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PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
16             Before proceeding to the next document, 
17    which is 1951, I have a couple of announcements to 
18    make.  First off, we'll take a ten-minute morning 
19    break at this point before we move on to the next 
20    document.  And the other announcement for planning 
21    purposes is at 12 noon, we'll take a 30-minute 
22    lunch break so you can plan accordingly. 
23             Next document up is 1951 after break. 
24             (Recess taken.) 
25             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  All right. 
1    We're going to get started back up, and the next 
 2    document is out of the Technical Committee on 
 3    Special Operations Protective Clothing and 
 4    Equipment.  Here to present the committee report is 
 5    structural and proximity firefighting protective 
 6    clothing and equipment committee chair, Steven King 
 7    of Babylon, New York.  The committee report can be 
 8    found in the white 2011 fall revision cycle ROP and 
 9    ROC.  The certified amending motions are contained 
10    in the motions committee report and behind me on 
11    the screen.  We'll proceed in the order of the 
12    motion sequence number presented. 
13             Mr. King. 
14             MR. KING:  Good morning.  Mr. Chair, 
15    ladies and gentlemen, the report of the Technical 
16    Committee on Special Operations Protective Clothing 
17    and Equipment is presented for adoptioning.  It can 
18    be found under ROP and the ROC for the fall 2011 
19    meeting revision cycle. 
20             The technical committee and technical 
21    correlating committee has published a report 



22    consisting of a partial revision of NFPA 1951, the 
23    standard on protective ensemble protective of 
24    rescue incidence. 
25             The report was submitted to letter ballot 
1    of the technical committee that consists of 19 
 2    voting members.  The ballot results can be found on 
 3    pages 1951-7 to 1951-67 of the ROP and pages 1951-7 
 4    to 1951-46 of the ROC. 
 5             The presiding officer will now proceed 
 6    with the certified amending motions. 
 7             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you, 
 8    Mr. King. 
 9             So we will now proceed with the discussion 
10    on the certified amending motion on NFPA 1951. 
11             Microphone 7. 
12             MR. STULL:  My name is Jefrey Stull with 
13    International Personal Protection.  I'd like to 
14    make an amending motion to return a portion of a 
15    report in the form of Proposal 1951-44 and related 
16    Comment 1951-27, motion sequence 1951-1. 
17             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Is there a 
18    second?  Do I have a second? 
19             SPEAKER:  Second. 
20             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  We do have 
21    a second? 
22             You may proceed. 
23             MR. STULL:  Thank you. 
24             This is the first of several motions I 
25    plan to make today, and with one exception, these 
1    motions are about test methods and related criteria 
 2    that made their way into NFPA standards without 
 3    adequate disclosure and validation. 
 4             NFPA prides itself on a process that's 
 5    open and transparent.  Information should be freely 
 6    available and disseminated to allow committee 
 7    members to make informed decisions.  Furthermore, 
 8    when changes are proposed to a standard, 
 9    particularly adding new test methods and criteria, 
10    the essential part of a minimum product standard, 
11    steps must be taken to validate those changes. 



12             I will explain to you how several changes 
13    were not properly disclosed and were not validated 
14    and why you, as an association, should not accept 
15    -- should accept these motions. 
16             In this first motion, I am opposed to a 
17    new flame test that's been proposed to rescue and 
18    firefighter footwear.  This particular motion 
19    covers rescue footwear.  There will be another 
20    motion later on for structural footwear that will 
21    be similar, but my criticisms are the same for 
22    both.  The new test methods are intended to replace 
23    our existing test methods that have been in 
24    NFPA 1951 and the other 1971 since their inception. 
25             Like many other flame tests, the existing 
1    tests involved using a specified burner and 
 2    contacting it, the sample in this case footwear, 
 3    for a specified period of time. 
 4             The test has worked well for years. 
 5    There's been very few problems with this 
 6    application.  Rescue personnel and firefighters are 
 7    now suffering burns to their feet because somehow 
 8    footwear have flammability problems. 
 9             Now, the new test.  Imagine, if you will, 
10    a 12-inch by 18-inch pan filled with water for 
11    which heptane is put in, that's lit on fire.  The 
12    footwear is dangled above -- 
13             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  You have 
14    one minute remaining. 
15             MR. STULL:  Thank you. 
16             It's dangled above that flame and exposes 
17    control through some kind of manual shutter.  This 
18    is the test that replaces this new method.  So when 
19    I start asking questions like how is this test 
20    calibrated, other specifications, other data that 
21    shows how this test compares with existing tests 
22    its intended to replace, I didn't get any answers. 
23    There is no calibration procedures.  There is no 
24    way of establishing the reliability of this method. 
25    There's been no interlaboratory testing whatsoever. 
  



