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RETURN DATE: DECEMBER 22, 2015 

SHAWN BELL, ADMINISTRATOR 
OF THE ESTATE OF KEVIN BELL 

v. 

CITY OF HARTFORD, ET AL. 

COMPLAINT 

General Allegations 

SUPERIOR COURT 

J.D. OF HARTFORD 

AT HARTFORD 

NOVEMBER 12, 2015 

1. The Plaintiffs Decedent, Kevin Bell, died intestate on October 7, 2014, a resident of the 

Town of Hartford, within the Hartford Probate District, and the Court appointed Shawn Bell as the 

administrator of the deceased's estate, and the Plaintiff is duly-qualified as such administrator and now 

acting as such. 

2. The Defendant, City of Hartford, is a municipal corporation organized and existing under 

the laws of the State of Connecticut. 

3. At all times relevant to this Complaint, the Defendant City of Hartford acted by and 

through its officials and employees, members of the Hartford Fire Department, including but not limited 

to the Defendants, Chief Carlos Huertas, Deputy Chief James McLaughlin, and Lieutenant John Moree. 

4. At all relevant times hereto, it was the duty of the Defendant City of Hartford for the 



administration, supervision, training and management of all Hartford Fire Department employees and 

firefighters, including Defendant Chief Carlos Huertas, Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin, and 

Defendant Lieutenant John Moree. 

5. At all relevant times hereto, it was the duty of the Defendant City of Hartford to be 

responsible for the training of Hartford Firefighters, including Defendant Chief Carlos Huertas, 

Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin, and Defendant Lieutenant Jolm Moree, on the policies and 

procedures of the Hartford Fire Department, including but not limited to: emergency "mayday" 

comm1mications as promulgated in Department Directive No. 2.12, accounting for members, using the 

Self-Contained Breathing Apparatus ("SCBA") in teams of two (2) or more as promulgated in 

Department Directive No. 2.43, responding to an emergency and/or hostile situation, supervision and/or 

command of scene as promulgated in Department Directive No. 2.25, proper tactics for fighting fire, 

daily testing of SCBA as promulgated in Department Directive No. 2.43, leaving emergency area with 

partner when the SCBA breathing alarm sounds as promulgated in Department Directive No. 2.43. 

6. At all relevant time hereto, the Defendants Chief Carlos Hue1ias, Deputy Chief James 

McLaughlin and Lieutenant John Moree were agents, apparent agents, servants, and/or employees of the 

Defendant City of Hartford and were acting within the course and scope of their employment and/or 

agency and/or apparent agency with the Defendant City of Haiiford. 



7. On October 7, 2014, at approximately 6:38 PM, Engine Company 16 of the Hartford Fire 

Department responded to a fire at 598 Blue Hills Avenue, Hartford, Connecticut. 

8. On said date and at said time and place, the Plaintiff's Decedent was a firefighter for 

Engine Company 16 and responded to the fire with other firefighters, more particularly, Defendants 

Lieutenant John Moree and Deputy Chief James McLaughlin. 

9. On said date and at said time and place, Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin was 

in charge and/or command of the scene. 

10. On said date and at said time and place, Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin 

ordered Engine Company 16 to fight the fire from the front of the house, and for Engine Company 14 to 

fight the fire from the rear pursuant to which Command the Plaintiff's Decedent was ordered to enter a 

burning and smoke filled building . 

11. On said date and at said time and place, the Plaintiff's Decedent was equipped with his 

SCBA and breached the front door with Defendant Lieutenant John Moree. Thereafter, the Plaintiff's 

Decedent and Defendant Lieutenant John Moree entered the building and went upstairs in search for the 

fire. 

12. On said date and at said time and place, the Plaintiff's Decedent's air pack alaim staiied 



to go off, indicating that there was a shortage of air in the tank as reported after the fact by Defendant 

Lieutenant John Moree. 

13. On said date and at said time and place, Defendant Lieutenant John Moree's air pack 

alarm also went off whereupon Defendant Lieutenant Moree exited the house without the Plaintiff's 

Decedent who was left behind in the same room where he and Defendant Lieutenant Moree had been 

paired together to ready a fire hose line for discharge. 

14. On said date and at said time and place, Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin was 

the commander of the scene per Connecticut General Statutes § 7-313e . 

15. On said date and at said time and place, all firefighters at the scene were under the 

command, order, direction and/or instmction of Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin. 

16. On said date Haiiford Fire Depaiiment policies required daily inspection of SCBA air 

packs used for survival in smoke filled environments which firefighters are commanded to enter and 

conduct their work. 

17. On said date Hartford Fire Department policies required the prompt identification and 

pulling out of service and/or fixing of sub-optimal or defective equipment and air tanks that fire fighters 

rely on for survival in smoke filled environments which firefighters are commanded to enter and 



conduct their work. 

18. On said date, Hartford Fire Depaiiment policies in effect required regular face mask 

testing and refitting as necessary so that the SCBA air tank oxygen supply is optimally maintained as 

firefighters rely on same for survival when commanded to enter smoke filled environments. 

19. On said date, the Hartford Fire Department, through those responsible members in 

command, knew that untested and/or poorly functioning oxygen tanks (air packs), sub-standard 

functioning of primary and secondary alarm low oxygen alert systems and ill-fitting face masks were 

life safety issues and the risk of injury to firefighters commanded to enter into a burning and smoke 

filled building with such issues present presented a substantial risk of injury or death in such 

circumstances. 

20. On said date, the Hartford Fire Department, through those responsible members in 

command, knew that the Plaintiff's Decedent's engine company had such serious equipment function 

issues present as these conditions had been brought directly to the attention of Defendant Chief Huertas 

by Firefighter Nolan in the days prior to the fatal fire. 

21. Firefighter Nolan's responsibilities included such manner of oversight and an email was 

dispatched to Defendant Chief Hue1ias, ostensibly intended to document his concerns. Notably, this was 



outside the direct chain of command which suggests a high level of concern. 

22. Notwithstanding the fact that remediation had not yet occurred, Plaintiff's Decedent and 

others in his engine company were commanded to enter into a burning smoke filled building without 

having the equipment checked, calibrated and validated for use beforehand. 

23. Plaintiff's Decedent's low oxygen/passive secondary alarm system as tested by NIOSH 

after his death failed to meet the minimum standard for triggering its loud piercing alert sound and was 

significantly below the average range. 

24. After Plaintiff's Decedent had entered the relatively small second floor room together 

with Defendant Lieutenant Moree, with whom he was paired on the fire hose line, Defendant Lieutenant 

Moree subsequently reported that he had lost track of Plaintiff's Decedent and was searching for him on 

his hands and knees but could not find him (or hear his alann) and so left the building himself due to his 

tank's low oxygen level. 

25. On said date, the Haiiford Fire Department, through those responsible members in 

cornmai1d, knew that poorly functioning radio equipment necessary to maintain critical communications 

between outside command and firefighters commanded to enter a building was necessary for survival 

and extraction in a live fire environment. 



26. On said date, the Hartford Fire Department, through those responsible members in 

command, knew that the radio equipment which Plaintiffs Decedent and others in his company were 

issued were not adequate for maintaining critical radio transmissions, for summoning immediate help 

and status reports yet Plaintiffs Decedent and others were commanded to enter a burning and smoke 

filled environment with such poor equipment. 

27. On said date, Defendant Lieutenant Moree called a "mayday" over an open transmission 

radio line and he subsequently repo1ied that he had lost contact with Plaintiff's Decedent and could not 

locate him in the room. Defendant Lieutenant Moree's "mayday" call over the radio frequency they 

were using was evidently unacknowledged or ignored. 

28. Notwithstanding Defendant Lieutenant Moree's "mayday" call more than eight minutes 

elapsed prior to a rescue team (Tactical Team) being dispatched by the scene commander into the 

building to search for Plaintiffs Decedent who had gone missing at the time of Defendant Lieutenant 

Moree's "mayday" call. 

29. The Tactical Team readily located Plaintiff's Decedent once dispatched within 

approximately 30 seconds of elapsed time but Plaintiffs Decedent was already out of air and apparently 

in cardiac arrest when brought out of the building, thereafter attended to by EMTs and transp01ied to the 

hospital where he was unable to be fully revived and pronounced dead. 



30. On said date, Hartford Fire Depmiment policies in effect required a minimum mandatory 

level of annual live fire and tactics training in order to assure that skill levels and decision making under 

the stress of an actual fire were demonstrably present. 

31. On said date, the Hartford Fire Department, through those responsible members in 

command, knew that a lack of enforcing such levels of training represented a clear and present danger to 

all firefighters deployed and commanded to enter into active structural fires. 

32. Prior to said date, the Hartford Fire Department union had repeatedly complained to the 

responsible members in command of the Hmiford Fire Department that such live fire training was not 

being provided m1d that this presented a clear and present danger which should not be tolerated. 

33. Prior to said date, the Hartford Fire Depmiment's union President, Vincent Fusco had 

complained to responsible fire depmiment members that during the 18 months immediately prior to 

Plaintiff's Decedent's death, though the Hmiford Fire Depmiment had allotted 16,000 hours for such 

essential life safety training, only 1,400 hours had actually been provided resulting in a serious shmifall 

oflife safety training that would predictably lead to poor decision making under actual fire incident 

deployments. 

34. On said date, the scene commm1der, Defendant Deputy Chief McLaughlin, had also not 



received anything approaching the required recent live fire training and tactics instruction and did in 

consequence make a multiple number of serious command errors that contributed to chaotic behavior 

and decision making at the scene. Defendant Deputy Chief McLaughlin was responsible for the life and 

safety of subordinate fire fighters including Plaintiff's Decedent who he commanded to enter a burning 

and smoke filled building. 

35. Upon information and belief, a member of the Tactical Team present and aware that 

Plaintiff's Decedent had been unaccounted for, had repeatedly requested pe1mission from the scene 

commander, Defendant Deputy Chief McLaughlin, to enter the building to locate Plaintiff's Decedent 

leading to the squandering of precious minutes. 

36. On said date and time, given the knowledge that he had already ordered the building's 

evacuation many minutes earlier, and the Plaintiff's Decedent was therefore left behind, Defendant 

Deputy Chief McLaughlin's delay in immediately sending in the Tactical Team, whose primary purpose 

for being on scene is precisely for such circumstances, can fairly be characterized as a conscious and 

intentional act which made injury or death substantially certain to occur. 

37. On said date, after Defendant Lieutenant Moree reportedly lost track of Plaintiff's 

Decedent and was unable to locate him in the burning room on the second floor after calling a "mayday" 

alert that did not trigger the anticipated response for Tactical Team assistance, Defendant Lieutenant 



Moree inexplicably failed to muster a prompt effort to alert fellow firefighters who had not responded to 

his "mayday" call in an effo1i to bring about the Plaintiff Decedent's rescue. 

38. On said date, under such circumstances, Defendant Lieutenant Moree's behavior, if not 

actually intended to injure or kill the Plaintiffs Decedent, may fairly be characterized as a conscious and 

intentional act which made injury or death substantially certain to occur. 

39. The Plaintiffs Decedent had repmied to family members and fellow firefighters that 

some time prior to October 7, 2014 Defendant Lieutenant Moree had abandoned him in an active fire 

situation where they had been paired together on a fire hose line and he had confronted Defendant 

Lieutenant Moree about the inappropriateness of that behavior so personal animus towards Plaintiffs 

Decedent or a deliberate effort to undertake the same behavior may have motivated Defendant 

Lieutenant Moree's behavior at the scene of Plaintiffs Decedent's last firefighter effort. 

40. Notice oflntent to sue was served upon the Clerk for the Town of Hartford on or about 

March 5, 2015 in accordance with CGS 7-465, CGS 52-557n, C.G.S 7-lOla, without limitation. 



FIRST COUNT - WRONGFUL DEATH ACTION FOR INTENTIONALLY CREATING A 

DANGEROUS CONDITION SUBSTANTIALLY CERTAIN TO CAUSE INJURY AS TO CITY 

OF HARTFORD 

1-40. Paragraphs 1-40 of the General Allegations are hereby incorporated and hereby made 

Paragraphs 1-40 of this First Count as if fully set forth herein. 

41. The Plaintiff, Shawn Bell, was appointed Administrator of the Estate of Kevin Bell by the 

Probate Court of Hartford, and acting as such Administrator brings this action for the death of Plaintiff's 

Decedent, Kevin Bell, pursuant to§ 52-555 of the Connecticut General Statutes against the Defendant 

City of Hartford. 

42. The death of Plaintiff's Decedent, Kevin Bell, was caused by the deliberate and/or 

conscious intent to create a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death by the 

Defendant City of Hartford and/or its agents, apparent agents, servants, officers, and/or employees in 

one or more of the following ways, in that by: 

a) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not promptly service and/or fix 

defective equipment created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict 



injury and/or death in the context of ordering firefighters to enter a burning, smoke 

filled building utilizing such equipment (See Attachment A); 

b) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not administer testing and refitting of 

face mask created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or 

death in the context of ordering firefighters to enter a burning, smoke filled building 

utilizing such equipment (See Attachment A); 

c) making a conscious and deliberate decision to ignore notification that the calibration 

machine was inoperable and decided not to repair the calibration machine needed for 

the fit testing created a dangerous condition substantially ce1iain to inflict injury 

and/or death in the context of ordering firefighters to enter a burning, smoke filled 

building utilizing such equipment (See Attachment A); 

d) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not follow and/or abide by the rules, 

policies and procedures set forth and promulgated in the Hartford Fire Department 

Directives created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or 

death in the context of ordering firefighters to enter a burning, smoke filled building; 

e) making a conscious and deliberate decision to delay sending in the Tactical Team to 

retrieve the decedent given the knowledge of how long the decedent had been in the 



building with a SCBA tank with little or no air level remaining created a dangerous 

condition substantially ce1iain to inflict injury and/or death; 

f) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not provide adequate training on the 

Incident Command System, in violation of Hartford Fire Department Directive No. 

2.25, created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death 

in the context of ordering firefighters to enter a burning, smoke filled building 

without such training; 

g) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not provide adequate training in 

communicating an emergency "mayday" situation, in violation of Hartford Fire 

Department Directive No. 2.12, created a dangerous condition substantially certain to 

inflict injury and/or death in the context of ordering firefighters to enter a burning, 

smoke filled building utilizing such equipment; 

h) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not provide training and enforcement 

on the requirement of remaining with designated partner when in utilization of a 

SCBA, in violation ofHmiford Fire Department Directive No. 2.43, created a 

dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death; 

i) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not perfonn daily inspections, testing 

and/or assessments of SCBA, in violation of Hartford Fire Depaiiment Directive No. 



