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Thank you, Mr. King.  I know you're with 
22    us here for the next document as well. 
23             So the next report under consideration 
24    this afternoon is that of the Technical Committee 
25    on Structural and Proximity Firefighting Protective 
1    Clothing and Equipment. 
 2             Here to present the committee report is 
 3    Committee Chair Steven King of Babylon, New York. 
 4             The committee report can be found in the 
 5    white 2011 fall revision cycle ROP and ROC.  The 
 6    certified amending motions are contained in the 
 7    motions committee report and behind me on the 
 8    screen. 
 9             We'll proceed in the order of the motion's 
10    sequence number presented. 
11             Mr. King. 
12             MR. KING:  Good morning once again. 
13             Mr. Chair, ladies and gentlemen, the 
14    report of the Technical Committee on Structural and 
15    Proximity Firefighting Protective Clothing and 
16    Equipment is presented for adoption and can be 
17    found in the ROP and the ROC for the fall -- the 
18    2011 fall meeting revision cycle. 
19             The technical committee and technical 
20    correlating committee has published a report 
21    consisting of a partial revision of NFPA 1971 
22    standard on protected ensemble for structural 
23    firefighting and proximity firefighting. 
24             The report was submitted to letter ballot 
25    of the technical committee.  That consists of 32 
1    voting members.  The ballot results can be found on 
 2    pages 1971-72 to 1971-82 of the ROP and pages 



 3    1971-7 to 1971-82 of the ROC. 
 4             The presiding officer will now proceed 
 5    with the certified amending motions. 
 6             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you, 
 7    Mr. King. 
 8             So we will now proceed with discussion on 
 9    certified amending motion for NFPA 1971. 
10             Microphone 7. 
11             MR. STULL:  Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, as I 
12    get to the right page. 
13             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Take your 
14    time.  That's fine. 
15             MR. STULL:  Jeffrey Stull, International 
16    Personal Protection.  I'd like to make a motion to 
17    accept Comment 1971-65, which is part of motion 
18    sequence 1971-1. 
19             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Okay. 
20    Thank you. 
21             Do we have a second? 
22             SPEAKER:  Second. 
23             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  You have a 
24    second.  You may proceed. 
25             MR. STULL:  Thank you. 
1             Firefighters need better gloves, and 
 2    perhaps one way to accomplish this is to provide 
 3    better test methods and criteria that foster the 
 4    development of new materials and designs. 
 5             This has been an ambition of the Technical 
 6    Committee for Structural Firefighters and 
 7    Protective Clothing for some time.  But in this 
 8    case, I think the process moving towards its end 
 9    again lacks disclosure and validation. 
10             A new dexterity test method was introduced 
11    during ROP.  The test method was accepted by the 
12    committee as promising, but a better understanding 
13    of the test and the data were needed to support its 
14    ultimate decision in this process. 
15             But what was not known at the time was 
16    there was an $830,000 contract awarded to a 
17    university to essentially promote new test methods, 



18    and those test methods came from the university, 
19    but at a critical juncture, right before ROC, where 
20    the data were to be made available to the task 
21    group, a teleconference was held.  Not all of us 
22    could participate in this teleconference; so we 
23    have asked the obvious question.  Could you provide 
24    us the data?  The answer was "Mo, we can't provide 
25    the data to you at this time."  In fact, that data 
1    was never provided -- it was never provided to the 
 2    technical committee. 
 3             We were -- the only opportunity that 
 4    existed was for the task group to have seen it 
 5    during one teleconference. 
 6             Now, with the task -- what the data showed 
 7    was that the task method provided better 
 8    discrimination in a existing test method. 
 9             Now, I asked the question, "Well, that's 
10    okay.  But is it better discrimination consistent 
11    with field observations of gloves?  After all, if 
12    you're including a new dexterity test methods, 
13    shouldn't it provide ratings" -- "or 
14    measurements" -- 
15             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  One minute 
16    remaining. 
17             MR. STULL:  -- "with firefighters' 
18    experience?"  And that question has not been 
19    answered.  Again, this has been an issue that was 
20    brought forward to the technical correlating 
21    committee.  And the technical correlating committee 
22    responded by putting a note back to the technical 
23    committee, "Please run a laboratory test.  Please 
24    undertake the validation effort to ensure that the 
25    criteria that you have are meaningful and providing 
1    the intended effect." 
 2             I urge you -- this is a similar type of 
 3    issue, but it is important in this case.  There is 
 4    a clear lack of disclosure during a critical part 
 5    of the standards development process.  That data 
 6    has never yet been made available to the technical 
 7    committee. 



