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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Structural and Proximity Fire Fighting Protective 

Clothing and Equipment 
 
FROM: Stacey Van Zandt 
 
DATE: May 4, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 1971 ROC TC Circulation Ballot (F2011) 
 

 
The May 3, 2011 date for receipt of the NFPA 1971 ROC letter ballot has passed. 
 
The preliminary ROC ballot results are as follows: 
 
32  Members Eligible to Vote  
4  Not Returned (Dunn, Durby, Robison, and Sisson) 
 
In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects, attached are reasons for 
negative votes for review so you may change your ballot if you wish.  Abstentions and affirmative 
comments are also included.  Ballots received from alternate members are not included unless the 
ballot from the principal member was not received.   
 
If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before Wednesday, 
May 11, 2011 at 5:00 PM ET.  Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now. Such 
changes should be sent to Stacey Van Zandt via either e-mail to svanzandt@nfpa.org or via fax to 
617-984-7056.  You may also mail your ballot to the attention of Stacey Van Zandt at NFPA, 1 
Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 02169.  
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
 
 
 
Attachment:   
Circulation Explanation Report 



Circulation Explanation Report for FAE-SPF   Comments Wednesday, May 4, 2011
Document # 1971

1971-1 Entire Document (Log # 2 )

Negative

Stull, J. The committee action is counter to the recommendation of the Technical Correlating Committee and
would have better been dealt with as a "Hold for further study" as the TCC develops the specific language to
make this adaptation in the standard.

1971-4 3.3.x Component Recognized/Component Recognition, 4.1.x, and 4.3 (New) (Log # 86 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. This is an issue for the TCC to reconsider for NFPA 1971 and all documents in the project.

1971-6 3.3.x Glove Body (New) (Log # 6 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. The committee rejected the submitter's proposed change because of a Project Definition. This is a
correlation issue that should be considered by the TCC.

1971-7 3.3.x Glove Body (New) (Log # 26 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 1971-6 (Log #6).

1971-8 3.3.x Glove Body (New) (Log # 77 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 1971-6 (Log #6).

1971-10 3.3.13 (Log # 87 )

Negative

Stull, J. The committee action is counter to the recommendation of the Technical Correlating Committee and
would have better been dealt with as a "Hold for further study" as the TCC develops the specific language to
make this adaptation in the standard.

1971-14 4.4.1(3) (Log # 21 )

Negative

Freeman, P. The Garment Task Group, including representatives from every garment manufacturer with a seat on the Technical
Committee, spent many meetings and did quite a bit of research attempting to make the shower test more reproducible.   Discussions
centered on using different methods of blocking off the collar and taping the neckline, as well as trying to determine an “acceptable”
amount of liquid on the scrub top such that human error could at least be accounted for if not eliminated.  In spite of round robin
testing and industry appeal, the task group was not able to come up with a suitable means of standardizing the test to eliminate the
many variables that result in unexplained failures.  The action to only perform the testing for initial certification and again whenever
there was any kind of change in the form, fit or function of a garment, was a good faith attempt on the part of this task group to at
least reduce the burden of false failures.

1971-15 4.4.1(3) (Log # 88 )

Negative

Freeman, P. This log caused the shower test to revert to an annual test.    The shower test has been run since 1991 and now,
almost 20 years later, it continues to result in false failures of garments that have passed multiple times.  Not only is the test
extremely hard to reproduce, it does not reflect how the gear is donned nor worn in the field.  Passing results for any test should not
be predicated on how carefully the mannequin is dressed, or how vigilantly the bag is taped to the collar.  The results from this test
are extremely inconsistent, with very the same garment often exhibiting a fail and then a pass, or vice versa, if tested just hours apart
- even in the same lab by the same technician on the same day.   This test more than any other in the standard has the ability to shut
down a manufacturing company at the quirk of a test that has been shown time and time again to be non-reproducible.
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Circulation Explanation Report for FAE-SPF   Comments Wednesday, May 4, 2011
Document # 1971

Matiste, L. Reason: It was agreed upon at the TC level that the Whole Garment Liquid Penetration Test was not a true, or ideal,
whole garment test; rather, it is a test that evaluates only a garment's closure system. This is a design test that needs to be mandatory
for initial certification or when manufacturers change their garment designs. While it is incumbent on the manufacturers to make the
certification organizations aware of any design changes, it is also the responsibility of the certification organizations to conduct
garment design review on an annual basis.