2.43, created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death 

in the context of ordering firefighters to enter a burning, smoke filled building; 

j) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not provide an Incident Safety Officer 

to the scene in violation of Hartford Fire Department Directive No. 2.26, created a 

dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death in the context 

of ordering firefighters to enter a burning, smoke filled building; 

k) making a conscious and deliberate decision to command the Plaintiff's Decedent to 

enter a burning and smoke filled building despite direct knowledge that its 

employees, servants and/or agents, including the Plaintiff's Decedent, Kevin Bell, 

were utilizing inappropriate, improper, defective and unsafe SCBA's for the 

performance of their duties and responsibilities (See Attachment B [NIOSH]); 

I) making a conscious and deliberate decision to command the Plaintiff's Decedent to 

enter a burning and smoke filled building despite its direct knowledge that the 

mandatory daily inspections, assessment, and/or testing of SCBA were not performed 

(See Attaclunent C [Nolan email]); 

m) making a conscious and deliberate decision to command the Plaintiff's Decedent to 

enter a burning and smoke filled building despite its direct knowledge that all 

firefighters of Engine 16 needed life safety retraining in the context of ordering 



engine 16 firefighters to enter a burning, smoke filled building when they lacked such 

life safety skills; 

n) making a conscious and deliberate decision to command the Plaintiff's Decedent to 

enter a burning and smoke filled building despite its knowledge that defective, 

inoperable, and/or faulty SCBA, would create a condition substantially certain to 

result in injury and/or death to its employees, including the Plaintiff's Decedent; 

o) making a conscious and deliberate decision to command the Plaintiff's Decedent to 

enter a burning and smoke filled building despite its knowledge that not performing 

daily inspections, assessments, and/or testing of SCBA would create a condition 

substantially certain to result in injury and/or death of its employees, including the 

Plaintiff's Decedent; 

p) making a conscious and deliberate decision to command the Plaintiff's Decedent to 

enter a burning and smoke filled building despite its knowledge that inadequate 

training, including but not limited to: fighting fires, leaving emergency area with 

partner when the SCBA breathing alarm sounds, "mayday" radio communications, 

having an Incident Safety Officer on scene, and the Incident Command System, 

would create a condition substantially certain to result in injury and/or death of its 

employees, including the Plaintiffs Decedent; 



q) making a conscious and deliberate decision to command the Plaintiff's Decedent to 

enter a burning and smoke filled building despite its knowledge that the scene 

commander had no scene command experience and no recent live fire command 

training necessary to safely direct and coordinate the activities on scene, making 

critical and time sensitive decisions involving life and death of the firefighters inside 

a burning smoke filled building; 

r) making a conscious and deliberate decision to command the Plaintiff's Decedent to 

enter a burning and smoke filled building despite its knowledge that the scene 

commander reportedly had a significant mental health condition which would 

logically interfere with the ability to reliably make life safety decisions under stress in 

a timely mam1er; 

s) making a conscious and deliberate decisfon to command the Plaintiff's Decedent to 

enter a burning and smoke filled building despite its knowledge that the radio 

communications equipment had been complained about and proved unreliable in 

transmitting and enabling critical transmissions to be clearly heard. in the context of 

ordering firefighters to enter a burning, smoke filled building utilizing such 

equipment; 



t) making a conscious and deliberate decision not to enforce hiring and supervision 

standards as respecting Defendants Lieutenant John Moree and Deputy Chief James 

McLaughlin in the context of the knowledge that the lives of other subordinate 

firefighters, including the Plaintiffs Decedent, would depend upon their actions for 

survival in the context of responding to structural fires within the City of Hartford. 

43. Taking into account the totality of the conscious and deliberate decisions to allow an 

increasingly dangerous status quo and despite its knowledge of the risks involved the Defendant City of 

Hartford was aware that injury and/or death to its employees, including the Plaintiffs Decedent, were 

substantially certain to follow from its aforementioned conduct. As a result of the deliberate and/or 

consciously intended acts of misconduct of Defendant City of Hartford, the Plaintiffs Decedent suffered 

asphyxia that resulted in his untimely death. 

44. The Defendant City of Hartford is vicariously liable for the actions and omissions of its 

scene commander, Defendant Deputy Chief McLaughlin, which were carried out in the course and scope 

of the scene commander's employment. 



45. As a result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of misconduct of 

Defendant City of Hmiford, the Plaintiffs Decedent sustained a loss of earnings and the destruction of 

his earning capacity. 

46. As a further result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of 

misconduct of Defendant City of Hartford, the Plaintiffs Decedent incurred expenses for medical care 

and treatment, funeral and burial expenses. 

47. As a further result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of 

misconduct of Defendant City ofHmiford, the Plaintiffs Decedent has been deprived of the ability to 

cany on and enjoy life's activities and pleasures. 

48. The acts complained of were made by employees of the City of Hartford in the course 

and scope of their employment and the City is liable for same pursum1t to Connecticut General Statute 

sections 52-557n., 7-465 and 7-lOla. 

49. Defendant Deputy Chief Commander James McClaughlin while acting as Incident Scene 

Commander and Defendant Hartford Fire Depmiment Chief Carlos Huertas were of such a rank that 



their actions may be deemed the alter ego of the Defendant City of Haiiford in so far as the 

administration and activities of its Fire Depaiiment are concerned. 

SECOND COUNT - LOSS OF CONSORTIUM AS TO DEFENDANT CITY OF HARTFORD 

1-49. Paragraphs 1-49 of the First Count one are hereby incorporated and hereby made 

Paragraphs 1-49 of this Second Count as if fully set fmih herein. 

50. At all times relevant to the complaint, PlaintiffWayatte Bell was the wife of Plaintiffs 

Decedent, Kevin Bell and resided with Plaintiffs Decedent until his death at the family home in 

Haiiford, Connecticut. 

51. As a proximate result of the willful and/or serious conduct of the Defendai1t City of 

Hartford, Plaintiff Wayatte Bell suffered the loss of the care, companionship, and consortium of her 

husband, Plaintiffs Decedent Kevin Bell, and will continue to suffer such losses ai1d damages in the 

future. 

THIRD COUNT- WRONGFUL DEATH ACTION FOR INTENTIONALLY CREATING A 

DANGEROUS CONDITION SUBSTANTIALLY CERTAIN TO CAUSE INJURY AS TO 

CHIEF CARLOS HUERTAS 



1-49. Paragraphs 1-49 of the allegations in the First Count are hereby incorporated and hereby 

made Paragraphs 1-49 of this Third Count as if fully set forth herein. 

50. The Plaintiff, Shawn Bell, was appointed Administrator of the Estate of Kevin Bell by the 

Probate Comi of Hartford, and acting as such Administrator brings this action for the death of Plaintiffs 

Decedent, Kevin Bell pursuant to § 52-555 of the Connecticut General Statutes against the Defendant 

Chief Carlos Huertas. 

51. The death of Plaintiffs Decedent was caused by the deliberate and/or conscious intent to 

create a dangerous condition substantially ce1iain to inflict injury and/or death by the Defendant Chief 

Carlos Huertas and/or his agents, apparent agents, servants, officers, and/or employees in one or more of 

the following ways, in that by: 

a) making a conscious decision to not promptly service and/or fix defective equipment 

created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death (See 

Attachment A); 

b) making a conscious decision to not administer testing and refitting of face mask 

created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death (See 

Attaclunent A); 



c) making a conscious decision to ignore notification that the calibration machine was 

inoperable and decided not to repair the calibration machine needed for the fit testing 

created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death (See 

Attachment A); 

d) making a conscious decision to not follow and/or abide by the rules, policies and 

procedures set forth and promulgated in the Hmiford Fire Department Directives 

created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death; 

e) making a conscious decision to not provide adequate training on the Incident 

Command System, in violation of Hmiford Fire Department Directive No. 2.25, 

created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death; 

f) making a conscious decision to not provide adequate training in communicating m1 

emergency "mayday" situation, in violation of Hartford Fire Department Directive 

No. 2.12, created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or 

death; 

g) making a conscious decision to not provide adequate training on the requirement of 

remaining with designated pminer when in utilization of a SCBA, in violation of 

Hartford Fire Depmirnent Directive No. 2.43, created a dangerous condition 

substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death. 



52. Prior to and on October 7, 2014, the Defendant Chief Carlos Huertas had knowledge to a 

substantial certainty that the defective, inoperable, and/or faulty SCBA, would create a condition that 

could result in injury and/or death to his employees, including the Plaintiffs Decedent. 

53. Prior to and on October 7, 2014, the Defendant Chief Carlos Huertas had knowledge to a 

substantial certainty that not performing daily inspections, assessments, and/or testing of SCBA would 

create a condition that could result in injury and/or death of his employees, including the Plaintiffs 

Decedent. 

54. Prior to and on October 7, 2014, the Defendant Chief Carlos Huertas had knowledge to a 

substantial certainty that inadequate training, including but not limited to: fighting fires, leaving 

emergency area with paiiner when the SCBA breathing alarm sounds, "mayday" radio communications, 

having an Incident Safety Officer on scene, and the Incident Command System, would create a 

condition that could result in injury ai1d/or death of his employees, including the Plaintiffs Decedent. 

55. The Defendant Chief Carlos Hue1ias was aware that injury and/or death to his employees, 

including the Plaintiffs Decedent, were substantially ce1iain to follow from his aforementioned conduct. 



56. As a result of the deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of misconduct of Defendant 

Chief Carlos Huertas, the Plaintiffs Decedent suffered asphyxia that resulted in his untimely death. 

57. As a result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of misconduct of 

Defendant Chief Carlos Huertas, the Plaintiffs Decedent sustained a loss of earnings and the destruction 

of his earning capacity. 

58. As a fmiher result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of 

misconduct of Defendant Chief Carlos Huertas, the Plaintiffs Decedent incurred expenses for medical 

care and treatment, funeral and burial expenses. 

59. As a further result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of 

misconduct of Defendant Chief Carlos Huertas, the Plaintiffs Decedent has been deprived of the ability 

to carry on and enjoy life's activities and pleasures. 

FOURTH COUNT - LOSS OF CONSORTIUM AS TO DEFENDANT CHIEF CARLOS 

HUERTAS 

1-59. Paragraphs 1-59 of the Allegations of the Third Count are hereby incorporated and 

hereby made Paragraphs 1-59 of this Fomih Count as if fully set fmih herein. 



60. At all times relevant to the complaint, PlaintiffWayatte Bell was the wife of Plaintiff's 

Decedent, Kevin Bell and resided with Plaintiff's Decedent until his death at the fan1ily home in 

Hartford, Connecticut. 

61. As a proximate result of the misconduct of Defendant Chief Carlos Huertas, Plaintiff 

Wayatte Bell suffered the loss of the care, companionship, and consmiium of her husband, Plaintiff's 

Decedent, Kevin Bell and will continue to suffer such losses and damages in the future. 

FIFTH COUNT - WRONGFUL DEATH ACTION FOR INTENTIONALLY CREATING A 

DANGEROUS CONDITION SUBSTANTIALLY CERTAIN TO CAUSE INJURY AS TO 

DEFENDANT DEPUTY CHIEF JAMES MCLAUGHLIN 

1-61. Paragraphs 1-61 of the Allegations of Count Four are hereby incorporated and hereby 

made Paragraphs 1-61 of this Fifth Count as if fully set fmih herein. 

62. The Plaintiff, Shawn Bell, was appointed Administrator of the Estate of Kevin Bell by the 

Probate Comi ofHaiiford, and acting as such Administrator brings this action for the death of Plaintiff's 

Decedent, Kevin Bell pursuant to § 52-555 of the Connecticut General Statutes against the Defendant 

Deputy Chief James McLaughlin. 



63. The death of Plaintiff's Decedent was caused by the deliberate and/or conscious intent to 

create a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death by the Defendant Deputy 

Chief James McLaughlin and/or his agents, apparent agents, servants, officers, and/or employees in one 

or more of the following ways, in that by: 

a) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not follow and/or abide by the rules, 

policies and procedures set forth and promulgated in the Hartford Fire Department 

Directives created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or 

death; 

b) making a conscious and deliberate decision to delay sending in the Tactical Team to 

retrieve the Plaintiffs Decedent even though it was known that Plaintiffs Decedent's 

air level was low or depleted and he had been left behind in the burning building for 

many minutes after he had ordered the building to be evacuated by all firefighters 

created a dangerous condition substantially ce1iain to inflict injury and/or death; 

c) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not provide or obtain adequate training 

of the Incident Command System, in violation of Hartford Fire Department Directive 

No. 2.25, created a dangerous condition substantially ce1iain to inflict injury and/or 

death in the event he was designated as incident commander and circumstances which 

he was unprepared for arose; 



d) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not provide adequate training in 

communicating, copying and responding to an emergency "mayday" situation, in 

violation of Hartford Fire Depaiiment Directive No. 2.12, created a dangerous 

condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death; 

e) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not provide adequate direction and/or 

instruction in combating a fire in a residential area created a dangerous condition 

substantially ce1iain to inflict injury and/or death; 

f) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not provide adequate training and 

enforcement of the requirement of firefighters pairing up and remaining with their 

designated partner when in utilization of a SCBA, in violation of Hartford Fire 

Depaiiment Directive No. 2.43, created a dangerous condition substantially certain to 

inflict injury and/or death; 

g) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not perform daily inspections, testing 

and/or assessments of SCBA, in violation of Hartford Fire Department Directive No. 

2.43, created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death; 

h) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not provide and/or disable the function 

of the Incident Safety Officer at the scene in violation of Hartford Fire Depaiiment 



Directive No. 2.26, created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury 

and/or death; 

i) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not disclose to a more senior Hartford 

Fire Department member who arrived at the scene shortly after he assumed command 

that he did not have any incident command experience, had not had any recent live 

fire exercise leadership and command tactics training resulting in the non-assumption 

of such duties by the more senior and experienced member of the Hartford Fire 

Department which by Hartford Fire Department policies is what should have occurred 

in any event; 

j) making a conscious and deliberate decision to not disclose to his more senior 

Hartford Fire Depaiiment member who arrived on scene shortly after he assumed 

incident command that he had a mental health history which under stress might result 

in poor or delayed decision making impacting the safety of firefighters under his 

command. 

64. Prior to and on October 7, 2014, the Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin had 

knowledge to a substantial ce1iainty that the defective, inoperable, and/or faulty SCBA, would create a 

condition that could result in injury and/or death to his employees, including the Plaintiff's Decedent. 