 8             Thank you. 
 9             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
10             Mr. King, would you like to give the 
11    Committee's -- 
12             MR. KING:  Yes, I would. 
13             As Mr. Stull said, there is lot of 
14    similarities, I think, to all of these issues that 
15    you're about to hear this afternoon.  Once again, 
16    this test was incorporated into the new standard 
17    because dexterity of firefighting gloves has always 
18    been a tremendous problem for the firefighters 
19    through the years.  Every time we asked 
20    firefighters about their gloves, they want a glove 
21    that's certainly going to protect them and allow 
22    them to do their job.  But at the same time, they 
23    want a glove that's going to let them turn a knob 
24    on a handy-talkie, maybe even pick up a dime if 
25    they have to.  But dexterity has certainly been an 
1    issue. 
 2             A lot of time, again, was devoted to 
 3    looking at the specifics of the dexterity of 
 4    firefighter's gloves.  And keep in mind that the 
 5    current test really has not shown or done a very 
 6    good job in that area.  What happened here with 
 7    this particular area of the test, we added some 
 8    more tests to the current peg test that's in there. 
 9    These tests allow for better testing of dexterity 
10    and find dexterity.  And as a result of that, these 
11    two new tests give a very good picture of overall 
12    functionality of the gloves. 
13             Mr. Stull alluded a little bit about field 
14    testing.  Field testing is a terrific concept, and 
15    I have to tell you that I've been part of this 
16    process for 15 years, and a lot of the people on my 
17    committee have been part of the process way before 
18    me.  And none of us are aware of any tests that 
19    ever went into the standard that had field testing. 
20    We try to do as much, you know, interlab testing as 
21    we can and get the data out there that we need. 
22    But like it or not, a lot of the field testing 



23    results come -- once those gloves, which, again, 
24    all of these tests have been approved by the vast 
25    majority of the technical committee that -- that                                                      
 1    allows those gloves to get out there.  And we learn 
 2    that they're out in the field. 
 3             But certainly the job of ensuring that 
 4    adequate testing was done and that it has the full 
 5    support of the committee, that was premier in all 
 6    of our minds; and it certainly -- again, looking at 
 7    the ballot results for this, this issue, the 32 
 8    voting members, 28 in favor, none against, and four 
 9    not returned. 
10             Thank you. 
11             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you, 
12    Mr. King. 
13             So with that, we'll now open the floor for 
14    debate on this motion.  As a reminder, please 
15    provide your name and affiliation and whether 
16    you're speaking in support of or against the 
17    motion. 
18             Microphone 7. 
19             MR. STULL:  Thank you.  Jeffrey Stull, 
20    International Personal Protection speaking for the 
21    motion.  I just want to point out to you a couple 
22    of things that Chief King said. 
23             First of all, this is not a method that 
24    measures fine dexterity ability to handle a radio. 
25    It actually involves large bolts being put into 
1    holes and washers being put on those bolts and 
 2    timing an individual for doing that test. 
 3             This is not a test that has been shown to 
 4    discriminate.  I think it has merit.  Do not get me 
 5    wrong.  I think this could be a great test, but 
 6    what I'm saying is we put the test into the 
 7    standard prematurely. 
 8             The criteria that were put forward with 
 9    this test were based on accommodating everything in 
10    the marketplace.  So if the fire service is 
11    expecting better gloves as a result of adopting 
12    this test, then they're going to be mistaken. 