 1             This caused the technical correlating 
 2    committee to point out to the technical committee 
 3    that validation steps were needed in the form of 
 4    interlaboratory testing and with field validation 
 5    to show that the test does compare. 
 6             For the good of the association -- 
 7             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Ten seconds 
 8    remaining. 
 9             MR. STULL:  -- I urge you to accept this 
10    motion. 
11             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
12             Mr. King, would you like to give the 
13    Committee's position? 
14             MR. KING:  Yes.  I would I like to start 
15    off by saying that this test for 1951 is something 
16    that they looked at, work that the 1971 committee 
17    had done on this.  I am the chairman of the 1971 
18    committee. 
19             Early on in the revision process for this 
20    cycle of the 1971 document and the 1951 document, 
21    we realized that there's been many, many ongoing 
22    issues related to either global footwear.  One of 
23    the big challenges that the committee took on was 
24    to look at the various tests related to gloves and, 
25    in this case, specifically the footwear issues. 
1             Some of the tests were felt not to really 
 2    do their job.  They were not reliable, possibly 
 3    discernible, issues like that.  So early on, a task 
 4    group was formed to look at these many issues.  If 
 5    you can imagine, the committee had many, many 
 6    issues to look at. 
 7             The task group was at work for over three 
 8    years.  They reported at every meeting of the 
 9    technical committee their ongoing work, which was 
10    discussed at length with the full technical 
11    committee; and they were looking to give them 
12    either more guidance or to learn what data they 
13    have gotten so far, et cetera. 
14             There were many meetings also of the 
15    technical task group on their own, which we 



16    reported back to the technical committee.  So it 
17    was a tremendous amount of work done.  There 
18    certainly was a lot of data to get out, et cetera. 
19    Mr. Stull was actually a member of the task group 
20    also. 
21             As a result of that, we -- the technical 
22    committee decided to incorporate a new test.  This 
23    test was felt to be more severe than the current 
24    test.  They -- we felt it would be a benefit to 
25    firefighters, and that's the reason this test was                                                        
 1    incorporated. 
 2             There was ongoing tests.  I know that 
 3    Mr. Stull feels that it was a dragged out, long 
 4    process.  There was tremendous work done on this 
 5    and many other issues.  However, when all was said 
 6    and done, the technical committee as a whole did 
 7    look at this and voted on this, and to give you an 
 8    idea, the votes were 32 voting members.  There were 
 9    27 members who voted in the affirmative, and there 
10    was one in the negative on the issue. 
11             Thank you. 
12             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you, 
13    Mr. King. 
14             So at this point, we're going to open up 
15    on the floor for debate on the motion.  As a 
16    reminder, please provide your name and affiliation 
17    and whether you're speaking in support or against 
18    the motion. 
19             Microphone 7. 
20             MR. STULL:  Jeffrey Stull, International 
21    Personal Protection, speaking for the motion. 
22             I just want to point out to you this test 
23    doesn't really solve any particular problem.  It's 
24    a test that is, in fact, used for life preservers 
25    by the U.S. Coast Guard.  But if you saw a video of 
1    this test, as I did, you would be appalled.  It's a 
 2    test that lacks any degree of control.  It's a test 
 3    that has no calibration.  It's a test that hasn't 
 4    been validated in any way or form by the committee. 
 5             And as Steve King pointed out, Chief King, 



 6    there's been a lot of work done by this committee. 
 7    I think the committee just overstepped.  They tried 
 8    to do too much in one addition, and this is an 
 9    example of a test that actually fits into that 
10    category. 
11             For this specific standard, 1951, I don't 
12    think even rescue footwear was ever tested at all. 
13    And so I get concerned when we start putting new 
14    test methods into standards. 
15             Let me give you another example. 
16    NFPA 1971, that we'll speak about next, is having a 
17    TIA go forward right now because we thought we were 
18    making an innocent change in a test method to 
19    change TPP, thermal protective performance, a 
20    fundamental test of firefighters protective 
21    clothing.  We thought by changing from an ISO test 
22    method to an ASTM test method we were getting a 
23    better test method.  Well, guess what?  We're not. 
24             We found that the method had unanticipated 
25    consequences on products that were doing validly in 
1    the industry that we were going to have issues with 
 2    products that normally would conform and now no 
 3    longer conform.  So I -- I want to suggest to this 
 4    association, as I've suggested to the technical 
 5    correlating committee, that we have policies in 
 6    place that advocate as much valuation efforts that 
 7    can occur before we put new things into test 
 8    methods or standards.  And this is certainly a case 
 9    where I think we can have unanticipated 
10    consequences, and the effects in the fire services 
11    is nothing more than -- 
12             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  One minute 
13    remaining. 
14             MR. STULL:  Thank you. 
15             -- to increase the cost when manufacturers 
16    scramble through trying to find out the problems 
17    that exist with test methods because they haven't 
18    been properly vetted. 
19             NFPA has the best standards in world, and 
20    I can say that because I've been a member of this 