65. Prior to and on October 7, 2014, the Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin had 

knowledge to a substantial certainty that not perfonning daily inspections, assessments, and/or testing of 

SCBA would create a condition that could result in injury and/or death of his employees, including the 

Plaintiff's Decedent. 

66. Prior to and on October 7, 2014, the Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin had 

knowledge to a substantial ce1iainty that inadequate training, including but not limited to: fighting fires, 

leaving emergency area with partner when the SCBA breathing alann sounds, "mayday" radio 

communications, having an Incident Safety Officer on scene, and the Incident Command System, would 

create a condition that could result in injury and/or death of his employees, including the Plaintiff's 

Decedent. 

67. The Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin was aware that injury and/or death to 

his employees, including the Plaintiff's Decedent, were substantially certain to follow from his 

aforementioned conduct. 



68. As a result of the deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of misconduct of Defendant 

Deputy Chief James McLaughlin, the Plaintiffs Decedent suffered asphyxia that resulted in his 

untimely death. 

69. As a result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of misconduct of 

Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin, the Plaintiffs Decedent sustained a loss of earnings and 

the destmction of his earning capacity. 

70. As a further result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of 

misconduct of Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin, the Plaintiffs Decedent incurred expenses 

for medical care and treatment, funeral and burial expenses. 

71. As a further result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of 

misconduct of Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin, the Plaintiffs Decedent has been deprived 

of the ability to carry on and enjoy life's activities and pleasures. 

SIXTH COUNT - LOSS OF CONSORTIUM AS TO DEFENDANT DEPUTY CHIEF JAMES 

MCLAUGHLIN 



1-71. Paragraphs 1-71 of the Allegations ofthe Fifth Count are hereby incorporated and 

hereby made Paragraphs 1-71 of this Sixth Count as if fully set forth herein. 

72. At all times relevant to the complaint, Plaintiff Wayatte Bell was the wife of Plaintiff's 

Decedent, Kevin Bell and resided with Plaintiffs Decedent until his death at the family home in 

Hartford, C01mecticut. 

73. As a proximate result of the misconduct of Defendant Deputy Chief James McLaughlin, 

Plaintiff Wayatte Bell suffered the loss of the care, companionship, and consortium of her husband, 

Plaintiff's Decedent, Kevin Bell and will continue to suffer such losses and damages in the future. 

SEVENTH COUNT - WRONGFUL DEATH ACTION FOR INTENTIONALLY CREATING A 

DANGEROUS CONDITION SUBSTANTIALLY CERTAIN TO CAUSE INJURY AS TO 

DEFENDANT LIEUTENANT JOHN MOREE 

1-40. Paragraphs 1-40 of the General Allegations are hereby incorporated and hereby made 

Paragraphs 1-40 of this Seventh Count as if fully set fo1ih herein. 



41. The Plaintiff, Shawn Bell, was appointed Administrator of the Estate of Kevin Bell by the 

Probate Court of Hartford, and acting as such Administrator brings this action for the death of Plaintiff's 

Decedent, Kevin Bell pursuant to § 52-555 of the Connecticut General Statutes against the Defendant 

Lieutenant John Moree. 

42. The death of Plaintiff's Decedent was caused by the deliberate and/or conscious intent to 

create a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death by the Defendant 

Lieutenant John Moree and/or his agents, apparent agents, servants, officers, and/or employees in one or 

more of the following ways, in that by: 

a) making a conscious decision to abandon his pminer, Plaintiff's Decedent, while in the 

burning structure and make an inadequate effort to locate him before exiting the 

room; 

b) making a conscious decision to refrain from repeating his faintly transmitted 

"Mayday" call after not having his transmission aclrnowledged and instead leaving 

Plaintiff's Decedent inside the burning structure; 

c) making a conscious decision to delay communicating to the scene commander that he 

could not find Plaintiff's Decedent or notifying the Tactical Team or other nearby 



:firefighters immediately upon his exiting of the structure that the Plaintiff's Decedent 

was still inside and low on oxygen; 

d) making a conscious decision to not follow and/or abide by the rules, policies and 

procedures set forth and promulgated in the Hartford Fire Department Directives 

created a dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death; 

e) making a conscious decision to not effectively communicate an emergency "mayday" 

situation, in violation of Hartford Fire Department Directive No. 2.12, created a 

dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death; 

f) making a conscious decision to not remain with designated partner when in utilization 

of a SCBA, in violation of Hartford Fire Department Directive No. 2.43, created a 

dangerous condition substantially certain to inflict injury and/or death. 

43. As a result of the deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of misconduct Defendant 

Lieutenant Jolm Moree, the Plaintiff's Decedent suffered asphyxia leading to cardiac aiTest that resulted 

in his untimely death. 



44. As a further result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of 

misconduct of Defendant Lieutenant Jolm Moree, the Plaintiffs Decedent sustained a loss of earnings 

and the destruction of his earning capacity. 

45. As a further result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of 

misconduct of Defendant Lieutenant John Moree, the Plaintiffs Decedent inc1med expenses for medical 

care and treatment, funeral and burial expenses. 

46. As a fu1iher result of the aforesaid deliberate and/or consciously intended acts of 

misconduct of Defendant Lieutenant Jolm Moree, the Plaintiffs Decedent has been deprived of the 

ability to carry on and enjoy life's activities and pleasures. 

EIGHTH COUNT - LOSS OF CONSORTIUM AS TO DEFENDANT LIEUTENANT JOHN 

MOREE 

1-46. Paragraphs 1-46 of the Allegations of the Seventh Count are hereby incorporated and 

hereby made Paragraphs 1-46 of this Eighth Count as if fully set fo11h herein. 



47. At all times relevant to the complaint, Plaintiff Wayatte Bell was the wife of Plaintiffs 

Decedent, Kevin Bell and resided with Plaintiffs Decedent until his death at the family home in 

Hmiford, Connecticut. 

48. As a proximate result of the misconduct of Defendant Lieutenant Jolm Moree, Plaintiff 

Wayatte Bell suffered the loss of the care, companionship, and consortium of her husband, Plaintiffs 

Decedent and will continue to suffer such losses and damages in the future. 

NINTH COUNT - NEGLIGENCE AS TO CITY OF HARTFORD 

1-40. Paragraphs 1-40 of the General Allegations are hereby incorporated and hereby made 

Paragraphs 1-40 of this Ninth Count as if fully set forth herein. 

41. Well prior to the official release of the cause of death by the medical examiner's findings as 

to the Plaintiff Decedent's cause of death, toxicology results from Plaintiffs Decedent's blood were 

delivered to high ranking members of the Hartford Fire Depaiiment ai1d based upon information and 

belief this included the Defendants Chief Carlos Huertas and scene commander Defendant Deputy Chief 

John McLaughlin. At or around this time, scandalous rumors began to circulate that the Plaintiffs 

Decedent had "cocaine in his blood" and "suffered a heart attack" with an implication that it was the 

Plaintiff Decedent's level of fitness for duty which contributed to his death. 



42. Said rumors were of a nature and variety that they were partially based upon distorted private 

infonnation shared with the Hartford Fire Department and either encouraged or allowed to circulate for 

many months prior to the release of official information. 

43. Said rumors were circulated throughout the community, other fire house stations throughout 

the State of Cmmecticut and were heard by Plaintiff Decedent's family members including the Plaintiff 

Shawn Bell and the Plaintiff Wayatte Bell and were extremely hurtful and of course were untrue. 

44. The responsible members of the Hartford Fire Department were also aware of same and who 

in the Hartford Fire Department were the sources of said scandalous rumors and yet no private or public 

effort to stop the defamatory information from continuing to circulate was unde1iaken. 

45. In the meantime, the official Board of Inquiry that had been constituted in accordance with 

Hartford Fire Depmiment policy to explore the circumstances leading to the death of a firefighter in the 

line of duty was upon infonnation and belief deliberately denied information that had been requested by 

the Board of Inquiry and in fact advised to stand down but not "tell the public" that this was going to 

occur. 

46. A member of the Board oflnquiry refused to obey what was viewed as an unlawful 

command and to mislead the public by pmiicipating in such a charade. 

4 7. Instead of rapidly enabling the Board of Inquiry to fulfill its function, senior members of the 

Hartford Fire Department who knew that the Plaintiffs Decedent did not have cocaine in his blood 

system or suffer a heart attack due to his level of fitness chose to obstruct the investigation. 



48. Both the encouragement and/or allowance of scandalous information concerning the death of 

a firefighter occmTing from personal misbehavior and conditioning, the failure to take steps to address 

such hurtful information now circulating in the community and the decision to obstrnct its own Board of 

Inquiry stem from high level Haiiford Fire Department members in a position to act ai1d yet failed to do 

so. 

49. Both the encouragement and/or allowance of scandalous information concerning the death of 

a firefighter occurring from personal misbehavior and conditioning, the failure to take steps to address 

such hurtful information now circulating in the community and the decision to obstrnct its own Board of 

Inquiry are consistent with the apparent goal of taking the focus off the embarrassing failures of 

command structure, equipment maintenance irregularities and the lack of State of Connecticut mandated 

training provided to their firefighters and instead allow the "blaine" to impliedly fall upon the Plaintiff's 

Decedent as per the scandalous rumors continuing to circulate. 

50. The City of Hartford is liable for the acts and omissions of its Haiiford Fire Depaiiment 

members who had a duty to secure private information about the Plaintiff Decedent's toxicology and 

medical examiner findings communicated to them and failed to do so in a competent manner. 

51. The City of Haiiford is liable for the acts and omissions of its Hartford Fire Department 

members who had a duty to address and take actions to stop the scandalous rumors circulating based 

upon certain factual dist01iions of the Plaintiff Decedent's toxicology and medical examiner findings 

communicated to them. 



52. The City of Hartford is liable for the acts and omissions of its Hartford Fire Department 

members who had a duty not to allow and encourage the scandalous untrue infonnation circulating both 

within and outside the depmiment and the public domain based upon certain factual distortions of the 

Plaintiff Decedent's toxicology and medical exmniner findings communicated to them. 

53. The City of Hartford is liable for the acts and omissions of its Hartford Fire Department 

members who had a duty to not delay and obstruct the work of its own Board of Inquiry while at the 

same time taking active steps meant to deceive the public and instead allow the scandalous untrue 

information about the Plaintiffs Decedent to be the only infonnation coming out of the Hmiford Fire 

Department about the fateful events leading to the unnecessary death of one of its members. 

54. The City of Hmiford is liable for the acts and omissions of its Hartford Fire Department 

members who had a duty to have in place and/or observe communication and privacy policies about 

members of its depmiment and the role that any personal conduct, blood chemistry or personal health 

/cause of death information. 

55. The City of Hartford is liable to the wife of the Plaintiffs Decedent, Plaintiff Wayatte Bell, 

for the tremendous emotional m1d mental trauma that such has had on her, particularly when she had not 

yet had time to begin to complete the grieving process. 

56. The City of Hartford is liable to the Estate of the Plaintiff Decedent for the trmnpling of his 

reputation and honor as a firefighter which cannot fully be recovered despite the Board of Inquiry and 

every other rep01i thus far released many months after the fateful event directing all criticism on the 



actions and failures of the Hmiford Fire Department for the various reasons recounted within the body of 

this Complaint. 

57. The responsible members of the Hartford Fire Department who committed these acts owed a 

duty to both individuals affected and the general public to not engage in that behavior. 

58. The responsible members of the Hartford Fire department who committed these acts were 

violating ministerial duties to hold persom1el related information, including medical infonnation, from 

those without authorization to receive it. 

59. The responsible members of the Hartford Fire department who committed these acts were 

committing what may be considered proprietary acts meant to help defend and/or shield their 

Department from Civil liability for the death of the Plaintiff's Decedent. 

60. The actions and omissions complained of were made by employees of the City of Hartford in 

the course and scope of their employment and the City is liable for same pursuant to Connecticut 

General Statute sections 52-557n., 7-465 and 7-lOla. 

TENTH COUNT- DEFAMATION AS TO CITY OF HARTFORD 

1-60. Paragraphs 1-60 of the Allegations of the Ninth Count are hereby incorporated and 

hereby made Paragraphs 1-60 of this Tenth Count as if fully set forth herein. 

61. At all relevant time hereto, Defendant City of Hartford, through its agents and employees, 

knowingly made false statements to members of its own Hartford Fire Department who repeated them to 



others outside the Hartford Fire Department stating that the Plaintiffs Decedent was under the influence 

of cocaine at the time of death and was physically unfit in some way relating to the health of his heart. 

62. Said Medical Examiner Report details that cocaine was not in the Plaintiffs Decedent's 

system at the time of death and that the Plaintiffs Decedent died from asphyxia due to a lack of oxygen 

leading to cardiac anest. 

63. Said actions of Defendant City of Hartford constitutes Defamation of Character in that 

Defendant City of Hartford made statements which it knew to be false, malicious and injurious to the 

Plaintiffs Decedent's reputation. 

64. Defendant City of Hartford published the aforementioned statements with actual malice 

in that neither (a) knew the statements were false, or (b) acted with reckless disregard for the truth of 

such statements. 

65. Because of the publication of such statements, as previously set forth, the Plaintiffs 

Decedent has suffered injuries and damages. 

66. Because of the publication of such statements, as previously set forth, the Plaintiff 

Wayatte Bell has been defamed as the memory of her late husband in the community is intricately bound 

up with her own. 

ELEVENTH COUNT- FALSE LIGHT AS TO DEFENDANT CITY OF HARTFORD 



1-66. Paragraphs 1-66 of the Tenth Count are hereby incorporated and hereby made Paragraphs 

1-66 of this Eleventh Count as if fully set forth herein. 

67. Said statements are highly offensive to a reasonable person. 

68. The Defendant City of Hartford knew or should have known, or acted in reckless 

disregard, as to the falsity of the publicized statements and the false light in which the Plaintiff's 

Decedent would be placed. 

69. Because of the publication of such statements, as previously set forth, the Plaintiff's 

Decedent has suffered injuries and damages 

70. Because of the publication of such statements, as previously set forth, the Plaintiff Wayatte 

Bell has suffered injuries and damages. 

TWELTH COUNT - NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS AS TO 

DEFENDANT CITY OF HARTFORD 

1-70. Paragraphs 1-70 of the Eleventh Count are hereby incorporated and hereby made 

Paragraphs 1-70 of this Twelfth Count as if fully set forth herein. 

