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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Special Operations Protective 
 Clothing and Equipment 
 
FROM: Stacey Van Zandt 
 
DATE: April 8, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 1983 ROC TC Letter Ballot (F2011) 

 ______________________________________________________________________  
 
The ROC letter ballot for NFPA 1983 is attached.  The ballot is for formally voting on 
whether or not you concur with the committee’s actions on the comments.  Reasons must 
accompany all negative and abstention ballots. 
 
Please do not vote negatively because of editorial errors.  However, please bring 
such errors to my attention for action. 
 
Please complete and return your ballot as soon as possible but no later than Tuesday, 
April 26, 2011.  As noted on the ballot form, please return the ballot to Stacey Van Zandt 
either via 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.   
 
 
 
Attachments:  Comments 
  Letter Ballot 



Report on Comments  –  November 2011 NFPA 1983
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-1     Log #7  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James A. Frank, CMC Rescue, Inc.

1983-4
Globally replace “light use” with “technical use”

With the change from Light Use to Technical Use, the use of the term Light Use needs to be replaced
throughout the document.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-2     Log #9  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steven Disick, Capital Technical Rescue and Safety Consultants, LLC

1983-15
General discrepancies were noted in the draft.

6.5.2 references 6.5.2.4 which does not exist.
Annex: References from main document are not in the annex for sections:
5.1.12.1, 5.1.12.2, 6.10.1, 6.13.1
Only have annex info for escape rope user info, nothing for fire escape rope or webbing.

The technical committee notes that the paragraphs below reference the preprint document.
Add section 6.5.2.4 from 2007 edition and renumber 6.5.2.2, and asterisk. This paragraph was inadvertently omitted

from the preprint document as part of the meeting action to Log CP 10, which removed only 6.5.2.2 and 6.5.2.3.
5.1.12.1* Add an annex A.1.12.1 that says see A.5.1.2.1.
5.1.12.2* Add an annex A.5.1.12.2 that says see A.5.1.2.2.
6.10.1 add an Annex A.6.10.1 that says see A.6.1.1.
6.13 add an Annex A.6.13 that says see A.6.1.1.

The technical committee agreed that there are items in the draft that require editorial
corrections, and supplied the amended text as shown in the meeting action.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-3     Log #13  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steven Disick, Capital Technical Rescue and Safety Consultants, LLC

1983-22
Draft version includes many uses of the term “light use”, however it is not defined in the definitions

chapter, but is referenced in 3.3.26 definition of General Use.  Section 3.3.33 defines technical use however it is not
utilized in most of the document, instead “light use” is there.  Annex section A.3.3.26 is identical to A.3.3.33.

None given.

Add the following definitions:
3.3.X Technical Use*. One  designation of an equipment item or manufactured systems designed for technical use

loads and escape based on design loads that are calculated and understood.
3.3.X General Use.* One designation of equipment item or manufactured systems designed for general use loads,

technical use loads, and escape based on design loads that are calculated and understood.
The technical committee accepted the comment in principle, and added the definitions of

"technical use" and "general use" to address the comment. Also see Comment 1983-__ (Log #7).
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Report on Comments  –  November 2011 NFPA 1983
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-4     Log #22  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Garin Wallace, SMC

1983-40
Where 1983 refers to performance and test methods of ISO 22159, the performance and test

methods should be adopted without exceptions.
More uniformity between the NFPA 1983 and ISO 22159 will aid manufacturers to most efficiently

provide gear for fire service, because we don’t have to produce two devices each certified to a different standard.