13    They're going to have to wait a while longer. 
14             Now, there's some that may suggest that, 
15    if we put a testbed in the standard, then we'll 
16    just see what happens.  And there may be some merit 
17    to that, but I don't believe that NFPA standards 
18    should be testbeds.  I think validation work should 
19    be carried out in advance, and let me just tell you 
20    a little bit more about this process and where I 
21    feel that there was failed disclosure. 
22             This particular grant that I described 
23    earlier had the benefit of the NFPA research 
24    foundation -- our fire protection research 
25    foundation, and this group, I put forward to them 
1    my concerns.  I said, "Hey, let's try to get some 
 2    interlaboratory testing done.  Let's do the field 
 3    validation work while the grant was still going 
 4    on." 
 5             The response I got was "Outside the scope 
 6    of our activity." 
 7             And I was just awestruck by that.  I just 
 8    couldn't believe that they would push back and say, 
 9    "Hey, let's try to do this job right." 
10             In contrast to what Chairman King says, we 
11    have done some validation efforts.  The most 
12    notable is when -- 
13             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  One minute 
14    remaining. 
15             MR. STULL:  -- the International 
16    Association of Firefighters, the IFF, has promoted 
17    more instrumental changes in improving firefighter 
18    health and safety than any other organization by 
19    funding and promoting and pushing forward field 
20    studies.  The most notable, which was a field study 
21    conducted in 1998, an Indianapolis Fire Department 
22    to put it in (inaudible) departments to provide 
23    stress relief to firefighters.  These same kinds of 
24    practices could be undertaken.  And again, I think 
25    it's important to realize that test methods have to 
1    be vetted out because we encounter all the time 
 2    instances where we have to go back, put a TIA in, 



 3    and then correct the problem that we created in the 
 4    first place. 
 5             Thank you. 
 6             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 7             Microphone 4. 
 8             MR. McKENNA:  Michael McKenna, Michael 
 9    McKenna & Associates is speaking against the 
10    motion. 
11             I was also the task group chair on gloves. 
12    What I failed to mention in that first -- my first, 
13    I spent 32 years on the job in fire service.  And 
14    this test method, in particular, was a direct 
15    result of fire service on the task group on gloves 
16    wanting to create new test methods that were more 
17    representative of what we actually do on the job. 
18             The intent was not necessarily to raise 
19    the bar at this time on gloves but to create test 
20    methods that, even if they accommodated the things, 
21    the gloves that were still on the market would be 
22    more representative of what we do on the job.  We 
23    built -- once again, we had extensive notes.  We 
24    originally started with 36 items and narrowed it 
25    down to the items we could get done in a timely 
1    fashion and get them done properly.  And at the 
 2    time of the ROC, we had 98 pages of notes that 
 3    started at the very first -- very first task group 
 4    meeting and went all the way through the ROC 
 5    meeting. 
 6             These notes were passed among the task 
 7    group and technical committee and were put 
 8    together -- and made presentation at every 
 9    technical committee meeting. 
10             In order to help ourselves get some of the 
11    expertise, we turned some of the research that we 
12    were working on, these various ideas that we had, 
13    the various items to make gloves better, we 
14    disbursed them over to NC State; and NC State 
15    assisted the task group in getting -- in getting 
16    things done. 
17             Once again, our task group represented 



18    virtually every glove -- structural glove 
19    manufacturer in the industry as well as fire 
20    service.  So at the end of the day, there were a 
21    lot of manufacturers on the committee; but the 
22    manufacturers that were on the task group were 
23    comfortable with where we were taking these 
24    products. 
25             And they had their chance to have input, 
1    their chance to speak.  And at the end of the day, 
 2    this is sort of a baseline agreement between a 
 3    consensus of all of the people that participated in 
 4    the task group. 
 5             Thank you.  I think I covered everything I 
 6    wanted.  Thank you. 
 7             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 8             Microphone 4. 
 9             MR. DEATON:  My name is Anthony Shawn 
10    Deaton, and I work for North Carolina State 
11    University.  I am voting for in support of -- or 
12    against the motion. 
13             To make a general comment, NC State has 
14    conducted one of the most comprehensive studies on 
15    test methods for structural firefighting gloves 
16    dexterity and grip that has ever been conducted. 
17    This scientifically-based study developed and 
18    improved test methods and validated these methods 
19    by testing a wide range of firefighting gloves and 
20    noncompliant gloves as well. 
21             It involved extensive input through 
22    firefighters and with the corporation from the 
23    National Fire Protection Research Foundation.  For 
24    the test method itself, this is not a redundant 
25    test to the current pegboard test method.  As 
1    Chairman King had said, the pegboard test basically 
 2    is a fine dexterity assessment of gloves looking at 
 3    the fingertips of the glove, where the tube test is 
 4    more of a whole hand assessment of the glove that 
 5    can account for the stiffness and softness of the 
 6    palm of the material. 
 7             The NC State data we presented has shown 