71. The Defendant City of Haiiford engaged in conduct that it should have realized involved 

an unreasonable risk of causing emotional distress and that distress, if it were caused, might result in 

illness or bodily injury. 



72. Said conduct caused emotional distress to the Plaintiff Wayette Bell. 

THIRTEENTH COUNT - BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY AS TO DEFENDANT CITY OF 

HARTFORD 

1-70. Paragraphs 1-70 of the Eleventh Count are hereby incorporated and hereby made 

Paragraphs 1-70 of this Thirteenth Count as if fully set fmih herein. 

71. In regards to the reputational interests of the Plaintiffs Decedent concerning his conduct, 

fitness for duty and cause of death in the line of duty the Defendant City of Hartford was in a position of 

a unique degree of trust and confidence to a level of duty which Connecticut law should recognize as a 

fiduciary. 

72. The Plaintiffs Decedent was unable to protect his own reputational interests and the 

Defendant City of Hartford had a high degree of control over the subject matter complained of. 

73. Members of the Hartford Fire Depaiiment such as the Plaintiffs Decedent reasonably 

expect that should their death occur in the line of duty that the Defendant City of Hartford would 

administer its policies and behavior in a manner reflecting the superior knowledge, skill and expertise 

that commanding officers and members involved in the post event inquiry and communications about 

same would possess and exercise on behalf of a fallen member of the Hartford Fire Department who 

entrusted his personal safety and professional reputation as a firefighter to the Defendant City of 

Haiiford. 



74. For the afore referenced reasons the conduct of the Defendant City of Hartford, through 

its responsible members has breached the fiduciary duty which was owed to the Plaintiff's Decedent and 

the Plaintiff's Decedent has suffered damages. 

FOURTEENTH COUNT - INDEMNIFICATION - CITY OF HARTFORD 

1-49. Paragraphs 1-49 of the First Count are hereby incorporated and hereby made Paragraphs 

1-49 of this Fourteenth Count as if fully set forth herein. 

50-51. Paragraphs 48-49 of the Second Count are hereby incorporated and hereby made 

Paragraphs 50-51 of this Fourteenth Count as if fully set forth herein. 

52-110. Paragraphs 1-59 of the Third Count are hereby incorporated and hereby made 

Paragraphs 52-110 of this Fourteenth Count as if fully set forth herein. 

111-178. Paragraphs 1-69 of the Fifth Count are hereby incorporated and hereby made 

Paragraphs 111- 178 of this Fourteenth Count as if fully set forth herein. 

179-180. Paragraphs 58-59 of the Sixth Count are hereby made Paragraphs 179-180 of this 

Fourteenth Count. 

181-226. Paragraphs 1-46 of the Seventh Count are hereby made paragraphs 181-226 of this 

Fomieenth Count. 



227-228. Paragraphs 47-48 of the Eighth Count are hereby made Paragraphs 227-228 of this 

Fourteenth C0tmt. 

229. The Plaintiffs injuries and damages were the direct and proximate result of the acts and 

deliberate failures to act, by their officers, agent and employees, acting within the course and scope of 

their official duties and the City of Hartford owes a duty to indemnify them pursuant to Connecticut 

General Statutes Section 7-lOla and 7-465. 



PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiffs prays for the following relief: 

1. Money damages. 

2. Punitive damages relative to Counts One, Two, Seven, Eight, Nine and Thirteen including 
attorney's fees, cost and interest. 

3. Such other relief as to law or equity pe1iain. 

PLAINTIFFS, 

Paul S. Levin, Esq. 
Law Offices of Paul S. Levin 
40 Russ Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 
Tel. (860) 560-7226 
Juris No. 400797 

ent, 
Rome McGuigan P.C. 
One State Street 
Hartford, CT 06103 
Tel. (860) 493-3522 
Juris No. 027726 



STATEMENT OF AMOUNT IN DEMAND 

The amount in demand, exclusive of interest and costs, exceeds the sum of Fifteen Thousand 

($15,000.00) Dollars. 

PLAINTIFFS, 

Paul S. 
Law Offices of Paul S. Levin 
40 Russ Street 
Haiiford, CT 06106 
Tel. (860) 560-7226 
Juris No. 400797 

ent, Esq. 
Rome McGuigan P.C. 
One State Street 
Hartford, CT 06103 
Tel. (860) 493-3522 
Juris No. 027726 



EXHIBIT A 



From: msmith@hartforclgov 
S~nt:­
To:· 
Subject 

Monday, March 16, 2015 2:47 PM 
FierRDOl@hartford.gov 
Fwd: 

Sent from my iPhone 

. Begin forwarded message: 

f!rom: "Madden, DanielJ.ru <MADDD001@hartford.goV> 
Date; March 16, 2015 at 2:03:39 PM EDT 
To: "Smith, .Michael E.11 <msm!th@hartfurd~gov> r..?'';l'f.·~.!'~ 

'· . . """"'""'j 
This· email is fn response to your comments you made Jo;ive on 3/1112015 in the lunch room at 
1:2:50 In the afternoon. · ~ :,,,,., 
1- Yori asked why you did not receive an emall why1~at'lfle fit testing machine Is broken •. 
- Last summer the wick that is soaked in alcohol became' detached from the holder and has to 

be taken out manually to be stored rather than with the:~ttached handle. The unit is still 
functional but Steve did contact the company and theysrud they do not have parts available any 
longer and were unsure if they would be able to repalr1ontil looked al The annual calibration 
was comirrg up soon . They sent us a notice foi:-d discount Jf we upgraded to a new 
unit. 

_2- you asked why we haven't been doing flt testing. ~-.~'''''~], 

In the fall when we were try to 9et ready to start fit testing' we dld not have enough spare mask 
to handle anticipated replacements due to lack of part&. 10/2/2014 You had also stated wheli 
comronted about parts that we were going to getting eln'1e)Af'AV3000 face masks and that 
everyone would need to be redone anyway and io hold-oft 

. . (",\ 

3--YQu stated that Steves dally log hasn't been done i:incfimplied that he hasn't been doing 
anything. ~'"'"'1'. 

· -steve.has been writing down his daily log and enterl,ngs!h·computer as time pem\fts. You 
came to me Jn January With the concern that he hasn'tJ:i~Q, entering them In Firehouse and I 
immediately went to him and requested that he start fif!!D.g'afrt current week and working 
backwards in the Flrehou$e database in an effort to kEiep ~up to date. 

·~6-

·:.=-·~~; ' 

4--You stated that if Steve hasn't been doing flt test and air pack repairs, the ihreat was made 
that the Scott room would be closed down and repairs"and frt testing would be contracted to 
Shipmans Fire Equipment Steve would then be put l:i~Ckl~rr the shop floor doing maintenance 
as the other mechanics. ' 
-steve has been performing repairs to air packs and rpas~s as needed and performfng repairs 
.and road work at fire houses at my dlreciion. He arso.§!'1lf9nns repairs to apparatus as needed 
when company's stop at shop wlth. inqulrf~. Steve ha~, bffe3n keeping air packs functional by 
borrowing parts from out of service packs and and spaj;1j,~r packs. 
steve had requested $40,000 for air pack and mask Rait~'ln July, in October the department 
received a $900,000grant for breathing apparatus, ste"iieJthen asked ff we could get around 
$5000 to make needed repairs fori:ime being and agaln'"'on 2-2-2015 you were asked for 
mlnlmum amount. 

1 

-----~-~----· ·-··------- ______ , .. -.... 
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There has been a totar lank Of corrimunicatioo Between You and Steve in regards to Scott room 
needs especially in light of last ocfobers events. When there Is no communication with one or 
more.members of this division and you spend larfle amounts Of time with other division 
members working with them is viewed as work plaoe harassment and irrtimldatlon by the 
training classes we all took from city attorneys on Cfty of Hartford personal policies 

There are other iss\Jes that we have been walling to be addressed. The NIOSH report !hat 
c;ame out citing bottle hydrotesting and service life. stev~,J;ias been warning of the amount of 
bottles comfng out of service ror many years with you a"-- ith past Assistant Chiefs Milner, 
Freeman, and Aeling assistants Shapiro and Waner. _ has also tried to establish a 
minimum needed amount of bottles for the Hartford Fir-e·:,dept. and has tried to work with you 
and Health and safety to determine ihat number. We lia~.elnot seen an agreement to this and 
Sieve has detennlned that 412 ftlls all the spots we currently have. We currently have an 
unacceptable number now that need to be removed frQ.m,,,,s..m:vice per manufacturer 
recommendations. lam fully aware that it Is extremely .mtncult to rectify this due to budgetary­
maters and political budget cuts. We are currently tryingJ.g keep past due bottles out of normal 
circulation and reserve _for (lrastic situations. t LJ 

'YNi'.?,';:::,~f· 

On3/9/2015 DepEirtment Dlrective#DD 2.221 came ri!dtji1 regards to apparatus checks and 
.procedures. Upon my return to work on 3/1012015 notbing was said in regards to that coming 
out and you seemed to distance your$elf from me in atrrlsfre than usual fashion as well as the 
outburst on 3711/2015 in front of all EMO members. I ttien leamed on 3/15/2015 that PO 
G.:iuvreau had sent a letterm Chief Huertas requestingJhhlthe department look into updating 
its. qaHy apparatus drivers check list to one that I hacl.~ggested to him. ! did NOT condone this, 
It was offered to him to look up on his own from fhe CQQl)Scficut Flre Equipment Mechanics 
Association and use at his discretion to help him wifh mwn-daily checks. I also told him he had 1o 
continue with the current drtv.ers cheCkllst and not by~ .. it. This check list that he obtained was 
with the house cap1alm:r pennisslon and help in an effort.to have better communication between 
drivers and officers and better accountability of truck and:J:iquipment. 

'""''"'} 
There have been multlpre requests ro me over the last,~ar about carwash slips and 

apparently there have rnultlpl\'!I changes that I was ne'1erihformed of. The oniy time you tal!<ed 
to me of the issue was when we were changing from using slips to the faclllty having a list of 
approved. usar:s. I has received several requests fur sllps~s of late and am unaware of what our 
policy is. · t ;-

~e'""'"f ') 
This budget year it appears to me that we have reacti;ff'~n epidemic amount of venders that 
have been caning on us about past due invoices and pt'llting us on COD, these include NAPA, 
Fleetpride GCR Firestone tire and Shipmans Fire EqUfPrrl'.ent. Chips auto electric and 
International Radiator have also only allowed us to pipk'"l.lp repairs after they have been paid for 
·and not aJfowing us to put on account. Again I undersland-,that we have put under undo budget 
reatraints and I am trying to work within-means. -,, 

- .,-:''"'-\ 

There ls also the matter of Ladder 6 arial test that safout'of service for 3+ months without 
_ appointment due to 3 past due invoices. I had tried to%Ciiedule a testing date before we took it 
apart and you then told me l'II take care of it '''''-'" -
It has become a running Joke ami;mg the shop members.~'11 Take Care Of If' these include Scott 

·parts, snowblower parts and car parts that we need t6'1is) P-card for. (is a vacuum solenoid for 
Dist 2 car on 1 /6/2015 that Dave worked on, Ariens snovf blower bearing for Lloyd ) 

On March 26 2014 Ladder 4, car 40 came In for ti.tel !eak and it was determined excessive 
rusting has led to leak and the possfbillty that there may be a crack under the weld as advised 
by John Taylor from Sutphen that the Fuel Beam should be replaced and he then put together a 
parts quote for us that I handed to you. I have asked for status updates on in the past but not as 
of lately. 

2 

·-~------- ---- _,, ___ ,_ 
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This Jetter is in respons~ to asking why you were not notified by email about fit testing machine 
being-broken, so l felt compelled to notify you of these others is~ues that are of equal 
importance to the operation of this division. 

Respeotlly, 

Dan .iMaddeu 
Supervisor Ha:ctford Firo Dept. ro..1D 
38 Jeunings rd 
Hartford Ct. 08120 
Office 860.:.757~2 
Ccll 860-7 61-4280 
Fax 860-722-8224 

3 

{~~~t;. 

:~ f~:ii 
f • .,T~.1:.;,, 

~t-;l-!"~~l 

:F,L~-:-
f'- ~JJ 
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llisclalmer 

-· 

The purpose ofRespirator St.ams Investigations is to derern:i1ne the conformance 
.;if ea(:h respirator to th!.! N10SH approval requirements found in Tide 42, Code 
of Federal Rt?-gulathlns. l?'art 84. A 1m111her nf performanM t<>sl$ ru-., ~electi;d 
from the cotnpletl:! list of Part 84 require-ments and c-a.i::h respirator fa tested fu its 
"as :rece~ved" condition to determine its conformance to those pt..rfommnce: 
requirements. Each r~pi:rntor fs also inspected to determine its conforrnimce to 
the qw1Jjty (ISStr_rnuoe <lucum.eri~tion on file at NIOSH. 

In order to gain additional inform11tlon about it;.s overall performmwe, eE!ch 
respirator r:nay afao be subjet.~ted to other recognized te-st parameten;, ;;uch as 
National Fire Protec6on As.sociatfou (NFPA) consensus standards, While tl1e 
test results give ml indlCF.tion of Qi~ respirator's conform~nce to the J\'FPA 
approval re-quirements, NWSH does not actively con-data the test results fi.-om 
its NFPA test equipment vl"ith those of certification organizations whlcli li.>t 
NFPA~compfamt prn<luci.s. Thus, the NFPA test. results arc provide<l for 
information ptrrp\l.Ses nnJy. 

Selected tests arc oo.nduc:ted only after it J1as been determined th.flf each 
respirator is in a condition th<it ls safe to be pressurized, handled, and tested, 
Rcsp1rmors whose coridili<m h4S deteriorated to the point where t'he l1ealth ilnd 
safety ofNIOSH personnel and/or property j,i; at risk will not be tested. 