The technical committee rejected the comment because the modifications made to the ISO
method are necessary to allow Aramid fibers currently in use and produce the desired performance requirement
evaluation.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-5     Log #CC8  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Special Operations Protective Clothing and Equipment,

1983-29
Revise the text of the preprint as follows:

Add "see 3.3.62" to definition of Line in 3.3.34
3.3.61.1  Escape Webbing.  (Renumber and move to 3.3.62.1 to fall under the "webbing" definition in 3.3.62)
3.3.61.2 Fire Escape Webbing.  (Renumber and move to 3.3.62.2 to fall under the "webbing" definition in 3.3.62)
Revise 8.16.8 Change "Flame Resistant Webbing" to "Fire Escape Webbing"
Change “escape rope” to “escape line” in the following paragraphs:
1.1.1
1.1.2
1.2.1
1.3.1
3.3.16.3.1
A.1.2.1
A.3.3.16.x
A.5.1.1.8 (in 2 places)
A.5.1.2.1 (in 6 places)
A.7.2.3 (in 4 places)
In 3.3.X Manufactured Supplied Eye Termination definition, replace “Escape Rope, Escape Webbing” with “Escape

Line”
In 5.2.2 Change the title to “Escape Rope, Escape Webbing, Fire Escape Rope and Fire Escape Webbing User

Information”
In 5.2.2.1, 5.2.2.3 and 5.2.2.4 (2 places) insert “escape webbing, fire escape rope and fire escape webbing” after the

word “rope”
"Line" is defined in 3.3.34, and webbing  needs to be included in this definition especially since escape

webbing is being introduced into this document. By only stating escape line, any escape anchor device that is connected
to escape webbing would not be in compliance by this document's definitions.
"Escape webbing" and "fire escape" webbing should be listed under the definition of "webbing" Also, "flame resistant

webbing" should be changed to "fire escape webbing."
The term "escape webbing" is used interchangeably with the term "escape rope," as well as "fire escape webbing" for

all references to "fire escape rope" when used as a specification for all references with the exception of the actual
individual item definitions. "Fire escape rope" and "fire escape webbing" should also be included in the terms and
reference "escape rope" throughout the document.
"Escape rope" should also be changed to "escape line" in the document.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-6     Log #2  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John F. Bender, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.

1983-6
Revise as follows:

UL Publication.  Underwriters Laboratories Inc., 333 Pfingsten Road, Northbrook, IL 60062-2096.
ANSI/UL 913, Standard for Intrinsically Safe Apparatus and Associated Apparatus for Use in Class I, II, and III, Division

1, Hazardous (Classified) Locations, 2006 with revisions through August 8, 2008 June 13, 2010.
Reason:  To update referenced standard to the most recent edition.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-7     Log #1  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

1983-41
Revise text to read as follows:

. System designed to provide a means of escape from an immediately hazardous environment,
above grade, intended only for emergency self rescue. There are two categories of Escape Systems:

Designed to be used for the purpose of self rescue from an immediately hazardous
environment involving fire or fire products.

Designed to be used for the purpose of self rescue from an immediately hazardous
environment that does not involve fire or fire products.

The proposed definition conflicts with the Manual of Style as it has multiple sentences. The second
sentence is not part of the definition and is actually unnecessary. The difference between the two types of escape
systems can be highlighted by calling the second one “Non fire” escape system.

The technical committee notes that the definitions below are in the preprint document.
Revise definitions as follows:
3.3.X. Escape System. System designed to provide a means of escape from an immediately hazardous environment,

above grade, intended only for emergency self rescue. There are two categories of Escape System:
3.3.X.1 Fire Escape System. Designed to be used for the purpose of self rescue from an immediately hazardous

environment involving fire or fire products elevated temperatures.
3.3.X.2 Escape System. Designed to be used for the purpose of self rescue from an immediately hazardous

environment that does not involve fire or fire products.
The technical committee accepted in principle in part the comment, and provided the text as

shown in the meeting action.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-8     Log #20  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Garin Wallace, SMC

1983-4
Do not change “Light Use” to “Technical Use” throughout the document.