 8    that the glove dexterity test is more consistent 
 9    and less variable than the pegboard test and 
10    basically has a lower coefficient of variation. 
11             The glove test better simulates actually 
12    firefighting tasks than the pegboard test, and it's 
13    more responsive to real differences in glove 
14    dexterity effects. 
15             And Jeff Stull has indicated that the TCC 
16    has asked that round-robin has occurred.  NC State 
17    has participated in that.  And as part of that, we 
18    actually used firefighters as our subject.  Those 
19    subjects were asked to subjectively rate these 
20    gloves in terms of how they felt in terms of their 
21    whole glove dexterity rated those, and the whole 
22    glove dexterity where the tube test method 
23    basically showed very good correlation -- 
24             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  One minute. 
25             MR. DEATON:  -- and much better than that 
1    of the pegboard. 
 2             In terms of data, we have presented our 
 3    study multiple times at the NFPA -- NFPA 1971 
 4    meeting.  We've presented it to task group 
 5    chairs -- or to the task group itself.  We also -- 
 6    the teleconference that Jeff Stull had alluded to, 
 7    I did give that presentation, and I also -- he was 
 8    unable to attend, and I also made a special 
 9    arrangement to show him that data and explain 
10    everything that we have done.  To date, we have not 
11    given out the data in terms of which glove 
12    performed better than the others as we do not like 
13    to promote or basically give results out that 
14    indicate one glove may be better than the other. 
15             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  You have 
16    ten seconds left. 
17             MR. DEATON:  Thank you. 
18             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Okay. 
19    Thank you. 
20             Further discussion? 
21             Microphone 7. 
22             MR. STULL:  Yes.  Jeffrey Stull, 



23    International Personal Protection speaking for the 
24    motion. 
25             Again, we're all on the same team here; 
1    and we are trying to get the best for the fire 
 2    service.  And my criticisms of this test have 
 3    nothing to do with the potential validity of the 
 4    test.  It's the process and how we put tests into 
 5    standards. 
 6             It's important to do this validation.  I 
 7    wish -- you know, I had to go to the TCC 
 8    chairperson.  I had to go to the grant 
 9    administrator to say, "Please get this data in our 
10    hands." 
11             And I exhausted all of those attempts 
12    before deciding to put in an enigma.  If I thought 
13    by putting in this enigma I was going to in any way 
14    endanger firefighters by listing some improvement 
15    that they possibly could have by virtue of 
16    including that test.  I would not have undertaken 
17    it.  What I'm trying to get the association to 
18    understand today is that we need to have a process 
19    that is respectful and mindful of what the NFPA 
20    stands for and how it develops standards. 
21             And just to point out just a couple of 
22    things on this particular method, yes, there is a 
23    laboratory test; and it's ongoing right now.  It's 
24    being done privately.  It's on information that's 
25    available to the technical committee, and I'm 
1    certainly not asking to find out whose glove is 
 2    doing better than any other's glove.  All I want is 
 3    to have an understanding that the test is 
 4    reproducible and that it provides a consistent 
 5    ranking that you see in the field. 
 6             And we hear that from Shawn, but we didn't 
 7    get that information at any time during the ROC 
 8    process or, for that matter, when the TCC had its 
 9    opportunity to review the standard. 
10             You know, and I will support this method 
11    when I see this information, and I know that 
12    information is forthcoming, but there will be 



13    tentative interim amendments in this standard to 
14    try to correct -- 
15             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  One minute 
16    remaining. 
17             MR. STULL:  Thank you. 
18             -- as this test is still evolving and 
19    they're deciding to make changes specifically on 
20    how this test is conducted. 
21             I've been able to talk to one of the 
22    laboratories that is in the process of doing this 
23    testing.  And while they find the test to be 
24    written, they're finding questions that need to be 
25    answered, that will have to be answered by some 
1    group being the technical committee to an interim 
 2    amendment process. 
 3             Thank you. 
 4             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 5             Microphone 4. 
 6             MR. CURTIS:  Thank you. 
 7             Nicholas Curtis, Lion Apparel.  I was 
 8    actually the secretary -- 
 9             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Speaking 
10    for or against? 
11             MR. CURTIS:  I'm speaking against the 
12    motion. 
13             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Okay. 
14    Thank you. 
15             MR. CURTIS:  I was the secretary of the 
16    committee that all these motions were put forth on, 
17    and I guess my observation is not just specifically 
18    on Comment 1971-65 but on all of these motions. 
19    And that is, that it's unfortunate that things 
20    don't happen from the same time frame that 
21    Mr. Stull would have liked them to happen.  You 
22    would have -- these tests are five-year premature. 
23    They should have gone in the next standard, or the 
24    validation should have been done more in advance. 
25    That isn't the way that it has happened in the 
1    past. 
 2             Mr. Stull cited one well-funded -- 