The SCBA perfor.mID'It.~ tests were conducted by 1vlike Commodore, Engineering Technician, 
and .Tay Parker, Acti11g Laboratory Iv!anngcr. ·n1e- SCDA inspections were performed and this 
report "'~"aS written by Jay Tarley, Phy&lcn-1 Scientist. The invcM.igator.s; <1re part ofU1t: Pulicy and 
Statlda:rds Development branch, National Personal Protective Technology Laboratory, National 
Institute for Occupational Safety and HeaHh, lr>eated in Bruceton, Pennsylvania. 

https://html 1-f.scribdassets. com/2yojdbviyo4ctutkJimages/6-d86f7 c654 3 .jpg 4/14/2015 



Page 1 of 1 

Status lnvestlgatfon Report of ~ 
Self-Contniucd Breathing Apparatus 

. SubmU:ted By the 
NJOSH.Division ofS.afety Research for the Hartford; Connecticut Fire 

Department 

NIOSH Task Number 19908 

B~ckground 

As part of the Nfliional I1rstit¥#ef<tr Oecupaiit;mfl/ Safety am/ H?t;./t/t (l'{lOSR) Fir~ Fighter 
Fawliiyim·~#Jtation and Preven#on Program, the Nati{)na! Ptts.oMI ProW:;tive Technology 
Laboratory (NPPTL) agreed to examine and evaluate two SCBA units identified a;;; Scott Health 
md Safety model AirPak 45, 4500 psi, 30-minl.1.ti;!, self-contained breathing apparatus (SCBA). 

TI1ls SCBA, ~;s investigation was ru;signed NlOSH Tusk Number 19908. The mOSH Division 
of Safety Rescai:ch (NiOSH/DSR) Md the Hartford Fir~ Departmenl. wm-e oovised that NTOSH 
NPPTL 'Nouid provide a written report of th~ inspections !IDd any appUc~ble test results, 

The SCBA unit&, contained v,fthrn a plastic shipping container, were delivered to the NIOSH 
facility in Morgantown, WV' 011 October, 28, 2014, 'fhe units ;vere taken to the lower t1oor of lab 
room .1513 for secured storage. The SCBA units were then transported to Pittsburgh for inspection 
on November 18, 2014 and were taken to building 20 and stored under lock lint1J the time of the 
evaluations on November 21, 2014. 

SCBA Jn~pcction 

Both units were :initfaU:;rremoved from their packaging in the Communications Classroom, Room 
116 {Building 40) and itispt:cted on Novemb.er 18, 2014 by Tom P(IUcbot, Oeneral Enginec1\ and 
Jay Tarley, Physical S dentist, NPPTL. The two SCBAs were identified 11s the. Hartford Fire 
Department SCBA Unit #1 and Unil #2. These SCBA units were t:Xlcnsively~ine<l, 
component by component, in the conditlon received w detennine the .conformance of each nnit to 
the NIOSH-approved configuration. The units \Vere identified as the Scott Health and Safety 
Company model AitPak 4.5, 30 minute, 4500 psi units, NlOSH appmval numoets TC-131'-D076 
imd TC-i 3F-0076CBRN. The vicmai inspection process was dom.tmentcd photographically. 

Also onNovember:25, 2014 the SCBA dam. logger was dovmloade<l by personnel from Scott 
Health and Safety with .Nl08H personnel present. Once all the inspections were completed the 
SCBA utJit was repackaged and placed back in building 20 under lo6k. 

The oomptete SCBA inspectlon is summarized in Appendix I The contHti-0n of each major 
component ofthe SCBA that were photographed with a digital camera is contained in Appendl:x 
lIL 

N10SHIDSR for Hartford, C:innecticut Flrn Department~ Status Investigation Report~ P:ie;e 2 

https://htmll-£scribdassets.com/2yojdbviyo4ctutk/images/7-6dab4c900d.jpg 4/14/2015 



Page 1of1 

It was judged ili<lt both SC:BA tinlts could not be ~afely pte.ssunzcd and tested irri the condition 
received. Tbe fire department supplfod new air c ylinclers and a faccpie-ce for the evaluati0n. Unit 
#1 and Unit #2 \Vere tllsted on November 21, 2014 with two representatives from tlie Hartford Fire 
Department and ;a: representative .from NJOSHIDSR present. 

The purpose of the testing W<IS to determinB' the conformance of e.ach SCBA to the approval 
pe:rfonnf3nc.e requirements ofT:itle 42, Code cf Federal Regulations, Part 84 (42 CFR 84). Furtlier 
iestlng was conducted to provide fill indication ofthe conforma,uce tife<ich SCBA to the National 
Fire Prollii;::tion. Association (NFPA) Air Flow Perfommnce requirements ofNFPA l 9:81, Standard 
on Open-Circuit Se{f.Con/ained Bn:athh~g Apparatu,~ fbr the Fire Service, i 997 Edition. 

N.lOSH SC.BA Cert<ifitmtioo Tes is (:in 1J;Ccordauce with the performance requirements uf 
42 CFR 84): 

1. P(ls:itive Pressure Test[§ 84.70(a)(2)(ii)1 
2. RatcQ. Sen-ice Ti.me. Test (duration) [§ 84.95] 
3. Static Pres!\:ure Test [§ 84,9! (d)J 
4. Gas Flow Tt:st [§ 84.93] 
S, Exh~a.tion Resistance Test f§ 84.91 (c)} 
6. Re:rnainlng Senricl~ Life Indicator Test {lmv-nir alarm)[§ 84.R3(:l}} 

Nutimuil Fire Protectioo Association (Nl''PA) T·l'Sts {in accordance with J:....iFPA 19$1, 
1991 Edition): 

7. Aft Flow Performance T~1 f Chapter 5; 5-1, 1 J 

Unit #1 and Unit #2 both nee<led a replacement air cylinder and faoepiece to be t1;stcd. These ooits 
were tested on November 21, 20l4. A representative ·of the Hartford Fire Department ilild 
N10SHIDSR were present for all the testing. 

App.emlh- H contains the complete NIOSH t~t report for the SCBA. Tables ONE. TWO. 
THREE and FOUR summarize the N10SH ftfld NFPA test re.rults. 

Sllmmuv nnd Condusioos 

Two SCBA Units were submitted to NIOSH/NPPi'L by the NIOSH/DSR for the Hartford 
Connecticut Fire Depr:uiment for evaluation. The SCBA units wero dcll-vered to NJOSB on 
Ootober28, 2014 a.tid ~:rtensively inS)Jccte<l on November, l&, 2014. Both units were. identified as 
a Scott Health and Safety model AlrPak 4.5, 4500 psi, 30-minu~e, SCBA (NIOSH approval 
numbers, TC-13F--0076, Unit#l and TC· l3F-0076CBRN, Unit #2). Scoit Health a111d Safety 
p~formed rt downloading of the Unit #2 data logger on November 25, 2014. The units suffored 
very slight amounts of damage but exhibHed oilier signs of wear and teflr nnd the units were 
slightly co\•cred with ge11eraI dirt 'The cylinder valvt.s, as received, on Unit# 1 fll1d Unit #2 were 
lrt the closed position. The cylinder g:iuge.s showed no pressure. The cylinder valve hand-wheels 
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could he turned on both units. Thill regulaior and fucep:iece mating: .fl.ncl sealing area on both units 
were relatively clem1, T11e milts had only slight scratches on the lenses, Visibilfty through llie 
~iece kn~ of Units# I and #2 were good lo fair with the lenses hav.ing .slight scratches. The 
:fucepiece head harness ;vebbing on both units ;vere in fair ci:mdition and were slightly dirty with 
some fraying at tl.1~ connection points. The NFPA approval label on Unit# 1 Md Unlt.#2 were 
~ent and T!;!adable after some dirt was wiped away, The personal alert safety system (PASS) on 
both units functioned. 

The !J.Ir cylmde:r on the Unit #I had a mamrfuctured date of 0 l/04. Under the applicable DOT 
i!:X~mption, tht:.'- air cyU:nder is required to be hydro tested evl;;ry 5 ye,,-m;. For the air cylinder O!! 
Unit #1, a retest d@! before the last day ofOl/09 is required. The retest fabel was readabfe on Unit 
#1 with a retest d~te of 4/1.3; therefore, the cylinder was within the hydro ~rtificatfon when la.st 
used. The cylinder on Unit tH ~"'-5 in :fair to good condition with surface scratches and gouge 
repairs present on the outer coatfog. There wa.s no air remaining in the cylinder .. Although the 
cylinder wru; \vithin the hydro testing req!.lirements, it was determined that ft may not be safe t.o 
pressurize. Anothi;r GyTinder and facepiecc was requested from the Bartft.ird fire department. The 
SCBA Unit Fl 1 was tested q.,~ it \Vas received as no other maintenance or n:q>a.ir 1vork was per.funned 
011 the unit at any ti.me. · 

The rur cylinder on the U:oit #2 11ad El manufactured~ of 01/04. Under lhe .-i:pplicable DOT 
~.(m'lption, the air cylinder :is required to be 11ydro tested .every 5 yeru-s. For the air cylinder on 
Un:it '#2, a retest date before the last day of 01/09 is required, The retest fobel was not pr~sent on 
Unit #2 and could not be pressurized safely. The cyllnder on Unit tl2 was in fair to good comUtion 
with surface scratches snd gouge repairs present on the outer coating. There >Vas no air remaining 
in the cylinder. Another cylliider and facepie<:e was requested from the H attford fire departmr:nl 
The SCBA Unit #2 was rru:ted as it Wm: received as fi-O ritbermainte.nanc.e or repair \Vork was 
petfonue<l mt the unit at any nme. 
SCBA Unit # 1 did meet the requirements of the N10SH Positiv·e Pressure T~i, as toe miit d3d ·.· .. ·· 
majn. .apo~itiv~ pressure for the 30 1JJi.11ute minimum durati0n of the urut•J.iffit'iH"'ful]:e(iitll; 
('''~;,; '~'i\f;~'t?iViI~'-life\fof;lic:;1~AE!~~ftd'.se'chndai-y.ben :frliled·to·~pdf-lt~· \i/1thib 'the(para'rneteni; 
· fpassed all oftfo Citlie.r :r\TJOSH tests. 

SCBA,Un!L #i did not meet the requirements of the NIOSH Po~ith~c Pressure Test, BS £he unit did 
not !hailltaiti pcis1Hv.e. Pi.t$.:>!Jt~g~i:Qughout.the 30 minute:ffiJnliritun 'duratifoi:bf ale· uhlf 'The unit 
passed all oftl1e other NIOSH ksts" 

In light of the itlfot.m.atfrm obtained during lhis investig11tion, NIOSH has µ-·oposed no further 
action on its pa.rt at this time. The SCBA units were returned fo storage peflding retum to the 
Hartford, Connecticut Fire Department. 