1971-16 4.4.1(3) (Log # 107 )

Negative

Freeman, P. This log caused the shower test to revert to an annual test.    The substantiation is that there is “no precedent for only
requiring initial testing for certain performance requirements”.   This substantiation is incorrect; there is precedent for only requiring
initial testing in standards that are found in this project, specifically NFPA 1983, Standard on Life Safety Rope and Equipment for
Emergency Services, and NFPA 1952, Standard on Surface Water Operations Protective Clothing and Equipment. NFPA 1983 only
requires initial certification testing for corrosion and portable anchors, while 1952 only requires initial certification of multiple
requirements, including but not limited to retroreflectivity, overall donning efficiency, helmet bucketing, helmet roll off, and helmet
water absorption.

Matiste, L. Reason: It was agreed upon at the TC level that the Whole Garment Liquid Penetration Test was not a true, or ideal,
whole garment test; rather, it is a test that evaluates only a garment's closure system. This is a design test that needs to be mandatory
for initial certification or when manufacturers change their garment designs. While it is incumbent on the manufacturers to make the
certification organizations aware of any design changes, it is also the responsibility of the certification organizations to conduct
garment design review on an annual basis.

1971-31 6.6.6 (Log # 18 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fithian, W. There was an error with the strike through:
6.6.6 No openings shall be permitted in the helmet shroud other than to meet the requirement of 6.6.5.5.  The strike through for
6.6.5.5 went too far.  It should be 6.6.5.5 (to match the new section numbering 6.6.5).

1971-38 6.10.3 (Log # 130 )

Negative

Stull, J. The height of the footwear should be determined from the wear surface not the interior of the
footwear. This is a matter of correlation for consideration by the TCC because each of the standards requiring
footwear should use the same methodology for determining footwear height.

1971-39 6.10.3.1 (Log # 59 )

Negative

Sloan, D. By Design inserts are removable and replaceable with any type of insert on the market

1971-45 7.1.6 and 8.51 (Log # 132 )

Negative

Freeman, P. This log was an accept in principle and resulted in changing the requirements for determining CCHR pass/fail
criteria.   In the 2007 edition of the standard, the  values are determined based on an average of all samples tested; as proposed, a
single failing result would cause the entire sample set to fail.   Today when this test is run there is a set variation of + 8% which
causes samples that are anomalies to be discarded.  However, since there is no set variation, incongruous results would not be
eliminated.  For example under the proposed criterion if you test 3 samples and two yield results of 100 but one comes in at 23, then
the entire set failed the requirement of 25.   Given that material weights and thicknesses can and do vary even with rolled goods, this
test should be reported and assessed based on an average result of all samples and not determined by a single data point.

1971-46 7.1.24 (Log # 16 )

Affirmative with Comment
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Circulation Explanation Report for FAE-SPF   Comments Wednesday, May 4, 2011
Document # 1971

Stull, J. The action is consistent with the proposal, but the committee statement should reflect the following:
"A 'hold for further action' is not an appropriate action on an already accepted proposal; the committee agreed
that the test method was not ready and withdrew the test method and criteria from the standard (see comment
1971-48 log #109).

1971-50 7.2.4 (Log # 105 )

Negative

Stull, J. With all of the time and money that has been put into the development of this test method, no specific
correlation has been provided to show that the implementation of the stored energy test in the proposed fashion
with the recommended criteria will provide a benefit to firefighter safety.

1971-53 7.2.5 and 8.77 (Log # 97 )

Negative

Stull, J. With all of the time and money that has been put into the development of this test method, no specific
correlation has been provided to show that the implementation of the stored energy test in the proposed fashion
with the recommended criteria will provide a benefit to firefighter safety.

1971-60 7.7.2.1 and 8.76 (Log # 99 )

Negative

Sloan, D. I still do not believe that a thorough evaluation of this test method has been performed and properly
studied to correlate it to actual data from the field and to check for reproducibility in the lab and lab-to-lab.  I
recommend to hold for further study.

1971-64 7.7.20 and 8.75 (Log # 28 )

Negative

Sloan, D. No specific information has been offered to show that the evaluations using this additional technique
will effectively improve glove hand function, and no correlation with glove dexterity.  I recommend holding
this for further study.

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. There was only limited disclosure of the test procedures and data used as the basis of the proposed
requirement to the committee for review; further, no attempt has been made to establish the repeatability of
this test method. This method has also been proposed as part of other standards and is thus subject to
correlation by the TCC.

1971-65 7.7.20 and 8.75 (Log # 112 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 1971-64 (Log #28).