 3    well-funded study that -- that he was involved in 
 4    where there was some form of field evaluation, but 
 5    most of these tests that have created the safest 
 6    firefighting equipment in the world were not done 
 7    in that matter.  They're done with firefighters and 
 8    manufacturers and testing laboratories and 
 9    enforcing agencies working together to come with 
10    their best possible standards they can. 
11             There was one test that comes to mind. 
12    It's a conductive compressive heat resistance test. 
13    There was no -- even laboratory testing done on 
14    that because only one mechanism for doing that test 
15    existed at the time. 
16             That was put into the standard.  There's 
17    been revisions on it since then.  It's been harsher 
18    and harsher and sterner and sterner, but the end 
19    result is that firefighter's injuries because of 
20    conductive compressive heat it to the shoulders and 
21    the -- 
22             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  You have 
23    one minute remaining. 
24             MR. STULL:  Thank you. 
25             -- are greatly reduced because of that 
1    test.  I know of no test that's been put into the 
 2    standard with or without validation advance -- that 
 3    has -- that has not made a positive contribution to 
 4    firefighter safety. 
 5             Yes, it's hard as a manufacturer to keep 
 6    up with these tests; but that's what we do.  That's 
 7    what we get paid for, and we're proud to do it. 
 8             Thank you. 
 9             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
10             Microphone 4. 
11             MR. DEATON:  Anthony Shawn Deaton, 
12    North Carolina State.  I will be speaking against 
13    the motion again.  I just wanted to clarify one 
14    thing. 
15             Jeff had said that the test method is 
16    currently still evolving around this particular 
17    test method, and I'm unaware of this test method 



18    evolving.  It's undergoing a round-robin as we 
19    speak between various tests. 
20             Thank you. 
21             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
22             Is there any further discussion on the 
23    motion? 
24             Mr. Chair, any final remarks? 
25             MR. KING:  Yes.  Mr. Stull said that he's 
1    a very firm believer of the NFPA process, and he's 
 2    been a member for a very long time, and I know that 
 3    he is.  But I have to tell you that I'm a very firm 
 4    believer of the NFPA process myself.  I think it's 
 5    a terrific process.  Sometimes it's painful, but 
 6    all of that pain is directed at getting the best 
 7    final document that we can get out there.  And 
 8    that's why we go through this whole process with 
 9    the technical committees and all the work they're 
10    doing, the task groups that might be assigned and 
11    the over check by the technical correlating 
12    committee; and then, when that's all said and done, 
13    it goes out to an ROP.  And then we look at 
14    everything that came from the ROP and go out to an 
15    ROC process, and when all is said and done with 
16    that, if somebody still isn't happy with that, they 
17    can put a NITMAM as Mr. Stull has done. 
18             And when the NITMAM process is done, he 
19    still has the right to go on further and appeal; so 
20    I believe very much in the NFPA process.  It's an 
21    excellent process.  It's got many, many checks and 
22    balances. 
23             As I have to tell you -- unfortunately, 
24    you're going to keep hearing this again because 
25    there's several more NITMAMs to go; and I think 
1    they all relate in general to the fact that 
 2    Mr. Stull would like to see more data out there, 
 3    you know, more stuff conducted. 
 4             Every other member of the technical 
 5    committee is satisfied with the work that was done 
 6    here, and I don't know what else to say here.  You 
 7    have to decide whether you believe that the work 