If these units are m be placed iback hi: service, the SCBAs must be repaired, tested, cleaned and any 
damaged components replaced and inspected by a qualified service technician, lnclurling ~ucb 
testing and other maintenance activities as prescribed by the .schedule from the SCBA 
ml'!nufocturer. Typically a flow test is required on at least an. annual basis. 

~~~~~~-=--==·-~··~·=-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-,-~~~-- ~~ 
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Appendix 

SCBA Inspection Report 
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R.esgirgtGr Field Prohlel'.ll 
incoming Inspect-ion RJ;)!~rt Su.mman - Unit #t 

Tai.iii: Nmnber; TN-19908 Requcstorr NIOSH/DSR for tile Hartford !'ire 
Department 

Date Received; O'-'iaber 28, 2014 

D11te Inspected: November 18, 2014 Description; Fatality 

l\>fanu facturcr: Scott Health and Safety Irrspcctcd by: Tom Potiohot, Jay T.arley 

Appnr,•.!ll Number; TC-13F-076 SCBA Type: Open Circuit, Pressure-Demand 

Th-e SCBA >vas received fo_ a plastic shipping box {refer to Figntres 1 - 3 ln Appen.dix Iil(l. A 
:shipping label wru; t.he only markings on the outside ofthe shipping box:. The SCBA W!lS placed 
ins:i(k a p<!per bag locale-0 inside the box. 

Conmct Agency: NIOSH/DSR for the Hartford, Coilllecticut Fire Department. 

All received; 
.. Cylinder Gallgc no pressure showing 
., By0 Pass fo the half-way position 
"" Donning S1\1tch Off, RegulaLor Active 
• Mask mounter regulator (MJV1R)Tocked into Facepiec:e 
'" Cylinder Valve cl.osed, n-o air remaining ln cylinder 

NOTE: AU mfen::nce1; to "right'' or "left" arc from the user•-s perspe-etive, 

l· Face};!iece (Refer fo Figures 4 ~ 9 ln Appendix IlI); 

Faceplece M!.\embly; PIN None largt: Model: AV:i!OOO Lot: nnkno\Vn 
Facepiece SealP/N: HHi09779 
'.MFG date: 41

fl quarter 2D04 
Nosecup P/N: 31{)(}1256 MFG Date: 2°~ quarler 1998 Other rnfitbngs: unknown 
Head Harness: 804177-0l replaces 802240-01 

"' OvernH condition is fair 

'" Lot number label present. 
" L?n.s is good \'Vith some slight scratches present, the visibility is fair. 

NIOSHIDSR for the iiartford, CT Fire Department - SCBA Inspection Report-Page l 
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"" Hmrnm dirty. 
"' Hairnet Strnostw)sfui;I., str-aps move freely hold in P-lac~,_.!:Je!d securelv to facepiec&;,. 

slightly dirtYt 

111 Attachment points for strapti ~frayed. 
1;1 The fa·c!lpiece st!al "rubber"' portion i.s okay. 
{I Regulator interface area. is )11 good condition irtl;d cle-~. 
11> Nose cup slightly dislodged from left voiccmitter, 
I!! Volcemitters dt:nled 

2 . .l\fa..sk Moamtcr Re:enlator (Refer to Figures HI~ l4 ~n A .. ppeadix llI}: 

E.Z--F!o Reguhitor 
Front Label: AkPak Plus, VibrnAlert >'>1th City of l:fartfQrd sticker 
Regulator as~mbly PIN: damaged Otht:r niarlrjngs: 027 
SIN: 1'dFG Date: 

·>!! Overall <Xlndition, is good to fair w1th some dirt 

• Donnlng S\Vitch is in good condition. Switch is oft:, regufator l:\Ctive. H'ru; cut rn it 
"' Secured to low prt:ssure Hue 
~. By Pass in the Ba.If on. 
"' By pass knob slightly dlrty 
" Inside Flange has $Orne scratches. 
,. Sealing area most] y clean and in decent shape 
., Reguialor can he attached mid removed, 

"' Locking assembJy does fum:nion. 

S~ttpartfaf pm1 ntimbm-; None present 
"' Overall condhfon is good to fair 
ID Secured at aH aitaJ:,hments points. 

" Quick disconnect in fair to good condition and functiorrn. 
"' Liue l'llllS i'Jirough th~ .shoulder strap tc 1-he redu<;er. 

4. 4.5Pt!'!S§q[_i;~_Reducer Assembly (Refor to Figures 17 and 18 tn Appendix W): 

P/N: 862220·03 M1trking: 
S/N; ND01020GJ45BS1 A·ffG Date: 

• . SCOTT marking is present 
" Overall cm1diil on is fa[r to good hut dirty. 
• Ai1 atrline conncctic;in:; wi; SliC\tro, 

NIOSH/DSR for tl1e Hartford, CT Fire Depalimeuf - SCBA Ins-pet:tion Report - Pase 2 
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5. lllgh P!;~li"YJ'J;l I!ose and tyihuie:r A!;,ta_chmcnt (Rl!fer t-1' Figures l9. 21 in Appem:Jh: Ill); 

Cyliru:le-J." Att<lelunent PIN: not vi$ible oilier marldn,~~ none 
.. Overo.U cood iti on :ls .good. 
·~ Cylinder atrncbments tliread d~ tlrreads on and oft; uo" ring in place. 

Ccmsole Pl.N: present hut damaged SIN: 

"' Overall conditicm ls goo<l but slightl)' dirty 
.,,, Lines good shap~pressure/eJe.cttical 
<i. Gauge lens is. re:ad.ablt:. 
!QI Protective casing slightly ditty 

:Mfg date: 

<> Rnbb~ attachment strap prese:nt, !!ttllched to foe PA.SS ccm~k and shoulder ma?. 
w. PASS dld function 

\!! SET Lil.hi;-! i!ltached l>i"FPA 1982, 1993 t!d.ition. 
,. Console ~s~mb!y 80519 l-O l 
"' Sel:lsor ai;scmbly 805193-01 
~ Pressure swiWh 80Sl 77-0 l 
"' PASS control cable ruid p1·C!>s:ure gm1gi; line ~ly attached (O console. 
~ Hru Hllrtfocd pnlice evidence ·tl1 g 

7. J>ASS Cnntr!'.11 l\!Q..du!c {R1:fer to Figures 25,26fo Appendb: J'H): 

Prut Number: 8 05J 93 
Mfg date: 03/0 J 

200451-02~12 with PAK TRACKER 
SN 626Ili 

16 OveraU couclltion is good sl'mpe 
• Held securely to backframe 
;§' Wire COlitll;lCtion connected to PASS .tlevice 
111 Wiro held secure to backfrarrte and runs 1.o console assembly 

8._.Ba·cktrame Assemb~· (Refer to Figures 27 - 30 in Appen<lh: In); 

PIN: partial 5-0t Other markings: A4Q08 
SEI Label altache<l; NFPA 1981: 1997 ed. w/dly of Hartford sticker. El 6 w/-027 in marker. 

,. Overall fait 'lo good '(;cm<litfon, no bcndiJt:;Jai;;h in wire fr.une, but some dfri 

" Shoulder straps ·were attached t{) the fr~me 
,. Cylinder strap and latch arc dirty but functional 
,. Cylinder stra:p laich is in fair condition dirty but functional. 

o Cylinder strap bracket js bent 

NIOSH/DSR for the Hartford, CT Fire Department - SCBA Inspection Report-Page 3 
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~ N10SH label prc:sr::nt, und re~ble TC-1 ~:f-0076 fur the unit 
~ Cylinder larcb, ma.rking, E~16 10009126 

9. pell abmn {R!lfor fo Figure 31 in .Appe,i1db; llI)i 

@ Dirty ;vJ 2 screws present through cover 

«> Overall strap condition i8 fafrto good but dirty. 

IQ Both Shoulder SI.raps attached at the top of the back.frame 
ii! Hose lines ani! wrre.s pass through shol-llder straps. 
• AH adjustable bllC:k:le:.i: mew<:: ~nd hold iu.pla0.e_ 

~ Waist are~ b\lckle latches and refo<J,SeS 
• L'\l.tllbar ::;f:rall i11 fair condition with some dirt and fraying at attachment points on cithi;r 

side of the pnd. 

· ·n. CD:m,Qr~'iled !4.ir Cvllnder aqd Cylinder Vah·e As~50rnblv {Reforto .Figim~s 34 -38 in 
App~ridb: Ill); 

Some DOT and other information: 
DOT~E-l 0915-4500 
TC-SU-5134-310 
OK81706 
Scott logo visible Scott P.ftit n\l.i:hber; 10009613 
L34N-18 434033 Manl.lfadurc date: 1/04 
V aive assembly part number 1ubel present but not ref.Id.able 

Luxfer REE 78 
30 Minute, 4500 PSIG 

• Overall condition it fair to good as thero are some ITT.1rfac.c scratches and dirt ptesent 
Oij Gauge i:H'eadab1e. 

• Threads ok -some corrosion 
• As received cylinder valve fully closed '\\>ith no a:lrT;:;rnaining. 
![Ii Can open and closevalve-nn paint on hand wheel valve 

;j!. R.ul:ibcr bumper at base utl cylinder valve is in good i.!J fair condition; some wmping . 
.. Rehydrolabelpresent: 04 14 281-590-431 I 
.. Marking on Ilellk 50R49924 
"' PIN for asscmbiy/cylinder not readable 
,. CyHn<l<1r has bren repflired for gouges up by cylinder valve as~emb!y 

NOTE: This cylinder has a 5 year rehydro testing :re"jufrement. The air cylfo.dcr on the Unit #I had 
a manufactured date ofOl/04_ For the air cylinder on Unit#l, a retest date before the la.~t day of 
01/09 is require<l. Tiie retest label was readable on Unit# I with a retesr dale of 4/13; therefore, the 
cylinder was i,vilhin the hydro certification when hist used. The cylinder on Unit# l \Vas in fair to 
gooJ r.:uru.!Wun wiili surface scrmches and gouge repairs present on the outer c.oatitig. There was 
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no air was remaining in the cylinder. Althougl1 the cylindei: w.as within the hydro testing 
requirements, it was detennin.ed thmt it may not be sufe to p:rossu.1iz.e. 

12 Aniliirry Ho-sc (R<ifer to Figum 39 :mill 4{1 i11 Appendb: IO): 

PIN; not visible-
"' Fitti;ng cann.ection ls clean 
11 Anache.tl ao mounting block 
111 Altache$ ~o intermediate ::.ide ofpre.SS'llf(l rnducer 
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R\!~pir!!tor F.icld PrnbJem 
Incoming Inspection Reeort Summarv ~ Un~t #2 

Task Number: TN-19908 Re.qucston NIOSHl'DSR for the Hartford Fire 
Department 

:Oate neai:ivcd: October22.2014 

D~te Il!lspecte!i; November 18, 2Dl4 Description: Ne& miss 

Mantifai::tur.er: Scott HoaJth imd Safety iospei':ted by: Tom Pouchot, Jay Tm-tey 

Approval Number: TC~13f.~007DCB~ SCBA 'rfP<i~ Open Circuit, Press.ure.Dr,m:mnd 

Ute SC.SA was received inn pla.stfo shipping box (refer to Figures J -z in Appendix f\l). A 
shippll}g" fa.bel was the only markings on the out.side of the shipping box. The SCBA was placed 
inside n paper bag inside !he box. 

ContlJ.ct Agem:y~ NIOSR•DSR for the Hartfutd, Conn;;,cticut Fire Department. 

As reeeh•ed: 

• Cy!ind~r G;iuge no pressure showirtg 
\!! By-fao:;s in the half'..'\li"ilY positinn 

·;i. Donning S\vitch Off, RcguJator Active 
• Mask mounted Regulator (MMR) locked into Facepltco 

~ Cylinder Valve closed, no air rcmafoing in cylinder 

Components a11d Qbsl!rvntlons - Unit #i 

NOTE: Ali :re.ference.s to .i;pght" dt "left"' are from the user's pcmpective. 

F'acepiece assembly; P/N Not visible. Large i\·fodel: AV2000 Lot; unknown 
Facc:pitce Seal PIN; 10009779 
lVffG date: 4cl1 quarte(" 2004 
Nosecup PIN: UKN MFG Date: 11

n quarter 2008 Other mm-Jdngs: 7 

111 Overall condition ls fair bni dirty 
Iii Lot number label present. 
• Lens .is dirty with some. slight scratches present~ the v1sibility is good. Some dl:rt 

present near the regulator connection, right side. 
• Hairnet dirty. 
"' Hail'.Jwt Straps twisted, .str'.ips move freelv hQJq rn place, held securelytotacepiecc, 

dirty, f)9me fraying 
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<:! Attachment points for straps are frayed, 
Oil The facepiec.e s.eal "rubber" portion is okay. 
~ Regulator intcrfa~ arefl is in deceDt condition MJd clean. _ 
Ii) A very $light amoilllt of dirt is present inside nose cup, dirt is black in color. 
.. VoiCt;?!llitt<"rs dented 

2. Ttfusk 1\-fogoted Rmulator (,Refer to Fl:gureg 9 ~um A1;>pendh: IV): 

Front Label: AirPak Plw CBRN. VibraAfort 
with City Label 

R~.gulator as-.sembly :PtN: Other markings: 
SIN: 1V1FG D&te: 

111 Overall e<rndition, is fair with some dirt '1.Hd slightly damaged 
II! Donning switch fa i,n good condition, Switch is on, regulator not ;ictive . 
., Secured to low pres:,_'iUre line 

" :By Pass ln the H?Jf an. 
~ By pass knob ~lightly dirty 
ii> Inside Flange lrns some scratche~ . 

., Som0 dirt inside regulrJ.tor. \1.·11ite powder. 
<It--· Sealing area mostly dell.TI with sea.ling gasket slightly damaged at bottom, 
,. Regulator can be atlaehcd and remov&l. 
"' Locking assembly docs function. 

3, Lm Pressure R.egulitto:r Hose (Refer m Fig11res lZ-14 fo Appendix fl/).: 

Scott part nlli'iiW~ N'one present 
., Overall condition is good to fair 

·Ill SeC1ltm:I t1t all attachments points. 
"' Quick disconnect electrical connector dean and in good shape, 
;ii Line runs through the shoulder strap to the-ri;.duccr. 

4. 4.5 fri;:srurc Reducer Assembly (RefcT to Figor...s l5 nnd 16 ht Appendix IV): 

P/N": 2()(14430.{)l M'.arking: 
SIN: 1591 H 5(HM 1D3NDO 10200 I 45881 _MFG Date~ 04/14/l 1 

• SCOTf tnmicing is present 
1!li Overall condition Is ffiir to good but dirty. 
• Ali airline connecliorts ate secure---.crio labels or PIN 
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5. High Pressl!re Hose aod C:y'linder Mt:achment (Refer to Figures 17 -1' in App<endil: IV): 

Cylinder Att.:ohment PIN: :m:it'l':i:>)ble other marking: :none 
.. Overall oondition is good. 

"' Cylinder attachments threads are somewhat clean \\~th :some corrosion, threads on ~nd 
off, "O" rrng in place. 

6. C'OJ!~Wle Assl?mbJy PASS (Refer to Figures 20 • 21 in Appcndb; f\'1! 

()orniole PlN~ SIN; Jl..ffg date: 
lli Overall ormdition -is good but slightly dirty 

'I> Lines good shap~ressure/electrical 

"' Gl!:u~e kns is readable. 
' Protecli.ve casing slightly dirty 

" Ruh00r attachment strap present, attached to the PASS (;t;}ri:sole but not shonld&r strap. 
,. PASS did function 