21    process and I've been able to participate in other 
22    forms such as ASTM, ISO, ICA, and other forms.  And 
23    the reason we do is because we try to do this job 
24    right.  Let's keep doing that job right.  I'm not 
25    against this method going forward in the future, 
1    but it needs to be validated, and we need to see 
 2    the information before we even put a new test in 
 3    the standard. 
 4             Thank you. 
 5             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 6             Is there any further discussion to be had? 
 7    Okay.  Seeing none, do you have any final -- excuse 
 8    me.  Sorry about that. 
 9             Microphone 7. 
10             MR. MARCH:  Yeah, Charles March.  I'm 
11    speaking for myself. 
12             I believe I am in favor of the motion, but 
13    I really just have a question on what's in the 
14    report.  What does a technical committee action do 
15    to what's being published here in the report on 
16    comments?  Are they directing the committee to go 
17    back and revise this text?  I'm just not clear what 
18    that means. 
19             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Yeah, well 
20    the motion on the floor is to return a portion in 
21    the form of Proposal 1951-44 and Comment 27. 
22             And if you have your salmon-colored sheet, 
23    in the far column it talks about what the outcome 
24    would be. 
25             It says, "If successful, the proposed 
1    motion seeks to return the criteria end test method 
 2    for footwear flame resistance to previous edition 
 3    text." 
 4             So it's basically going to back its 
 5    previous text. 
 6             MR. MARCH:  Okay.  I understand.  I have a 
 7    question.  If this here motion does not pass -- 
 8             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Sorry. 
 9    That's the level of the interpretation that we'll 
10    provide you. 



11             MR. MARCH:  Thank you. 
12             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
13             Microphone 4. 
14             MR. McKENNA:  Michael McKenna, 
15    Michael McKenna & Associates speaking against the 
16    motion. 
17             I was the chairman of the task group on 
18    boots, and the task group was made up of a balance 
19    group that contained the manufacturer -- virtually 
20    all the manufacturers that provide boots to the -- 
21    structural boots to the fire service, and they were 
22    all part of a well-balanced task group. 
23             We met several times over the course of 
24    the entire document, including several meetings in 
25    between meetings.  And we put this together based 
1    on fire service input, wanting a better test that 
 2    was more representative of what was related to the 
 3    field. 
 4             The committee started with a -- with 34 
 5    items.  By the end of the process, we had narrowed 
 6    those down and delivered 45 pages of documentation 
 7    to task group members as well as to technical 
 8    committee reports at every technical committee 
 9    meeting. 
10             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  One minute 
11    remaining. 
12             MR. McKENNA:  Okay.  Thank you. 
13             At the end of the day, we had 45 -- turned 
14    over 45 pages of documentation. 
15             I take an issue with Mr. Stull's comment 
16    about the TPP test because we did extensive testing 
17    at the UL laboratories with footwear from the fire 
18    service, and the TPP test that he's referring to, 
19    no testing was done until after the document was 
20    already through ROC. 
21             Thank you. 
22             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
23             Microphone 4. 
24             MR. YARLING:  Christian Yarling.  I work 
25    for Hike's Boots.  We're a boot manufacturer.  I 



1    participated in the task group. 
 2             I wanted to speak out here -- 
 3             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Speaking 
 4    for or against? 
 5             MR. YARLING:  Against the motion. 
 6             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 7             MR. YARLING:  One of the reasons being, I 
 8    was part of the task group.  Most of the boot 
 9    manufacturers participated in this, participated in 
10    the testing, in the sampling, which was done at UL, 
11    with an established test method from marine 
12    equipment that we felt and actually the fire 
13    service felt was a better test than what's being 
14    done right now. 
15             If we revert back to the test method 
16    that's in the standard currently, not only are we 
17    going back to the old test method but, if you look 
18    at it, there is also some amendments that are 
19    proposed by Mr. Stall, which no tests have been 
20    done on these amendments that he's proposing to the 
21    old test method. 
22             So as far as I'm concerned, this was a 
23    drive that came by the users.  The users wanted 
24    something different done.  We obliged.  Everybody 
25    was privy to the data that participated in the task 
1    group and was at the technical committee meetings. 
 2    So, for me, I can clearly say that I'm against this 
 3    motion. 
 4             Thank you. 
 5             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 6             Microphone 8. 
 7             MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler, GBH 
 8    International.  I'm opposed to the motion. 
 9             I'm looking at proposed 1951-44, looking 
10    at the old test and the new test.  And I see 
11    nothing that shows the new test to be less 
12    clearly -- identified less clear explanation of 
13    procedure, and I see a couple of things that are 
14    really a good idea to describe in detail after 
15    flame time observation of melting and dripping and 