1971-66 7.7.21 and 8.39 (Log # 29 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 1971-64 (Log #28).

1971-67 7.7.21 and 8.76 (Log # 34 )

Negative

Sloan, D. No evidence or data have been provided to demonstrate whether the proposed test or criteria will
appropriately discriminate glove performance for hand function that results in the improvement of firefighting
gloves.
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Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 1971-64 (Log #28).

1971-68 7.7.21 and 8.76 (Log # 36 )

Negative

Sloan, D. The impact of the proposed wetting procedures has not been validated for gloves.  While the
intended procedures have been developed to improve the precision of wetting procedures, no data have been
provided to show the impact of these changes.  It is also uncertain how the whole glove wetting procedures
will address wetting of the lining as may occur during use from sweating.

1971-69 7.7.21 and 8.76 (Log # 120 )

Negative

Sloan, D. No evidence or data have been provided to demonstrate whether the proposed test or criteria will
appropriately discriminate glove performance for hand function that results in the improvement of firefighting
gloves.

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. Limited disclosure of the test procedures and data used as the basis of the proposed requirement were
made available to the committee for review; further, no attempt has been made to establish the repeatability of
this test method. This method has also been proposed as part of other standards and is thus subject to
correlation by the TCC.

1971-70 7.7.29 and 8.39 (Log # 111 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 1971-69 (Log #120).

1971-75 7.10.2, 8.5.4, 8.5.5 (Log # CC2 )

Negative

Stull, J. No information was provided showing the committee how the proposed requirement was established
or the repeatability of the new test method.

1971-76 7.10.9, 8.41 (Log # CC1 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fithian, W. Since the slip resistance test has been specified to be conducted under wet conditions only, Table 8.41.4(c) (iv) needs
to be revised.  Calibration criteria under dry conditions need to be removed from the table.

1971-79 7.10.10 and 8.24 (Log # 62 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. No information was provided showing the committee how the proposed requirement was established.  This method has
also been proposed as part of other standards and is thus subject to correlation by the TCC.

1971-80 7.10.10 and 8.24 (Log # 124 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. No information was provided showing the committee how the proposed requirement was established.  This method has
also been proposed as part of other standards and is thus subject to correlation by the TCC.

1971-90 7.20.1.1, 8.67.4.1, and A.7.20.1.1 (Log # 37 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. As the basis for NFPA 1971 CBRN criteria partly originate from NFPA 1994, this is an issue of
correlation for consideration by the TCC.

4
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Document # 1971

1971-91 7.20.1.1 and 8.66 (Log # 41 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. This is a topic for consideration by the TCC since the intention is to harmonize the CBRN test
methods used in each of the standards which establish CBRN criteria.

1971-92 7.20.1.3 (Log # 40 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 1971-91 (Log #41).

1971-93 7.20.1.3, 8.67.4.1, 8.67.5, 8.67.6, and A.8.67.1(3) (Log # 38 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 1971-91 (Log #41).

1971-94 7.20.1.3, 8.67.4.1, 8.67.5, 8.67.6, and A.8.67.1(3) (Log # 45 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 1971-91 (Log #41).

1971-96 8.x (New) (Log # 19 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. The action is consistent with the proposal, but the committee statement should reflect the following:
"A 'hold for further action' is not an appropriate action on an already accepted proposal; the committee agreed
that the test method was not ready and withdrew the test method and criteria from the standard (see comment
1971-58 log #35).

1971-98 8.1 (Log # CC20 )

Negative

Sloan, D. 1971-98 adds a new whole glove wetting method. This technique is primarily applied in the testing of gloves for

donning time and grip. I do not agree with this method.

1971-108 8.5 (Log # 61 )

Negative

Sloan, D. New test has unpredictable results.

Stull, J. The proposed test is not safe, has not been shown to be repeatable and no information has been provided to justify the
proposed requirement.

1971-109 8.5.5.2 (New) (Log # 121 )

Negative

Stull, J. The proposed test is not safe, has not been shown to be repeatable and no information has been provided to justify the
proposed requirement.

1971-112 8.6.14.9 (Log # 5 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. The committee statement is not consistent with the action. According to the committee statement, the
action should be "accept in principle."

