
I wish to support the recommendation of the Strategic Planning and Policy Committee wherein they recommend that 
you choose Exterior as the Level of Service for the present time. The Committee has chosen Exterior for their own good 
reasons, but I want to add my own concerns about lack of water supply, lack of reliability of water supply, lack of FUS 
accredited capability, and the legal implications that choosing a higher Level of Service could have, as well as Response 
Times. 

 

Lack of Water Supply: Fire Underwriters Service ( FUS ) has provided us with their 2015 Report that summarizes this 
community’s Fire Department. They have concluded that the Basic Fire Flow ( defined on page 22 as the Required Fire 
Flow “ to be adequate for approximately 90 – 95 percent of the typical structure fires that are expected.... “ ) for SSIPD is 
3100 Imperial gallons per minute (IGPM). They have stated in their report that they do not know what the current 
Supplied Fire Flow is. There has only ever been one acknowledged historical test in downtown Ganges, at the hydrant in 
front of Artspring. One test does not allow them to conclude how much of the flow would be non-fire. Nevertheless they 
do acknowledge from this one test that some minimal Fire Flow is provided by the hydrants, sufficient to provisionally ( 
subject to a water system model study, ref page 56 ) accredit us with at least having minimally functional hydrants. Let 
us look at that test result taken 26 Nov 2009 which is provided in the FUS2010 Report: Rated capacity 1633 IGPM, barely 
half the Basic Fire Flow. Ganges has a single 200 mm diameter main line with unlooped  offshutes of only 150 mm that 
serve most of downtown, and the residential areas. So, if as is almost certain, Artspring is on the main line, most of the 
other hydrants will provide substantially less Fire Flow than the one accredited test.  

 

All this is to say that for certain, hydrant supply for many potential structure fires is inadequate. And easy for any lawyer 
to prove from the above information in the FUS Reports. Further the Fire Department does not know which hydrants 
provide how much Fire Flow ( or even if the hydrant has been maintained ).  Every Incident Commander is required to 
analyse what resources he has before committing his men to go into a burning building, but no incident commander has 
adequate information on hydrant Fire Flow ( except to know that it is most probably inadequate ). Thus any incident 
commander who does commit to an internal fire, while expecting adequate hydrant water supply will be putting his 
crews at unacceptable risk, and leaving the District vulnerable to lawsuit. The solution to this problem is to contain the 
Level Of Service to Exterior until after the water system model study is complete, and understood. There is, of course, 
the Superior Tanker Shuttle System, in place to provide a supposedly more reliable water supply. However please note 
that the shuttle system as currently operated in Ganges relies on the same water supply source – the hydrants. So the 
shuttle as currently set-up is not an independent system but merely an alternate end delivery system from an unreliable, 
inadequate supply source. For the shuttle to be of any more value than the first load from each tanker, it must use a 
separate water source. So currently, it’s Fire Flow cannot be added to the hydrant’s flow. And it’s own Fire Flow as 
tested is pitiably low: 200 IGPM. 

 

Lack of reliability of water supply: The above paragraph was written not taking into account the possibility that the 
hydrant pipe system could fail entirely when called upon for peak demand for fire service. And yet the reason that there 
are no test results is that the Water District will not allow them as they fear that the system will fail during the test. On 
page 58 the FUS2015 Report states: “It does not appear that the NSSWD system is specifically designed for fire 
protection purposes, and little is understood about how this system would behave under fire flow scenarios.” They gave 
a Reliability of Principal Mains of 0.7 %. The Shuttle System as currently operated relies on the same mains, whose 
reliability is less than 1%. How can our crews be asked to risk their lives under these odds? 

 



Lack of FUS accredited capability: Currently the shuttle system has been tested to 200 IGPM in all 3 fire hall locations, 
the absolute minimum necessary to gain certification for residential firefighting, but well below the 400 necessary for 
minimum qualification for commercial firefighting. Also note that the Ganges test used the unreliable ( as described 
above ) NSSWD hydrant system as it’s source, so that documented capability is extremely suspect. Therefore legal use of 
this system for any fire other than single family residential is questionable, as we then come upon the definition of 
commercial/institutional. Of course we can use it, but there could be serious legal consequences of building entry. The 
short term solution is to designate Level of Service as Exterior. The long term solution is to obtain a downtown Ganges 
independent source of shuttle water supply, and test to commercial levels. The next scheduled test is in 3 months. 

 

Response Times: The capability to enter buildings on fire is a function of response time, which includes dispatch 
notification, arrival of the crews to the hall, and travel time to the site. According to the FUS2015 report on page 25,  10 
minutes is the most you can expect until flashover occurs, and it is then unsafe to enter. We need to start recording and 
summarizing response times to structure fires in order to analyse whether our response times are adequate to consider 
going to a higher Level Of Service than Exterior. 
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