 8    that the whole technical committee agrees on is 
 9    that they did their job or, as Mr. Stull points 
10    out, that he would have liked to have more data 
11    forthcoming. 
12             Thank you. 
13             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you, 
14    Mr. Chair. 
15             Before we go to voting, let me restate 
16    what the motion is that you're going to vote on. 
17             The motion on the floor is to accept 
18    Comment 1971-65.  So please record your vote with 
19    one in favor of the motion or two opposed to the 
20    motion.  Voting closes in five seconds.  Voting's 
21    closed.  And that motion fails. 
22             We will now move on to the next motion on 
23    this document, which is Certified Amending Motion 
24    1971-3. 
25             Microphone 7. 
1             MR. STULL:  Jeffrey Stull International 
 2    Personal Protection.  Mr. Chairman, I'm not sure 
 3    exactly how to do this; but I want to do this 
 4    correctly.  There are several other motion 
 5    sequences which is involving -- next one being 
 6    1973-2 and then 3. 
 7             I'd like to withdraw all these motions, if 
 8    that's possible for me to do at this time, with the 
 9    exception of one motion; and this is, of course, 
10    all just respectively on NFPA 1971.  And that is 
11    the exception of NFPA 1971-6. 
12             So I don't know if I need to let you catch 
13    up in your paperwork or how would be the best way 
14    to handle this.  But I think we've had adequate 
15    debate on the one topic on what I'm describing as 
16    disclosure and due process, but I do want to bring 
17    up NFPA 1971-6 for a very specific reason. 
18             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  So just to 
19    be clear -- Mr. Stull, just to be clear, so we have 
20    it straight up here, you're not going to pursue 
21    1971-2?  We actually dealt with that as a related 
22    motion with 1971 dash anyway.  So that took care of 



23    1971-2. 
24             You do not want to pursue 7133, 71-4, 
25    71-5, and 71-7, which leaves only 1971-6 for this 
1    document that you want to pursue; is that correct? 
 2             MR. STULL:  That's correct, sir. 
 3             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Okay.  So 
 4    we will move ahead with 1971-6, and you can state 
 5    that motion. 
 6             MR. STULL:  Jeffrey Stull, International 
 7    Personal Protection, making a motion to return a 
 8    portion of the report in the form of an 
 9    identifiable part of a proposal, 1971-138 and 
10    related comment 1971-99. 
11             The identifiable part of this proposal in 
12    comment is Section 87.7.2.  This is motion sequence 
13    1971-6. 
14             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
15             Do I have a second before we proceed? 
16             SPEAKER:  Second. 
17             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  We have a 
18    second.  So you may proceed. 
19             MR. STULL:  Jeffrey Stull, International 
20    Personal Protection, speaking in favor of the 
21    motion. 
22             As part of this large glove study that 
23    was, one, funded by the federal government, there 
24    was a proposal to move to a whole hand based 
25    thermal protection test, a test which had sensors                                                        
 1    in this mannequin's hand, which would promote a way 
 2    of doing a whole glove test.  And this is 
 3    purportedly a very good thing to do, but there are 
 4    imitations with this type of approach.  The sensors 
 5    can't be everywhere.  In fact, only eight sensors 
 6    in a given one hand, only one of which instruments 
 7    a finger. 
 8             And so the committee, I think, correctly 
 9    came to the conclusion that that test method would 
10    not be appropriate for this edition. 
11             What they did rely on was an existing test 
12    method, a conductive heat test method, which is 



13    used to measure the insulation of gloves; and it 
14    turns out that this particular test method of all 
15    the test methods in this standard does the best job 
16    of showing that performance. 
17             How can I say that?  I can say that 
18    because I've worked with the fire department of 
19    New York to investigate hand burns, and they had a 
20    glove that they had purchased that was certified 
21    through NFPA 1971 current edition, but 
22    unfortunately, they start -- as they went to a new 
23    glove, found out that a lot of their firefighters 
24    were getting burned. 
25             When the investigation was continued, it 
1    was discovered that there was a modification to the 
 2    glove that was different than the glove that was 
 3    piloted an ultimately selected by this department. 
 4             That change was picked up in this test 
 5    during annual fall line testing, and so it turned 
 6    out that this particular test, already the 
 7    standard, was a great discriminator of performance, 
 8    at least in the field study of real life in the 
 9    New York Fire Department. 
10             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  You have 
11    one minute. 
12             MR. STULL:  Thank you. 
13             The reason that I'm putting forth this 
14    specific change is that the committee recognizes 
15    that, but unfortunately, because it's a complicated 
16    standard and there are a lot of changes on top of 
17    changes on top of changes, they neglected to take 
18    out two areas, one of which I'm trying to address 
19    with this NITMAM; and it has to do with how the 
20    samples are laid up and evaluated. 
21             So what we're going to discover, as this 
22    method moves forward, as intended to be the same 
23    but not really the same because we made other 
24    changes, is that that discriminating test that we 
25    now have in the standard isn't going to work the 
1    same way it had before; and there's going to have 
 2    to be an amendment on top of this amendment -- 