16    burning through.  So I don't -- I don't see any 
17    particular problem with a new test.  I think it's 
18    really important to follow visually for melting and 
19    dripping. 
20             I also see the major comment that I heard 
21    from Mr. Stull was that some products that passed 
22    before won't pass.  That's what happens when you 
23    change tests.  The products that passed before 
24    don't pass now. 
25             And I think the substantiation that was 
1    provided by the committee seems to indicate that, 
 2    in the old test, not -- not everything is -- not 
 3    all parts of the boot are tested.  The new test 
 4    tests all parts of the boot. 
 5             So I think this is a move in the right 
 6    direction, and I urge the committee to -- I urge 
 7    the membership to disapprove the motion. 
 8             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 9             Microphone Number 4. 
10             MR. CURTIS:  Hello.  My name is 
11    Nicholas Curtis.  I'm with Lion Apparel.  We're in 
12    the boot business, the glove business, turnouts, 
13    station uniforms, chemical protection, all that 
14    stuff. 
15             My company was represented -- 
16             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  And you're 
17    speaking for or against? 
18             MR. CURTIS:  Okay.  I'm speaking against 
19    the motion. 
20             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Okay. 
21    Thank you. 
22             MR. CURTIS:  My company was represented on 
23    the technical committee and the technical 
24    correlated committee.  In fact, a colleague is the 
25    secretary of the technical committee that processed 
1    this. 
 2             The data about everything that went in 
 3    that standard was available to every member of the 
 4    committee.  My company also, we have a thermal 
 5    laboratory, what we use for research and 



 6    development.  We're not afraid to do this test, and 
 7    that seems to be the most significant point that 
 8    Mr. Stull's made is the test may be dangerous 
 9    because, you know, imagine this and with a hexane 
10    burning for 15 or 20 seconds.  We're not afraid of 
11    that.  We believe that, in terms of safety, the 
12    most important thing about the NFPA standard is 
13    that they further the safety of firefighters, and 
14    there is no indication that this test will not do 
15    that. 
16             Thank you. 
17             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
18             Microphone 7. 
19             MR. STULL:  Jeffrey Stull, International 
20    Personal Protection speaking for the motion. 
21             I need to make a couple of corrections for 
22    the group.  First of all, task groups are not 
23    balanced, never have been balanced.  There's a 
24    predominance of manufacturers that participate. 
25    They serve at the pleasure of the technical 
1    committee chairperson.  In fact, their 
 2    participation in those committees -- in those tasks 
 3    groups have always been heavily dominant by 
 4    manufacturers, not all which, of course, agree with 
 5    this test method. 
 6             And there's been some other misstatements. 
 7    Let me point out some of the other things that I 
 8    think is more important. 
 9             First of all, what I'm saying is this 
10    method simply hasn't been validated.  It may seem 
11    like a good idea, and it may purport to address 
12    some of the issues that have been identified, which 
13    incidentally weren't brought up by endusers but by 
14    the laboratory itself.  There was a concern about 
15    being able to test all portions of the footwear, 
16    but the amendment that was put in was to address 
17    that issue to allow that testing. 
18             The testing that's now done in footwear is 
19    probably the existing testing that's no different 
20    than what's done or gloves or helmets or garments. 