In both common language and in high angle and climbing environments, “technical” is perceived as
better, stronger, faster.  For instance a UIAA “technical” ice axe is tested to a higher strength standard than the “Basic”
ice axe.
“Light use” may currently mislead uninformed users into purchasing heavier and stronger equipment than required, but

changing to “technical use” will mislead uninformed users into purchasing equipment that may be weaker than required.
In use, equipment that is weaker than expected or required is both a danger to the user and a liability for the
manufacturer.
The improved language in A.3.3.26 and A.3.3.33 clarifies for the user and purchaser what the difference between Light

Use and General Use is, thus mitigating the need for the change in terminology that may in fact lead to a more
dangerous situation.

The technical committee rejected the comment because it believes that technical and general
use better describes the circumstances in which the user can apply various equipment.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-9     Log #3  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steven D. Corrado, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.

1983-27
Add the following to Table 4.4.1

***Insert 1983_L3_Tbl 4.4.1_R here***

Table 4.4.1 should be updated to include new equipment and tests.

See Table 4.4.1 below:

*****Insert Table 1983_L3_Tbl 4.4.1_CA Here****

The technical committee accepted the comment in principle, and provided the amended Table
4.4.1.
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1 
1983_L3_Tbl 4.4.1_R 

Table 4.4.1 
Life Safety Rope Diameter, Rope Breaking and 

Elongation 
 

Life Safety Rope Fibers Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Escape Rope Diameter, Rope Breaking and 
Elongation 

 

Fire Escape Rope Elevated Rope Temperature 
Test 

Yearly 

Escape Rope Fibers Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Escape Webbing Perimeter, Rope Breaking and 
Elongation 

Yearly 

Fire Escape Webbing Elevated Rope Temperature 
Test 

Yearly 

Escape Webbing Fibers Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Victim Extrication Devices Static Yearly? 
Litters Litter Strength Test - vertical Alternating Years with 

Horizontal 
 Litter Strength Test – horizontal Alternate Years with Vertical 
Load-Bearing Textiles 
Used in Victim Extrication 
Devices 

Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures By Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Thread Used in Victim 
Extrication Devices 

Melting & Cystallization 
Temperatures By Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Webbing Components Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Thread Components Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Escape Webbing Fibers Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Load-bearing Textiles 
Used in Belts with 
Optional Flame Resistance 

Flame Resistance  Yearly 

Load-Bearing Textiles 
Used in Belts With 
Optional Flame Resistance 

Heat Resistance Yearly 

Hardware installed in Belts 
With Optional Flame 

Heat Resistance Yearly 



2 
1983_L3_Tbl 4.4.1_R 

Resistance 
Thread used in Belts with 
Optional Flame Resistance 

Thread Heat Resistance Yearly 

Load-Bearing Textiles 
used In Life Safety 
Harnesses With Optional 
Flame Resistance 

Flame Resistance  Yearly 

Load-Bearing Textiles 
used In Life Safety 
Harnesses With Optional 
Flame Resistance 

Heat Resistance  Yearly 

Hardware installed in Life 
Safety Harnesses With 
Optional Flame Resistance 

Heat Resistance Yearly 

Thread used in Life Safety 
Harnesses With Optional 
Flame Resistance 

Thread Heat Resistance Yearly 

Manufacturer Supplied Eye 
Termination 

Breaking Strength Yearly 

 



1 
1983_L3_Tbl 4.4.1_CA 

Table 4.4.1 
Life Safety Rope Diameter, Rope Breaking and 

Elongation 
 

Life Safety Rope Fibers Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Escape Rope Diameter, Rope Breaking and 
Elongation 

 

Fire Escape Rope Elevated Rope Temperature 
Test 

Yearly 

Escape Rope Fibers Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Escape Webbing Perimeter, Rope Breaking and 
Elongation 

Yearly 

Fire Escape Webbing Elevated Rope Temperature 
Test 

Yearly 

Escape Webbing Fibers Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Victim Extrication Devices Static Every Two Years 
Litters Litter Strength Test - vertical Initial Only  

 
 Litter Strength Test – horizontal Initial Only 
Load-Bearing Textiles 
Used in Victim Extrication 
Devices 

Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures By Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Thread Used in Victim 
Extrication Devices 

Melting & Cystallization 
Temperatures By Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Webbing Components Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Thread Components Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Escape Webbing Fibers Melting & Crystallization 
Temperatures by Thermal 
Analysis 

Yearly 

Load-bearing Textiles 
Used in Belts with 
Optional Flame Resistance 

Flame Resistance  Yearly 

Load-Bearing Textiles 
Used in Belts With 
Optional Flame Resistance 

Heat Resistance Yearly 

Hardware installed in Belts Heat Resistance Yearly 



2 
1983_L3_Tbl 4.4.1_CA 

With Optional Flame 
Resistance 
Thread used in Belts with 
Optional Flame Resistance 

Thread Heat Resistance Yearly 

Load-Bearing Textiles 
used In Life Safety 
Harnesses With Optional 
Flame Resistance 

Flame Resistance  Yearly 

Load-Bearing Textiles 
used In Life Safety 
Harnesses With Optional 
Flame Resistance 

Heat Resistance  Yearly 

Hardware installed in Life 
Safety Harnesses With 
Optional Flame Resistance 

Heat Resistance Yearly 

Thread used in Life Safety 
Harnesses With Optional 
Flame Resistance 

Thread Heat Resistance Yearly 

Manufacturer Supplied Eye 
Termination 

Breaking Strength Yearly 

 
 
 
NFPA 1983, Log 3 Table 4.1.1 



Report on Comments  –  November 2011 NFPA 1983
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-10     Log #4  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steven D. Corrado, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.

1983-47
New text to read as follows:

Add the following label requirements for Moderate Elongation Laid Life Saving Rope:
5.X.X Moderate Elongation Laid Life Saving Rope
5.X.X.1 Each Moderate Elongation Laid Life Saving Rope shall have a product label.
5.X.X.2 The moderate elongation laid life saving rope product label shall be permitted to be a hang tag affixed to each

individual life safety rope or shall be permitted to be printed on a sheet that is inserted and sealed in the packaging that
immediately contains the life safety rope.
5.X.X.3 All letters shall be at least 2 mm (5/64 in.) high.
5.X.X.4 All worded portions of the required product label shall at least be in English.
5.X.X.5 Symbols and other pictorial graphic representations shall be permitted to be used to suppliement worded

statements on the product label(s).
5.X.X.6 The certification organization’s label, symbol, or identifying mark shall be legiby printed on the product label.

All letters shall be at least 2.5 mm (3/32 in.) high.
5.X.X.7 Each moderate elongation laid life saving rope shall have the following compliance statement on the product

label.
THIS ROPE MEETS THE MODERATE ELONGATION
LAID LIFE SAVING ROPE REQUIREMENTS OF
NFPA 1983, STANDARD ON LIFE SAFETY ROPE
AND EQUIPMENT FOR EMERGENCY SERVICES,
2012 EDITION
5.X.X.8 In addition to the compliance statement specified in 5.X.X.7, at least the following information shall be provided

on the product label
“minimum breaking strength: ___kN
Diameter: ____mm
Type of Fiber(s) ::_____________:”
5.X.X.9 The minimum breaking strength value of the moderate elongation laid life saving rope, which is required in

5.X.X.8 to be stated on the product label, shall be permitted to be any value greater than the actual “pass” requirement
value determined by the certification testing in accordance with 7.15.1, but shall not be greater than the calculated
minimum breaking strength.
5.X.X.10 The diameter of the moderate elongation laid life saving rope, which is required in 5.X.X.8 to be stated on the

product label, shall be as determined by the certification organization in accordance with 7.15.2.
5.X.X.11 In addition to the compliance statement specified in 5.X.X.7, each moderate elongation laid life saving rope