 3             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Ten 
 4    seconds. 
 5             MR. STULL: -- to correct it. 
 6             Thank you. 
 7             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 8             Mr. Chair, would you like to give the 
 9    Committee's position? 
10             MR. KING:  Yes, while the Committee's 
11    position -- I'm reiterating things that I said 
12    before.  Once again, this issue was discussed at 
13    length at the TC meetings.  I could only tell 
14    you -- and once again, the vote on this, 30 voting 
15    members related to this.  It was actually voted at 
16    in the ROP stage and the ROC stage. 
17             There was 30 voting members, 26 in favor 
18    of this change, one against, Mr. Stull.  Three did 
19    not return the ballot.  And then at the comment 
20    stage, there was a vote, 32 members on the 
21    committee.  28 voted in favor of this.  Nobody, 
22    including Mr. Stull, voted against this; and there 
23    were four not returned. 
24             Thank you. 
25             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you, 
1    Mr. Chair. 
 2             So we will now open up the floor for 
 3    debate on this motion.  Again, as a reminder, 
 4    please provide your name, affiliation, and whether 
 5    you're speaking in support of or against the 
 6    motion. 
 7             Microphone 7. 
 8             MR. STULL:  Jeffrey Stull, International 
 9    Personal Protection, speaking in favor of the 
10    motion. 
11             I'm sparing you, obviously, these other 
12    motions because the issues are the same.  But 
13    here's the one case where it is not. 
14             These test methods are complicated, and 
15    I'd like to agree with Chairman King -- Chief King, 
16    that this particular issue was discussed; but it 
17    wasn't.  Otherwise, someone would have caught it. 



18    I happened to catch it, and the reason that it's 
19    important to bring up now is because what we're 
20    going to end up with are gloves that are going to 
21    be countered to what we originally have. 
22             We know from what happened at FDNY, this 
23    particular test was able to discriminate from four 
24    men consist it was field activity.  Now how great 
25    is that?  I mean, it's unfortunate that the 
1    firefighters got burned; but the fact is we have a 
 2    situation where we have data in front of us, and 
 3    that's why the committee attempted to do the right 
 4    thing.  What I'm saying is the committee erred, and 
 5    in fact, there will be a tentative interim 
 6    amendment on this issue to correct it because the 
 7    committee missed this because of all of the other 
 8    stuff they were doing, and this one slipped through 
 9    the cracks. 
10             It was not their intention to create a new 
11    test method, but by changing the conditions in how 
12    the test is run, effectively they have done that; 
13    and this is what's happened with the committee. 
14    Again, going back to the first time I spoke about 
15    the thermal protective performance test and how 
16    that test has created this now reaction on the part 
17    of the committee having to make a correction, 
18    trying to correct a problem before the standard 
19    issues.  And that will not be availed because the 
20    next opportunity to put it in an amendment won't 
21    occur until several months after the standard has 
22    already issued. 
23             So please, whatever your sentiments might 
24    have been for some of the other -- 
25             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  One minute 
1    remaining. 
 2             MR. STULL:  -- arguments that I was 
 3    making, please try uphold, at least this particular 
 4    motion, so that we can at least, until we have new 
 5    information, stay with a test that has properly 
 6    discriminated performance and done its job. 
 7             Thank you. 



 8             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 9             Is there any further discussion on 
10    Motion 197-6?  I don't see any. 
11             Any final remarks from the Chair? 
12             MR. KING:  Well, I just like to reiterate 
13    that, once again, Mr. Stull seems to be alone on 
14    this issue that all the other technical committee 
15    members were comfortable with this change.  If a 
16    TIA does come forward on it, I welcome that.  That 
17    is an additional chance to look at this and to make 
18    doubly sure that the work that the committee did 
19    was done correctly. 
20             But once again, at this point in time, the 
21    overwhelming technical committee was happy with the 
22    change made to this document. 
23             Thank you. 
24             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you, 
25    Mr. Chair. 
1             So at this point, we'll move on to vote. 
 2    Before we vote, let me restate the motion. 
 3             The motion on the floor is to return a 
 4    portion of the report in the form of identifiable 
 5    part of Proposal 1971-138 and related Comment 
 6    1971-99. 
 7             So now please record your vote one, if 
 8    you're in favor of the motion, two if you're in 
 9    opposition to the motion.  Voting closes in five 
10    seconds.  Voting closed.  And that motion fails. 
11             Is there any further discussion on NFPA 
12    1971?  Seeing none, we will move on to the next 
13    document. 
14             Thank you, Mr. King. 
15             MR. KING:  Thank you. 
 