"" SEI bbel attached NFPA 1982, 1998 edition. 
.. C•mso}e <ISS$tt!bly 805191-01 
" Sensor assembly 805193--01 
., Pres.strre switch 805177~01 
ill! PASS control cable and pressure gauge line secllrdy attached to ~onsolc. 
• Bas Hartford police evlden{jt: tag 

1. PAS§.Control l\foduk (Refer to Figures 21 - 23 in Appendb: IV): 

PAK ALER'I S£7 PASS DEVI(~ {30 Sec) 
Part Number: 200451-0H I 200451-02-12 with PAK TRACKER 
Mfg date: N<Jt present 

" Overall condition is good '\.v:ith smne dirt present 
11• EeJd se.curely to batkframe: 

"' Wire connection collilcded to PASS device 
'!I Wire held se.cure to back:frame and runs to console assembly 
~ L~bel on back cover, HUD US Patent number 5,097,826 

8. lb.ckfr'iHllll As~ea1hlv (Rl.\fer to Figures i4 • 29 in Appendix IV): 

P/Nr 2002275~011 Othm'" markings: A4Q08 
SEl Label atta.clmi: NFFA 1981: 2007 ed. 

w. All Labels covere<l. with diri 
i> Overall fair to good condition, no bcodslctac.ks in v.rire frame, but some dirt 
!Iii SbouJder straps were attached io the frame 
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'Ii Cylinder mrap and latch are dirty but functional 
"' Cylinder strap latch is in fair condition dirty b1lt fl.Jnctiomd. 
~ BBRN label presc:int 
<S!· NIOSH label present and ~dable, TC1:3F~0076CBRN for tlle unil 
"' Cy'linderbrmiket marking, TAC 
~ Bottom frame marked v.rith 3 313 

;!!. _Strgps and Bue.kles (Rf.lfcr m Figure~ 30 - 31 in Ap pendh. lV): 

,. Ovaral1 strap condition fa fair to good but dirty. 
a Both Shottlder straps attached at the top of tile b~.kfrmne 

°" Hose lines md v.~res p11-:ss thrClugh shoulder stri:lps. 
10 All adjustable buckles move '1JJ:d hold in place. 
~ Waist-area, buckle latches and rele<1ses 
"' Lumba.r $frap in fair condition with some dirt. 
~. Police tag attached 

' 
10. Co~w·e..~,sed Air CyUoder and CyUiadcr V~lve AS]l;m,b!y (Refer lo Figures 32 -36 bl 
Appendix JV)! 

Some DOT and ·i:!1h\':I' infurmation: 
DOT-E-I09i5-4500 
TC-SU=513 4-310 
OK81706 
Scott logo visible 8-c-ott Prrrt n1:Jmher; J000967I Luxfor REE 73 
1A5M-i 8 Mnnu:tacture date: 1/04 30 M'.iriute, 4500 PSIG 
Valve assembly pmi number label prc-~ent but Mt readable 

.;;.. Overall com:1i1ion is fair to good as there are some sutface S{,Tatches and dirt presc:nt 
'Iii' -Gauge is readable. 

"' 'Illreads ok -sorne corrnsfon 
ii> As received cylinder valve fuHy closed with no air remaining. 
<> Can open md close valve--tio paint on hand wheel v~lve 
~ Rubber bumper at base on cylinde-r valve is in good to fuir condition, but bas some 

damage. 
& E\tldence of a sticker present that hnd been removed. 
~ Cylinder valve lllilllbernotvil>.ib!e, 
., Painted top of cylinder red 
11 PIN for asse:mbly/cylinder not re;:idabJe 
• Cylinder has been t{,--paired for gouges up by cylinder valve assembly 
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NOTE: Thls cylinder has a 5 )'e.ar :rooymo testing requiremcnL The air cylinder on ihc Unit #2 had 
ammiu:fa.c-tu:red dme of01/04. For the air cylinder on Unit #2, are.test t!ate !)(;)fore rhe last day of 
DI/09 is required. A rcbydm fa1ie1 was not prtsmt; therefore, the cylinder could not be safely 
pressurizt;oq. 

P/N: t!Ot 'lt:isible 
" Overall c-onditior, is good with <::over 
1r1 F.itting is dean 
.. Cover is in good oondition. 

RIC fitting relfo.fvalve got.1d 

Ji!Am .. ilfary Hose (Refer ro Figu:•es $9 ~nd 40 in Appendix IV): 

PIN: oot \~Sible 
" Firring conncct:km is. dc:un 
"' Attacht;--<l t6 mour.tlng block 
·• Attaches ~ intl!rmedii'ite side of pressure reducer 
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SC:BA Test Rcp-0rt 

Task Number: TN-19908 

Miurnfacturer; Scoti Henlfu and Safety 

NIOSH Appi:ovalNumb~r: Unit#!; TC-l.SF-0076 and Unit#2: 'fC~BF­
'0076CBRN 

Tests Pe:rforrmelf by~ Mike Comm-odore and Jay Parker 

Ri:portwritfoa by: JayTarley 

Date of Report! Decembe!r 4, 2014 

On: October 28, 2014, two SCBA w1Jts from t.he Hartford Connecticut F:ire b~partment were 
ooJivered to the NIOSH facility in l\·forgantown, West Virginia. The units were Ween to th() lower 
floor of I.ab rnom l 513 for soouroo sto.l"agi;. The SCBA units were then transporte-d to Pittsburgh 
:forinspection on November 18, 2014. Both units were iuitialiy removed from their packaging in 
th('! Communications Classroom; Room 116 (Building 40) and initially and extensively inspected 
on November 18, 2014. Unit #1 was manufactured by Scott Health and Safety Company under 
NIOSH approvahtumber TC~lJF-0076 and was an NFPA 198U997 e-0. Unlt #!was determined 
to need a new cylinder and focepiece to safely pressurize &nd tc::st. Unit #2 \VfiS manufactured by 
Soott Health and Safety Company under NIOSH approval 1rnmbet"fC~l3F~0076CBRN and was fili 
NFPA 1 :9S1 :2007 ed. Unit #2 was de.termined to nee.cl a ne\v cylinder and faeepiece to safely 
pressurize and test 

Asede.9 ofpctfommncctests were- cO!itducted on Unit#l and Unit #2 on November 21, 2014. In 
addition, lhi: SCBA da.~a logger for Unit #2 was downloaded by Scatt Health and Safoty vdfu 
NIOSH persormcl present on Novernber-25, 2014. 

n, Test.Outlines 

.A. :POSITIVE PRESSUR.lf, TEST - NlOSH Test Pri0c.edure No. 120 
42 CFR Part 84 Referellcoe: Subpart H, § 84.70 (a)(2)(ii) 

Requirement: 
J'h;; pressure inside thefa{_,>epil!ce in rtdatfon to the immediate en»fronment is positive 
during bo-th inltululivn f1J1d e.:r:halai1'o11. 

--~-~-===---'-'-'-~-~~---~--~~~----" 
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Prni;:edUTe; 
Uni:t #1 and Unit #2: 
A breatllrng machine with a 622 kg.-m..lntin. C<Jm operating at l4 RPM v..ith a 40-Iher per 
minute flow rate ( l 15 litiws per minute peak flow) is oonnedr:.d to an anthropometric head 
for cycling .. A pressure tap in the head is con:nscti;ld to a rransduc~ which in rum is 
coru1¢ed to a ;,trip ohart rec.order for d1:l.cnnining tl,rn pressure jn Lhi;. faci;ipiece. The 
frwi;piece and 9•1inder -.,vere replru::e<l on hath units prior to fae testing. 

:Resuhs-Both units were tested onNoW<mber21, 2014, t'ru! SCBA Unit#l did :meet the 
t~-t i;equirement Unir #'2 <lid not meet the test requirements. 

JJnit l: 
The :inhalation breathing resistam:t< did not be.come ncgall \'e during the tesL The PASS 
unit, sec-0ndary alann and the donning switch ftmcrioned propi;;rJy. TI1e facepiece ruid 
cylinder were replaced iPrior t{) the testing. · 

!1_.rill;l: 
The un.it supplied air to the breathing mfl.d1ine for 34.30 minutes; h(n.veve:r, the 
inhalation portion of the breathing cunre foll befow the requirement throughout the test 
TI1e PASS unit, the HUD a.Jann and the donning switch fonctkme-d properly_ 

--·-
Unit#l 

Inhalation .Bre;:rtll.ing Resistance; {1.2{! 

(incJies of water column) 

:Pas~ t .FniJ PASS 
-·-· 

Unit 112 
- . 

fohalatlou Breatblug :Resl.stanoe: -0.HI 

(inc.he.s o-fw.nt~r column) 

Pass I Fail FAIL 

B. RA.TED SE'RVIcE TIM~E TES'f - NIOSH Test Procedure No. l2l 
42 CFR Part 84 Ref.erence: Subpart F, § 84;53 (a) :ind Subpart B, § 84-95 (a) and (b) 

Requh-emeat: 
Service time wiJl be meas11redwlif!e the apparatus ls opeNited ~a breathfng machine as 
descrlbe.d fn § 84_88. the ope11-cftc11it apparalus will be das1dj/ed according io the length 
of time ii supplies air or oxygen to 1 he breathing machine. Cl:issiflcation:s are listed in 
§lN53. 

P.rocoonre; 
A breathing machine wilh ii L')?-2.kg.-mJm;in_ cam operating at24 RPJ\·f 'vith a 40 lit=~ 
minute flow rnte is connected to an anthrop-0metric head for cycling_ A rrre,~sure tap in the 
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head is connect3d to ij trnnsdncer which !n turn is connected to a slrip ¢hart I"ee()raer 'fur 
determining the pressure in the faceph::cc:, The breathing machine is run until the inhalatioru 
porti<m of the breathing curve falls below the minimum requi.r~ment, 

~ese;ilts • Tcsti:::d on November 21, 2.0i41he SCBA Unit #l met the t2streguirement and 
Unit #2 did not ITlf'it;!t the test reqtti:r$ml'.:nt. Unit #2 did not meet the test n::qµirement due to 
positive pressure nnt being maintained inside the facepiecc: d11ring th-;: inlrniaiion cycle of 
thi; breathing machine thnn1ghout the test. 

Test Notes: The measured service time {adjusk-0 to cmrespond with the recorded 
breathing cycles) was more than the rated service time of30 minutes for Unit# 1. 
111e PASS -..mit :ll1d secondary ruoi:m functioned du.ring the ~t. The SCBA <Ji!J 11ul go 
negative on inhalation but maintained p0$hive pressure i:n. Qi~ focepiece at the $ame level. 

The measu:roo service time (adjust~d to correspond with the recorded breathing cycles) Wll!l 
more than ihc r.ated service time of 30 minutes for Unit tt2, The HUD and PASS 
functioned during the test. The SCBA di.d go negaiiv<:: on inhalation ·which did not m~ 
the test requirement. 

Measo.rccl Servfi;e 
Time: 

Pli!ls I Fail 
-· 

J\.iea~ufed Service 
Time: 

. P!J:ss I Fail 

Unit#l 

l\'.linute.s Sec-oml.s 

33 10 

PASS 

lJnit #2 

Minutes Seconds 

34 30 

Fal:i 

-C. STATXC PRESSURE TEST-NlOSR Test Procedure Na. 122 
42 CFR Part 84 Reference: SubprutH, § 84.91 (d) 

Requireme.nt; 
Tlie static pres.t;ure (at zero jlow) fn the faaepfece shall not JJJ«Jeed 38 mm, (l,5 inc.ft.es) 
ivnter-colum1t height, 

Pr·ocecluH; 
The faccpiccc 1s fitted to an anlhropometiic hefid for testing. A press.I.ire tap in tlie head is 
c-0tmected to a calibrate<l manometer. Full cylinder pressure is applied to the unit at zero 
tlow and a reading from the llliillomctcr is recorded. 
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B~sults -Teste.d on Novcmber21, 2014, the SCBA Unit #1 and Unh #2 ho th rnet-tl1e res~ 
requirement 

Unit #1 
---

Farepiccc Sta.tk Prcsst1re;{inches nfwa.ter l.15 
(i!lfom:n) 

~/Fail lPlL'lS 
-

Unit#2 

FaC{lpfoce Static Pressure:(indm of wate:r 1.30 
colu:i:n.!1) 

Pt;ss / Fall Pass 

D. GAS li'LOW TEST - NIOSH T~~t Procedure Na. lZ3 
42 CFR Fart 84 Refetemce: Subpart H, § 84.93 (b) arid (c) 

Rieqti.ireruent: 
Th£: Jlow from the apparatus .y,mtJ be grwer Jh(;m WO litBrs p;;.r milmte when t!w pressure 
in the jacf=piece of demand apparatus is lt?weret.f by 51 mm. (2 im::he~) watr;;r cofumn hetght 
whenfidl co11tai11er pressure ls upplied lf1ier,;:: pressur1;1 demand apparatus are Msted, the 
flaw will be measured at wro gage presmre in I he facepiec..-3. 

Proeerlure: 
A pressure iap in the anthropometric head i.s co:n_n~te.d m a mru:1ometer for del-cnninirtg 
when the pr~sure inside the facepiecc is at zero. A mass 11ow meter is-connec:tied In line 
between the anthropometric hc.,ad and an adjustable vac.uwn source to measure :flow. Tho 
SCBA cylinder is .replaced by a test stand which ls adjuste-d initially to full cylinder 
·pressure. The vacuum source is :a-djustod during the test to maintain the desired pressure 
inside lhe facepiece. Once the prope.r facc:pie-c-e pressure has stabiJize-0, a flow reading is 
recorded T11B procedure is then repeated with the test stand adjusted to :500 psig. 

Re§u!ts - TeEtcd on November 2 l, 2014, the Sc.BA Unit #1 and UnH #2 both met the test 
requirement. 

Un:it #I 

Applied Air Flow (llters pi.\r 
pressure minute) 

4500 
ps!g 

500 psi~ 280.34 
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Unit#2 

A.P.Pli~d Air Flow (Liters per 
(>rru;s11re :mimate) 

4500 
p~ig 

:500 psig 

438..9.fi 

E. :EXHALATION RESISTANCE T:li!ST-N.IOSH TcstProcedure No. 122 
42 CFR Part 84 Refere1;u;e; Subpart H, § S.4.91 (c) 

RE:-q ulrcmel\t! 
1'111: ~hakttkm resistance ofpressure··d1wmnd apparatus shall not 1:.-v:ceed the static 
pressure in the facepiece by mare than 51 mm. (2 inches) wate.r-CQlumn height. 

Procedure: 
The facepie~ is. moun~1foo an ID'.lthropometric ht;id form. A probe ln the he<W form is 
CQtmected to a .$loot manometer fur measuring exhalation breathing reslst:ID:lce. The air 
ffowthrough the app•rratus is adjusted to a r.ite of 85 litm per .min-u.te and the e"Klilll.aticrn 
resistance is recorded. 

Resultg -Tested Qn November 21, 2014, !h~ SCBA Unif#l ruid Unit #2 both met thetl;lst 
requirement, 

Un~t #1 
. ·- ... 

Exhalation Breathmg Resistatice; .2.03 
(i.nclile-s of water column) 

Stnfic P~sure; (inches· ilf w11ter Lt5 
colu mu) 

-·- ---

Difference: Onchrui .fifwat~i"' "ainmn) .o.sg 
Pass I Fail Pass 

Unit#2 

Exhalation .B.rcathh1g Resistnnce.: :t07 
(Jnches of water c-0Junm) 

--

Sf!itlc Pressure: (inches ofw:iter t.::m 
column) 

Difference: {foi::he:s of water column) 0.77 
.. - -

Pass/ FnH Pass 
.. - -