shall also be marked for its full length by insertion of a continuous identification tape(s).  At least the following statement
and information shall be legibly printed on the tape not less than once every meter (39 in.).
“Meets requirements for moderate elongation
laid life saving rope of nfpa 1983”
Certification Organization’s label, symbol, or identifying mark
Name of Manufacturer
Year and Quarter of Manufacture (not coded)
5.X.X.12 In addition to the compliance and information statements specified in 5.X.X.7, 5.X.X.8. and 5.X.X.11, at least

the following information shall also be printed legibly on the product label(s).  All letters shall be at least 2 mm (5/64 in.)
high.
(1) Manufacturer’s name, identification, or designation
(2) Manufacturer’s address
(3) Country of Manufacture
(4) Manufacturer’s product identification
(5) Model, style, lot or serial number
(6) Elongation at 1.35 kN (300 lbf)
(7) Elongation at 2.7 kN (600 lbf)
(8) Elongation at 4.4 kN (1000 lbf)
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Report on Comments  –  November 2011 NFPA 1983

There are no current label requirements for Moderate Elongation Laid Life Saving Rope.

The technical committee notes that this will be a new section at the end of Chapter 5.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-11     Log #8  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James A. Frank, CMC Rescue, Inc.

1983-4
Revise text to read as follows:

Each load-bearing hardware auxiliary equipment shall display…an “L T” for light technical use items…
At the previous meeting the consensus was to keep the “L” marking for Technical Use hardware rather

than change to a “T”. I would like to revisit this decision. The change to technical use was due to the misinterpretation
that light use meant lighter loads, see the substantiation in CP10. The reasoning to keep the L making was for
consistency, but I feel that maintaining the L marking could lead to a continuation of the misinterpretation. In the past,
we changed from a “P” making to the “L” to during the shift from Personal Use to Light Use. The same reasoning then
should apply again.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-12     Log #5  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steven D. Corrado, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.

1983-31
Revise text to read as follows:

Where auxiliary components are tested with a rope, the following statement shall be provided in the user
instructions.
“THIS (insert name of equipment item here) HAS PASSED THE MINIMUM BREAKING STRENGTH AND HOLDING
LOAD TEST USING THE FOLLOWING ROPE: (insert rope manufacturer name, model designation, part number, and
size diameter here).”

To clarify and add appropriate information to the User Information, the rope manufacturer name,
designation, part number and diameter should be specified.

The technical committee notes that the paragraph on the print line refers to the location in the preprint document.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-13     Log #18  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Garin Wallace, SMC

1983-31
Revise as follows:

Where the auxiliary components have been tested by the manufacturer with multiple ropes, each rope may be
listed in the user instructions.

Clarify that additional ropes listed are ok to be tested by manufacture rather than 3rd party tested.

The standard does not permit testing by the manufacturer.

6Printed on  4/4/2011



Report on Comments  –  November 2011 NFPA 1983
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-14     Log #19  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Garin Wallace, SMC

1983-31
Do not add new section 5.2.5.7

This section will mislead users into believing that a device is only for use with a specific rope and the
inclusion of brand names in user instructions will both commercialize the standard and require manufacturers to
exponentially increase the number of sample devices.  In addition large companies who can afford to test on all ropes
and sizes available will have a competitive advantage over small companies.

The technical committee believes that users should know what rope is used to certify the
product. See Annex A.5.2.5.7 in the preprint document, and also see Comment on 1983-12 (Log #5).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-15     Log #10  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steven Disick, Capital Technical Rescue and Safety Consultants, LLC

1983-43, 1983-49
End user support for lowering requirements for General Use, and potentially eliminating the need

for a “light / technical” use.
I support both of these items as I feel the standard is currently set too high.  In addition it makes

selecting, purchasing and utilizing confusing for much of the fire service.  A safety factor of 10:1 is perfectly acceptable
and would allow the fire service to utilize a variety of rescue components while selecting lighter gear, and not having to
worry about potential for integrating a “L” rated piece of equipment within a “G” system.

