, as indicated in the bill, are so important.

Two weeks ago, when a fire broke out at Cavendish Manor, a retirement residence in my community, some of the residents were so desperate to escape that they were hanging from the open windows on the second floor and some of them were getting ready to jump. The fire was an accident, but it was a tragedy waiting to happen because this residential retirement building had no fire sprinkler system. Thank goodness the fire broke out just before 11 in the morning, in a room on the second floor of a 90-year-old former schoolhouse, when staff were present. Thank goodness it happened during the day, because the well-trained staff at that home knew what they were doing and they did it very well. If this had happened at any other time, particularly in the evening after 8 p.m., when there is less staff on duty, Assistant Fire Chief Jessop told me there could have been a loss of at least 20 of this city's most respected seniors. Many of these seniors are personal friends of mine, and I've attended many of their milestones and I celebrate their birthdays with them. As it was, one of the residents in fact did die while being evacuated but, thankfully, was resuscitated by a firefighter. I'm happy to report that she's doing well.

I visited the home the next day. I talked to the responders. I talked to the staff. I talked to the investigators. I saw the devastating results first-hand. I saw how in just four minutes, a little, containable accident became a raging, ravaging inferno that consumed everything in its way in its quest for oxygen. I saw how the fire was contained by the existing regulations we have. I saw how the fire doors that were there and the fireproof ceiling helped. But I also know and I was told that had there been one sprinkler head, it would have limited the damage to that one room only and allowed everyone in the home to live with the peace and security of a sensible fire protection system, had it been in place.

Another situation: While no one was injured after a fire gutted a home on Casey Street, again, in my riding of Niagara Falls, earlier this year, the damage was extensive. The fire started in an area in the basement and burned through the ceiling, spreading to the first floor. The damage was pegged at $70,000. Again, Jim Jessop, assistant fire chief with the Niagara Falls Fire Department, told me that if the home had been equipped with a residential sprinkler system, the fire would have most likely been extinguished by a single sprinkler head, with far less damage.

Unfortunately, this was not true last year in Fort Erie, as their fire department tried valiantly to rescue a mother and a child from a townhouse. The mother suffered burns to over 80% of her body and is still hospitalized. The daughter died. This fire was truly tragic. It was tragic for the loss of life. The tragedy continues today for the mother as she fights the pain of body and soul. The tragedy continues as our community copes with the horrendous medical and professional care bills. But the biggest tragedy of all is that it did not need to happen. With a single fire sprinkler head, the mother and daughter would be here today, in this gallery, alive and in good health, supporting this bill. The damage to the property would have been minimal. I want to tell you that the responding brave men and women of the Fort Erie Fire Department would in fact have faced a significantly less dangerous situation, with less risk and far less emotional trauma.

Nobody likes to see a needless death. Tragically, our fire departments across the province have seen far too many of them.

You've heard from two of the speakers before me about the city of Vancouver, and I want to say it for the third time: Eighteen years ago, by a municipal bylaw, they passed legislation requiring residential sprinklers in all new homes. Since then, they have not had one-let me repeat that-not one fire-related death in a home with a sprinkler.

Every year, my guests, two of Ontario's best fire professionals, have travelled to urge us to amend the building code to require sprinklers in all structures over three storeys. They're back here today. They're asking us to complete the job and to cover buildings under three storeys. According to Patrick Burke, the Ontario fire marshal, who was formerly the fire chief for Niagara Falls, there are almost 13,000 fires, that result in 90,000 deaths, 800 injuries and over $340 million in property damage in Ontario; 72% of fires occur in residential homes.

Those opposing mandatory sprinklers have said that their concerns are about the cost and the impact on new homes. I'm going to tell you that the same thing was said about seat belts and airbags in motor vehicles. Today, these devices are recognized as essential life-saving equipment. So even if there is a cost, we are talking about people's lives. That's something you can never place a value on.

Let me say in conclusion: In light of all the evidence, if we fail to act, if we fail to support this legislation, if we fail to insist on the installation of fire sprinklers, then we fail the communities we serve and we fail to protect those who protect us. If we fail to serve, then we really are being negligent.

I want to thank the member from Brampton-Springdale, my good friend and colleague Linda Jeffrey, for her passion and purpose. I am quite honoured to have the opportunity to speak in support of this bill.

Mrs. Laura Albanese: I am pleased to rise today to support Bill 72, the Municipal Residential Sprinkler System Act, put forward by the member from Brampton-Springdale.

I am pleased to participate on behalf of the residents of York South-Weston, who remember a fire tragedy that took the life of a 15-year-old girl. In December 2006, a fire broke out in a townhouse complex on Humber Boulevard in York South-Weston, and a 15-year-old was trapped on the third floor of her home. Although her mother jumped out a window to escape the flames, the teen had to be retrieved by fire crews. Tragically, she later died in hospital.