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.F. REMAINING SERVICE LU''E INDICATOR T.EST-NlOSH Test :Procedun No. l:H 
42 CFR Part 84 Rden1ncct Subpart H. § 84.83 (f) and Subpart G, § 8<'1.63 (c) 

Requirement: . 
Each remaining service fife indk..ator or warning efgvfr.:e snail give an .alarm when 1he 
remainbig senr/.ce life. of the G]lpcm1!ws is re.ducedwithin a range of 2(! to 2$ pcrcetli of/rs 
rCi!ed service tim!! or pressuF?. 

This requirement is modified under§ 84.53(c) as fuUows: For apparams which do not 
hi:;n..te a met.fwd of mmmally turning off remote gage in the even! of a gag!! or gage litre 
fwlure the remaining service Ii.ft? fndi.c.ator is required to b? set at 25% ± 2% of the rated 
service time or pressure.. 

Prncedure~ 
A c;aJibrnted gauge is i;Onnected ln Tine between the air .supply and th!i: fh;;;t-stage. regulat<:;ir. 
The unil is then 11lknved to gradually bleed down. \Vhe.n the low-air alarm is a~.tivii,ted, th~ 
pressure on the gauge is r~orded. This: procedure is repealed sb.: time>, The <H'tnigp of 
1hr;; six readings is calculated and recorded. 

~ ~ Te..<rted on Novemb.cr 21, 2014. As these SCBA models do oot have a remote 
-gauge shulofi~ the. test requiren:n::ne is 25% :± 2%. 

Tl!r>ting Notes: 
Unit# I; This SCBA unit contained two afonns-a Seoondary Bell and a vibrd.-a]ert type 
alarm. The Secondary hell and Vibrn afarrn for Unit #1 did function, Xequired range is 
between 1035 and 1215 psig. The Secm1dary bell funr:tioned at an average of 1026 psig, 
which dld not meetthe testrequ.irements. 

Ucit.#2~ This SCBA un.\t coutailled two afanns~a He.ads-Up Display {HUD) - light alarm 
ood a vibm~alert type a.Imm. Th·e HUD light alartn and Vibra rullftll for Unit #2 did 
func~ion. Requiredmngeis bet.ween 1035 and 1215 psig. 
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Jhm# UnH#l Unit#l 
Vlh:ra Sec~ndary 
Al.arm Ben 

Poiut (p.dg) .PG-int 
(psig) 

1. li4D 103<0 

2. 1145 1030 

3. 1140 1{l30 

4. H4fJ W30 
--

s. 1135 1020 

6. U3S lOlS 
- --· 

Avg. 1139 1026 
.... 

Pass I FaH • .P~s.s :Fall 
---· 

- -
.R.1111 # UaH#2 Unit #2 

Vibrn If UD 
Alnrm A,lnrm 

Point (psig) P1tint (psig} 

l. 1040 H60 

.i. 104tl 1130 
3. 1035 113(1 
4. 1035 U30 
5. 1030 1130 

6. 1030 1130 
--

Avg. 1035 1135 

Pass/Fllil Pnss Pass 

G. NFPA AlR FLOW f'ERFORJ\1ANCE TEST 
NFPA l 981 (1997 Edition) Reference: Chapter 5'~ Perfurtnilnce Requirements, Sec, 5~1. 1 

Requirement: 
SCBA shall b<J testt:.dfor air flowpe;form.ance as spec[/led inSeathJn 6-1, Air Flow 
Peiformance Test, and Jhe SCBA [acepiece pn:ssure shall 1iot be less than 0, 0 (ft (0.0 mm) 
water column and >WP gN!ater thait 3% in, (89 mm) warer column above ambient pressure 
from the time the test begins until the time the test i.s cnnc!uded 
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.Prqi:edure: 
The required equipment specified m the NFPA ~ndards were used to conduct the te~ on 
both of these units. A pressure tap in tfa: head is connected to a tr:ansducer wruch in tum i.s 
coonected to a flatbed chrui recQrder fur determining the pressure :1n the facepiece. 

Rerult.ll ~ SCBA Unit#I and Unii#2 w;;.re boih tested on November 21, 2014. Both units 
passed this test_ The NFPA facepiece prc~sure tests wern performed initially on ilie units 
and the unit~ pas.~ed. -

Test Notes= Unit 1\11: The seoondazy afann and PASS unit ftmctioned nl'.lrn1;i.Uy. The 
fucepiece and ~ylinder \Yere replacei;I. prior to testing. Un~t #2; TI1e HUD alarm and PASS 
unit functioned normally. The facep{ece and cylinder were lt"eplaced prior to testing. 

UJJit #l 
-

Maxinrnm Fncepi-cce Pressure: 2.35 
(:inches of wnt.er coiuma) 

M.1nl!.wum fl>!q;_piece Pressure: {).45 

\ 

(Inell~ of water column} 

-= 
-

Pass/ li'.aiJ . Pfl.S!l 

·-··· 

Un:it#1 

Mu.imum Facepfoce Pressure! 2.5:5 
(inches lllfwate:r column) 

Mioirnum Faccpfoce Pre.~surc: 0.45 
(inches of water column) 

·-

Pass/Fail Pass 

Following testing, the SCBA units \Vere retumed to the packages in \\1uch the: units \vcre shlpptd 
to NlOSH and plnci::d in storage pending a fir:ial disposition. 
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.! ABLE ONE~ .Sm1:1m11qr ofNIOSH Test R~'!llti - Unit #1 
T:i:sk N:umhen 19908 

I\fanqfacturer; SoottRi:.allh and SE1fety 

NIOS!i Appr-0-,;•al N-11:mber; TC~13F-0076 

Test11 Pe:rformed By: Mike C-011unodorc, J;;iyP<i.rker 

Date$ of Tests: Novembc;r ;n, 2014 

-l STANDARD 
. - - ·-

TEST 142 CFR PAR'J' 84 llEFERENCE 1.::11'171' # RESULT PASS FA.IL 

A. :POSITIVE PRESSlJl.lE 'JEST 
ff I 

i 

Refer-e.i1c!>~ Subpmt H, § 84. 70 (a)(2)(ii) 0.20lliWC x 
;:::O.OOlNWC 

JJ. RATED SERVlCIB 'fll\'fE. TEST #I 33minl0s x Reference: Subpart F. § 84.53 (a), 
Subpart H, § 84,95 (a) and (b) !::: 30 min. 

- -··- --

C. _STATIC :rru:SSURE TEST 
#1 1.I5 JNWC Refere-nee; Subpart H, § 84.9\ (d) x 

$1.50INWC 
- ·--- - -

D. GAS FLOW TEST (at Fun Cyllndef 
Pressure) #1 475.73 x Reference: Subpart H, § 84.93 (b) .and (c) LPM 

?. 2GCl lpm 
-·- ---··· -

D. GAS FLOW TEST (at 500 ;psig) 
Refe-:rence! Subpart H, § 84.93 (b) and (c) #1 280.341.PM x 

2: 200 lpm 
- -·- .. --·-

E. EXHALATION RESISTANCE TES1' 
Reference: SubpartH, § 84.9i (c) #1 O.B!?INWC x Difference 

:::;2.00 IN\VC 
" - --- -·-

K REMAJNiNG SERVICE LIFE 
iNDlCATOR TEST (vibrating afa:rm) 
Rcferenee! Subpmt H, § 84.83 (£)and #1 1139PSIG x 
Subpart G, § 84.63 (c) 

Between 1 Oj5 and J 215 psig 
·- --- --

.F. REMAlI'UNG SERVICE LIFE 
INDICATOR TEST (secondary alarm) 
Reference: subpartH, § 84.83 (t) and f/1 1026:PS1G x 
Subpart G, § 84.63 (c) 

l3 etween 103 5 and I 21 :5 psig 
- -· ------ - ---

NIOSB/DSR for Hartford Fire Department-SCBA Test Report- Page9 
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TABLE 'I'WO-S11mm~ry '°f:Nl'PA Test Results- Un:it #1 

··-- - - -
TEST/REFERENCE STANDARD UNIT# RESULT 

G. NFPA AJRFI.-0\Y PERFORMANCE .:;3,50lNWC 
Reforelilce: NFPA 1981 (1997 Edition), Exhalation #1 2.ss oovc 
Se;::.ticn 5e I , 1 Resistaritc 

G. l'>l""FPA AIR FLOW PERFORMANCE ~0,00 lN\VC 
Reforence.: NfPA. 1981 (1997 Edition), Inhalation iH D.651N\VC 
Section :5-1.1 1{.esistance 

-

TABLE 'fHREE-S1.1mmary iofNIOSH Te:st Results- Unitfi2 

Task Numb.er; 

J\.fu:nrnfacturer: 

:NJOSJl Aµprovru Number: 

Tesf!l Performed By; 

.DMell of TMts: 

. ---· -·· 

1:99(}.8 

SIXltt Health and Safety 

TC~13'f...0076CBRN 

Mike C{lmmodore, Jay Pruter 

November 21, 20J4 

TEST 141 CFR PART 84 IR.EFERENCE J ST At"IDARD UNIT# RESULT 
-· 

A.. POSITIVE l>'.RESSURE TEST #2 Refe:re.ncc: Subpart H, § 84. 70 (a)(2)(ii) . --0,IOOOVC 
:::: 0.0G IN\VC 

-· --- ···-·- -

B, RA'I'ED SERVICE t!ME TEST #2 34 mm30 s 
:Reference~ Subpart F, § 84.53 (a), 
Subpart H, § 84.95 (a) and (b):O:: 30 tnin. 

-·. 

C. STA'rJC PRESSURE TEST #2 UOINWC 
~cference: SubpartH, § 84.91 (d) 

S .l.50W\VC 
- - -

D. GAS FLOW TEST {at Full Cylinder 
Pres.~ure) #2 438.96 
Reference: Subpart H, § 84.93 (b) and (c:) LPM 

2:200Ipm 

D, GAS FLOW TEST (ilt 500 p.dg) 
Reforel1ce: Subpart H, § 84.93 (b) and (c) #2 2S0.34LPM 

~200 !pm 
···-- ---

NIOS.HJDSR for Hartford Fire Depflrtment-SCBA Test Report.,:. Page io 
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----- -- -. 

R E"-'HALA TION RE.'\IST A.NCR TEST 
Refewe~c:e: Subpart H, § 84.91 (c) #-2 0.77 INvVC x Difference 

::; 2.00 INWC 
. -

F. REMATh'It~G SERVICE LIFE 
INDICATOR TEST (vibrnting ~111-rm) 
Reference: Subpart H, § 84.83 (1) .and #2 1035PSIG x 
Subpart G, § 84.63 (c) 

Bettrveen l 03 5 fil.ld 1.2 I :5 psig 
-- . -·-

.F. .RRMAINING SERVICE LIFE 
INDICATOR TE.ST (li:gi:it 11Ja;rm HUD) 
Reforenc.e: Subpart II,§ 84.83 (f) and #2 1135 iPSIG x 
Subpart G, § 84.63 (c) 

Bel:\veen 1035a:n.i:i.1215' psig 
·-· ·-· --

TABLE FOllR,-Smumary ofNFl1A Test R.esuJts - llnit#2 

'.rusk Number: 19908 

· M.anufacfure11~ S.cott He.a~th l'lt\d Safety 

NIOSH Appnnnd Number: TC-l3F-0076CBRN 

Tests Pe.rfo:nned By: Mike Counnodore, JayParker 

Dutes of Tests: Novmnber2.1. 2014 

-· ·--·-- -

TEST I REFERENCE STAND.1;..RO UNJt# RESULT PASS 
··- -

G. NFPA All. FLOW PERFORMAi.''.fCE :::; 3.50 INWC 
Rderence:NFPA 1981 {J997 Edition), Exhalation #2 2.55 INWC x 
Section 5-1.1 '.Resistance 

-

G. NF.PA Affi FLOW '.PERFORMANCE 2 D.00 INWC 
Refetencll: NFPA 19·81 (1997 Edition), Inhalation i'"' ''-' 0.45IN"WC x 
Section .5-1. I Resistartt-e 

- ·- -- - . 

NOTE: Tlic. Positive Pressure Test and Rated Serdce Life Tc:;t are run simolta:neously. 

Also, SCBA Ortit #2 W<lS equippi:ld •Vith data Jogging device that measures ~c:veraI performance 
parameters during a predetermined time period. This data was down loaded from SCBA Unit #2 
by .S-cou }foalth and Safety personnel and witnessed by members ofNIOSH on November 25, 
2014. The data is irlclu.de-d for informational purpnses only . 
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IT#2 
DATA LOGGER 

FO .. ATION 
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· 1s:12m l.W7ll4 x 
ltlr11:30 11Ji11l4 
JB:Ol:{l8 tol7!14 x 
rn:oo:s6 10nl14 I - . . . - - X - . . . r • _ 

~18~:o~o~~~s-+-~1a~n~1~14-4~_~+--_-+~.~~~-l-~x~--l---.~l-.'.'._.':...-l--·~.~t----_~r--_-r~~-r~.-'·-.-+~_-

11:S9:J4 JQ/7/i4 x 
x 

17:58:40 J0/7/14 x 
!7:$7;36 1017/14 x 
17:57:24 10lH14 
17:56:40 Ji},l7/l4 x 
l7:46:J(I l0/i'/l4 x • J. -
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EXIDBITC 



from: 
sent: 
To: 

twaffer@hartfOrd.gov 
Monday, Oct-ober 05, 2014 1028 AM 
HuerCODl®~rtford.gov 

Subject Re: Fwd: . 

I wHI handle this ahd give you a report ASAP. 

Sent from. my r?hone 

On Oct 5, .2014, at 8:52 AM, "Huertas, Carlos M." <HuerC001@hartford.1:1ov> wrote: 

Terry, 

Please handle and ensure Immediate measures are taken to correct this egregious behavior. The mere 
fact that the l;iriver on the opposite shifts states all the equipment was check rs not acceptable .. It must · 
be documented for aCCOUJ'Jtability purpo$es and safety concerns. 
I require Fire Services from both shifts explaining what in the '1Sam Hill" Is gofng-011. 
Make those involve wlth not adherfng:to proper procedures aware they are subject to dlscf pline up to 
termination ff I discover blatant disregards to safety! 

Respl)ctft.illy submJtted, 

carlosM. Huertas 
Fir~ Chief 
Hartford Ftre Department 
Emergency Management Director 
Hartford Public Safety Complex 
253 High Street 
Hartford,Connectlcut05103 

Office; (860}-757-4500 
fax: (860)-722-8205 
Cell: (860) 761-4217 
HtierCOOl@hartford.gov 

"Be impeccable wlth your word; Oon'ttake anything personally; Don't make assumption.s;Always do 
Your Best", Don Miguel Ruiz 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: ttNolan,John f." <NolaJ001@hartford.gov> 
Date: October 5, 2-014 at 8;32:44 AM EDT 
To: Fir<= Service <FlreService.@hartfordschools.org;:.. 
Cc: "Dalton, Thomas D." <DALTIOOl@hartford.gov> 

Department of Fire Service 
Quarters of Engine Co. 16 

- ·--·-- -··"7-~---··-·--~- --~·---. ...-• .. 1 

l 
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October S,20i4 

Caflos M. Huertas. 
Chief of Department 

Sir, This fire service; is to inform y_ou of an ongoing problem at Engl'.ne 16. I have 
·repeatedly spoken.to Lt. Simon about the Company members on his shift regarding daily 
apparatus checks and house work not being cmnpleted on his shift. I have lflforrned 
Captain Dalton of this problem and he has spoken to Lt. Simon ori numerous 
occasions. Often times Captain Dalton came In on hi~ off time to do this. Last tour I 
came ln to flnd out that the machine.shop had dropped off our apparatus after having a 
PM performed. When my dtlver relieved Acting PO, F.F. James Eaton, he told PO 
Gauirreau that he had checked out the apparatus thoroughly and it was all set. P.O. 
Gauvreau pulled the apparanls out on the ramp and began his checks. He found It was 
25 gallons iow on fuel, generator empty offuel, gas can empty. The pump was not 
primed even though F,F. Eaton sard f)e flowed water. The relief valve was set below 
100, 2 empty Scott bottles. Just 2 tours b-efore this.the EMS bags on the apparatus were 
not stocked and had no BVM which we needed for a medical call. Hou~e work has not . . 

been performed anywhere near satisfactory, If at all. I strongly reromrnend that both 
Lt, Simon and F.F; Eaton b,e sent for retraining. Life s;ifetycannot be taken 
lightly. Thank you for your attention to this: matter. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Lt. John Nolan #624 
Engine 16 Tour C 

l. 
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