The technical committee notes that there is no specific recommendation in this comment, so no
action was taken.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-16     Log #21  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Garin Wallace, SMC

1983-4
Revise text to read as follows:

The design and construction requirements of each component of the escape system shall meet the requirements of
each individual component.
Each component of the escape system shall be certified individually to an applicable NFPA standard if it exists.

In both Fire Service and Rope Rescue it is common place to assemble and disassemble rope
systems.  I think it is mistaken to believe that even a prepackaged and properly labeled Escape System will be immune
to being raided for gear if it is needed during the course of an operation.  The user will be best served if they know the
capabilities of each piece of gear if it can be removed from a system, because we know it will be removed at some point
from the system.

The intent of an escape system is to be used as a system, and not as individual components.
This does not limit the individual components from being certified.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-17     Log #17  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Eric Sacknoff, Rep. FDNY

1983-40
Limit the peak force at the load to 8 kN and limit the arrest distance to 12 in./300 mm 18 in./450

mm.
The proposed substantiation is based upon FDNY escape systems research.  However, FDNY testing

does not match the proposed arresting force and limit test.  FDNY arresting force test includes 6.5 feet of rope tied off
horizontally five feet from an anchor and the 300 lb weight is allowed to fall 18 inches.  For this test we allow an arrest
distance limit of 60 inches and a maximum arresting force of 6 kN.   This was based upon extensive testing with various
ropes and FDNY's preferred descender - Petzl EXO.   The proposed arresting limit distance should ensure that various
acceptable rope/descender combinations pass.  Unless the proposed arresting limit was based upon such varied testing
, then it should be expanded to allow for such rope/descender combinations.

The technical committee rejected the comment, and did not intend to specify a slip requirement
for this type of dynamic load test.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-18     Log #CC7  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Special Operations Protective Clothing and Equipment,

1983-24
In the preprint document, delete paragraph 7.3.5, and add two new sections 7.10.3 and 7.16.5 as

follows:
Fire escape webbing shall be tested for high temperature exposure as specified in Section 8.14, Elevated

Temperature Rope Test. This test shall be conducted at two independent conditions and shall have a minimum time to
failure of 45 seconds at 600 °C while holding 300 pounds and 5 minutes at 400°C while holding 300 pounds.

Fire escape rope shall be tested for high temperature exposure as specified in Section 8.14, Elevated
Temperature Rope Test. This test shall be conducted at two independent conditions and shall have a minimum time to
failure of 45 seconds at 600 °C while holding 300 pounds and 5 minutes at 400°C while holding 300 pounds.

Paragraph 7.3.5 more appropriately belongs in section 7.10 and 7.16 and does not apply to the rope
type in 7.3.

8Printed on  4/4/2011
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-19     Log #11  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steven Disick, Capital Technical Rescue and Safety Consultants, LLC

1983-41
Escape Rope, Fire Escape Rope and Fire Webbing escape rope performance requirements

multiple discrepancies.
7.3.5 testing at 600° C is excessive for the types of rope currently being utilized and also is higher than

what most fibers today will currently support.  In addition 7.3.5 is under the 7.3 section of Throwline Performance
Requirements.
7.16 Fire Escape Rope Performance requirements only requires fire escape rope to have a melting point of not less

than 204°C, which is significantly less than the proposed testing requirements.  There is also no annex information for
7.16, although an asterisk indicates there should be.
7.10 Fire Escape Webbing Performance Requirements references section 7.3 which is Throwline requirements and

doesn’t appear that webbing will have to perform to same heat & drop tests as rope.  Again I do not believe that current
fibers will be able to support the 600°C requirement.

The technical committee rejected the comment because no specifc recommendation was
provided. The committee also believes that this is what users in the training environment expect to see.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-20     Log #CC6  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Special Operations Protective Clothing and Equipment,

1983-5
Revise the text in the preprint document as follows:

Where harnesses are represented as being flame resistant, materials and labels hardware shall be tested
individually for heat resistance as specified in Section 8.X, Flame Resistance Test, and shall have an average char
length of not more than 100 mm (4 in.), shall have an average afterflame of not more than 2.0 seconds, and shall not
melt or drip.