As a mother, when I hear about these incidents I can't help but feel hurt for the family and the mother who had to cope with this tragic loss. I know that residents were shaken up by the blaze, but I also think it's very important to think about the firefighters who must work to extinguish fires in such dangerous situations. I would like to take this opportunity to recognize the firefighters who are here in the chamber today.

In the case of the Humber Boulevard fire, the Toronto fire platoon chief, B.J. Hansen, said at the time that the visors on the helmets were completely melted off of his crew, and the firefighters suffered steam burns. So in battling fires, we think of the safety of the residents of the buildings and the families who endure the trauma, but we also think about the front-line staff who must protect and contain the danger while potentially putting themselves in harm's way.

Residential sprinkler systems are another tool that residents and firefighters can draw on to prevent these kinds of tragedies. In 2006, the cause of the blaze was unknown, but the fire officials noted that the smoke detectors in the complex were in good working order. Despite that fact, there was still the tragic loss of a young life.

Building codes, the materials used in construction, and fire warning and prevention systems within complexes are all-important when it comes to fire safety. Homeowners should certainly think about installing residential sprinkler systems, but the proposed Bill 72 keeps in mind the particular nature of multi-unit dwelling residences that are very high or are attached. The member from Brampton-Springdale is correct in bringing particular emphasis in Bill 72 to the multi-level nature of new construction.

Although I started my debate speaking about a tragic fire that took a life about a year and a half ago in York South-Weston, there was actually a more recent fire that illustrates the importance of integrating fire prevention into new buildings. Just this past Monday night, May 26, in the area of Jane and Weston in York South-Weston, there was a four-alarm fire on a top-floor unit of a townhouse complex that spread to at least two other homes. Nineteen fire trucks and 80 firefighters were called to the scene, and it is estimated that about 40 residents were affected by the blaze and had to be evacuated from their homes. The firefighters did a terrific job-no reports of injuries. Residents were able to return to their homes quickly.
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What I find relevant to our discussion on Bill 72 is that firefighters were on the scene for over three hours, because while the fire started in one unit of the complex, it spread quickly to adjacent buildings. The fire captain estimated that the townhouses were less than two years old.

So Bill 72 really speaks to the fact that it does take a variety of participants to work together to prevent incidents like the fire in York South-Weston on Monday. Therefore, on behalf of the residents of York South-Weston, I would just like to conclude by once again congratulating the member from Brampton-Springdale for bringing forward this bill, which highlights a variety of partners who can work together to bring changes in Ontario to save lives.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Jim Wilson): Ms. Jeffrey, you have up to two minutes to respond.

Mrs. Linda Jeffrey: I'd like to thank the member from Oxford. I know he supports the principle of this bill. He spoke about a contractor's opposition to this legislation. I know developers and contractors are concerned about this legislation, but I'd like to encourage them to embrace this proven technology in the same way they do environmental and energy initiatives.

To the member from Beaches-East York, I appreciate his ongoing support on this issue. He gets it and he understands that fire safety is not a partisan issue. I like the idea of a sprinkler revolution, so I'll think about that.

To the member from Niagara Falls, I thank him for his ongoing support. It's unfortunate that fires continue to take a toll on our residents, and I'm sorry they're happening in Niagara Falls.

To the member from York South-Weston, I thank her for speaking and sharing that tragic fire in her community and how she lost such a young life at such an early age.

It's unfortunate that fires continue to take a toll in Ontario. That's why I'm here again today. This is my one chance to talk about something that I'm passionate about. We are the voice of all Ontarians across this province. The most vulnerable, the elderly, the disabled and children are most at risk when their home is on fire. They rely on us, when we find out about good technologies or good ideas, to put those ideas forward and not wait until a building code review or some other opportunity happens. We're here to react and be nimble when things are obvious to us. This is an obvious piece of legislation, and I am committed to seeing the legislation passed so we can protect all Ontarians across all our ridings in this province.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Jim Wilson): I'll just remind our attendees today and people watching at home that, under the new rules, this item will be voted on in 100 minutes' time.

MUNICIPAL RESIDENTIAL 
SPRINKLER ACT, 2008 / 
LOI DE 2008 SUR LES EXTINCTEURS 
AUTOMATIQUES RÉSIDENTIELS 
DANS LES MUNICIPALITÉS

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Jim Wilson): We will deal first with ballot item 25.

Mrs. Jeffrey has moved second reading of Bill 72, An Act to amend the Building Code Act, 1992, the City of Toronto Act, 2006 and the Municipal Act, 2001 with respect to fire sprinkler systems in new residential buildings. Is it the pleasure of the House that the motion carry? Carried.

Second reading agreed to. 

Mrs. Linda Jeffrey: I respectfully request that this bill be sent to the Standing Committee on Regulations and Private Bills, please.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Jim Wilson): Is it agreed that the bill will be sent to the committee? Agreed.
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