1971-114 8.7.7 (Log # CC22 )

Negative
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Circulation Explanation Report for FAE-SPF   Comments Wednesday, May 4, 2011
Document # 1971

Berchtold, B. I feel that the committee accidentally left out the section H-PS from the palm side locations.
This section is between the middle three fingers. Fingers have a tendency to roll and this area could actually be
on the palm side of the fingers and not offer the proper protection to the fire fighter and possibly a burn may
occur. The H-PS area is the only area around the circumference of the glove on the palm side that doesn't get
tested at the .5 psi on the compression test. We test the sides of the gauntlet C-PS which is over the coat sleeve
but not between the sides of the middle three fingers. Therefore I feel that we should reject this 1971-114 (Log
#CC22) until H-PS is added to the test area.

Ragan, T. I think we can all agree that fire gloves have lining drift and palm & finger roll during use. All
these things are exemplified during the grip and torque tests in this ROC. Additionally, fourchette seams allow
more heat to pass into the glove. For these reasons I believe it would be safer for users to have some level of
CHR testing performed on the fourchette (H-PS) areas of gloves. This is my reasoning for voting negative to
this log.

Sloan, D. The back of the fingers, back side of the glove body, and back side of fourchettes should be tested as
the rest of the back of the glove. Fourchettes should be tested the same.

Stull, J. The side of the fingers (area H-PS) should be included in the tested areas for palm side conductive
heat resistance since it possible for the fingers to rotate and firefighters to sustain burns to their hands from a
less protected (untested) area of the gloves. The conductive heat resistance test remains the most rigorous test
in NFPA 1971 for defining glove insulation levels. This is a matter of correlation as the new glove area
diagram has also been incorporated into NFPA 1951.

1971-119 8.8.4 and 8.8.5 (Log # 63 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. The change in test conditions has not been validated. There is no history of burns to the bottom of
firefighters' feet; the change in the test procedures creates a longer test than is necessary for the evaluation of
footwear and does not evaluate the potential degradation effects for high temperature exposures on footwear
soles that can contribute to loss of protection.

1971-120 8.8.4 and 8.8.5 (Log # 122 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 1971-119 (Log #63).

1971-121 8.10.6.3 (Log # 134 )

Affirmative with Comment

Sloan, D. The NFPA 1971 TC should start to evaluate new burn models other than the Stoll curve.

1971-133 8.34.5 (Log # 74 )

Negative

Corrado, S. The THL test is intended to measure the thermal resistance and evaporative of materials - not of
materials plus air layers.  To introduce the air layer into the measurement can lead to inconsistency and widely
variable results for the same material.  ASTM F1848 was revised to address the issue of fabrics that do not lie
flat during testing.  No data was submitted to support the claim that any bias is being introduced by following
the ASTM method.

Matiste, L. Reason: There is no evidence that the latest edition of ASTM F 1868, including Note 6, is unclear and biased.  It
would be in the best interest of the TC to use ASTM F 1868 without the modifications as offered in this log because we do not have
significant correlating data to substantiate the modifications.
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1971-136 8.39 (Log # CC19 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. Limited disclosure of the test procedures and data used as the basis of the proposed requirement were
made available to the committee for review; further, no attempt has been made to establish the repeatability of
this test method. This method has also been proposed as part of other standards and is thus subject to
correlation by the TCC.

1971-137 8.43.3.3 (Log # 108 )

Negative

Stull, J. The overall garment should be evaluated for liquid integrity following washing as this represents a
more rigorous condition for affecting the condition of the shell and the manner in which the garment drapes on
the wearer for assessing inward liquid penetration. As this procedure is used in other standard, this is a matter
of correlation for consideration by the TCC.

1971-139 8.48.2.2 (Log # 68 )

Negative

Stull, J. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 1971-137 (Log #108).

1971-140 8.48.3.3 and 8.48.4.1 (Log # 126 )

Negative

Stull, J. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 1971-137 (Log #108).

1971-146 8.66 (Log # 133 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fithian, W. A Section number listed on page 128 of the ballot is incorrect.  Section 8.2.9 should be listed as 8.66.9

Stull, J. This is a topic for consideration by the TCC since the intention is to harmonize the CBRN test
methods used in each of the standards which establish CBRN criteria. The proposed range in acceptable PAD
uptake rate has not been agreed for the revision of the test method.

1971-147 8.67 (Log # 39 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. This is a topic for consideration by the TCC since the intention is to harmonize the CBRN test
methods used in each of the standards which establish CBRN criteria.

1971-148 8.67 (Log # 85 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 1971-147 (Log #39).

1971-160 8.75 (Log # CC25 )

Affirmative with Comment

Stull, J. No information was provided showing the committee how the proposed requirement was established.
This method has also been proposed as part of other standards and is thus subject to correlation by the TCC.
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