21    So now we're creating an entirely brand new test 
22    for footwear, which hasn't been validated by 
23    what -- and data was not available to the 
24    committee, just anecdotal statement; and we're 
25    hoping to accept that. 
1             And I don't accept that because I've seen 
 2    what poorly designed test methods can do.  I've had 
 3    the experience of putting some poorly designed test 
 4    methods and had to go back to correct them. 
 5             So I want to urge the association to 
 6    carefully consider your role ensuring the standards 
 7    for the best possible, even if it means being a 
 8    little bit conservative in making sure that our 
 9    testing methods and our criteria have been properly 
10    vetted.  I think it's the best thing for the fire 
11    service and for the endusers to depend on their 
12    health and safety for this equipment. 
13             Thank you. 
14             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
15             Is there any further discussion on 
16    Motion 1951-1? 
17             Mr. Chair, would you like to make any 
18    final remarks? 
19             MR. KING:  Yes, I would.  First I'd like 
20    to thank the support from the floor on this issue. 
21    I have a couple of issues with what Mr. Stull just 
22    said. 
23             First off, the committee is absolutely in 
24    balance.  For him to say there's an excess of 
25    manufacturers is ridiculous.  As you know, if I 
1    were -- if my committee would have more of one than 
 2    the other, I would quickly hear from headquarters. 
 3    So there is certainly not an excess of 
 4    manufacturers. 
 5             With that being said, there are the most 
 6    recognized testing labs in the country on my 
 7    committee; there are many government entities that 
 8    do their own testing on the committee; there are 
 9    many manufacturers on the committee that have their 
10    own test labs and do these tests. 



11             Once again, when you look at the ballot 
12    results, it's quite clear that the only person that 
13    has a problem with this process and the way it's 
14    ran is Mr. Stull. 
15             Thank you. 
16             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you, 
17    Mr. Chair. 
18             Microphone 7. 
19             MR. STULL:  Jeffrey Stull, International 
20    Personal Protection.  I have to make one -- 
21             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Speaking 
22    for or against? 
23             MR. STULL:  Speaking for the motion. 
24             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
25             MR. STULL:  I have to make one very clear 
1    distinction here.  I'm not at all accusing the 
 2    committee of being out of balance.  The task groups 
 3    which serves at the pleasure of the committee are 
 4    not in balance and never have been.  I'm sorry 
 5    that's the case.  That allows various entities that 
 6    normally wouldn't be able to participate in the 
 7    committee process to be involved in the formation 
 8    of these test methods. 
 9             And I'm not denigrating the process at 
10    all.  I'm just saying that sometimes this committee 
11    bites off more than it can chew, and it had a lot 
12    of activity to go through.  The committee had many 
13    comments, and it did good deliberation on many of 
14    those parts. 
15             I'm not a member of NFPA 1951 -- the 
16    committee responsible for 1951, but I do follow 
17    that through my participation in the technical 
18    correlating committee, and I can tell you, just 
19    this last week, we met here in Las Vegas; and we 
20    are in the process of putting together a task group 
21    to examine the fact that we need to do better 
22    validation of test methods and to ensure that the 
23    criteria that we develop for our standards is 
24    properly vetted and shows the consistency and 
25    intended application as they're put forward. 



1             So I want to make that clarification.  I'm 
 2    not working against the committee.  I'm trying to 
 3    help the committee do its job in a better fashion. 
 4             Thank you. 
 5             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 6             Anything further, Mr. Chair? 
 7             MR. KING:  Yes.  I'm sorry for that, 
 8    Mr. Stull.  I understand now that you're saying 
 9    that the task group had a lot of manufacturers. 
10             And that's terrific.  I deliberately tried 
11    to get as much input on this issue as I could.  So, 
12    yes, there were a lot of manufacturers.  They were 
13    an important part of our committee and the process, 
14    but keep in mind that that task group reported to 
15    the technical committee at every technical 
16    committee meeting and that the technical committee 
17    is in balance. 
18             Once again, I would like to say that -- I 
19    think part of what Mr. Stull might be alluding to 
20    is, in a perfect world, I think we would always 
21    like to have more data than we have, regardless of 
22    how much we have.  If that were to happen, I think 
23    in a lot of cases this NFPA process would not be 
24    able to proceed the way it does. 
25             But we have a committee made up of experts 
1    from the various fields, and every committee 
 2    member, with the exception of Mr. Stall, was very 
 3    comfortable with the changes that we made to this 
 4    document. 
 5             Thank you. 
 6             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 7    Okay. 
 8             So at this point, we're going to vote. 
 9    Before we vote, let me restate the motion. 
10             The motion on the floor is to return a 
11    portion of the report in the form of Proposal 
12    1951-44 and related Comment 1951-27. 
13             So please record your vote one, if you're 
14    in favor of the motion, and two if you're opposed 
15    to the motion. 



16             Okay.  Voting closes in five seconds. 
17    Voting's closed.  And the motion fails. 
18             Thank you. 
19             Any further discussion on NFPA 1951? 
20    Seeing none, we'll move on to the next document. 
21             Thank you, Mr. King. 
 