The comment address the problem of availability of material for a label, and/or increased cost, as well
as a label not being an integral part of a harness, as it is not structural. NFPA 1981 for SCBAs has a flame test with the
label on the SCBA, which tests the label in actual use.  This type of label test would be a better option because often a
label is not in direct flame contact when in use by a wearer (most labels tend to be on the inside of a harness). This
would be a better option than having the individual label tested for melting, drip separate or ignite. The proposal addition
for a label in general though is not necessary.

The technical committee notes that the section on the print line references the preprint.
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Report on Comments  –  November 2011 NFPA 1983
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-21     Log #CC4  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Special Operations Protective Clothing and Equipment,

1983-5
Revise the text in the preprint document as follows:

Where belts are represented as being flame resistant, materials and labels hardware shall be tested
individually for heat resistance as specified in Section 8.X, Flame Resistance Test, and shall have an average char
length of not more than 100 mm (4 in.), shall have an average afterflame of not more than 2.0 seconds, and shall not
melt or drip.

The comment address the problem of availability of material for a label, and/or increased cost, as well
as a label not being an integral part of a harness, as it is not structural. NFPA 1981 for SCBAs has a flame test with the
label on the SCBA, which tests the label in actual use.  This type of label test would be a better option because often a
label is not in direct flame contact when in use by a wearer (most labels tend to be on the inside of a harness). This
would be a better option than having the individual label tested for melting, drip separate or ignite. The proposal addition
for a label in general though is not necessary.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-22     Log #15  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Sam Morton, Sterling Rope Co.

1983-24
We would suggest testing Fire Escape ropes at a lower temperature rating.  Testing ropes at 300°C

would clearly differentiate nylon or polyester ropes from aramid fiber ropes.
600°C seems to be on the high end of the temperature range when aramid fiber decomposes at 500°C

(932°F)  I don’t think it makes sense to have the requirement be higher than the decomposition point of aramid fibers
used in escape ropes.  Are these tests realistic for the existing aramid fiber ropes that are on the market?   Are the
minimum time requirements for holding the 300 lb load (either 45 second or 5 min.) based off historical testing or a
performance requirement from a fireground scenario?
Manufacturers will have a limited ability to test ropes in house before sending to certifying organization.  Do the

certifying organizations have experience and consistent test methods /results for this type of testing?    Would it make
more sense to have a test that clearly differentiates an aramid fiber rope from a nylon or polyester product?
Firefighters, purchasers, and decision makers could have clear guideance on the differences between the 2 products.

The technical committee rejected the comment because no specific recommendation was
provided. The committee also believes that this is what users in the training environment expect to see.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-23     Log #14  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Sam Morton, Sterling Rope Co.

1983-15
“The MBS for a manufacturer supplied eye termination shall be 85% of the ropes listed MBS or

higher than the standard requirement.”
This would allow the manufacturer more flexibility in offering a product to meet customer needs.  For

example; a shorter stitching length that results in a 70% MBS of the straight rope strength may pack into an escape
system better and a terminated eye at 85% MBS may not be required.   The terminated eye could still meet the 13.5kN
escape rope requirement at less than 85% of the rope MBS. The certifying organization’s 3 sigma MBS on the
terminated eye should still be stated on the label.
Specifically for Fire Rescue/Escape ropes;  ropes with aramid fiber ropes have a breaking strength significantly below

85% with a knot--they can lose up to 50% so if the sewn eye strength is above 60% for example that it is safer and
stronger for the end user.   It can also be more difficult to reach 85% of the rope MBS with 100% aramid fibers (the rope
MBS is significantly higher than nylon or polyester fiber ropes)

The technical committee notes that the print line references the location of the text in the preprint document.
Delete the text in 7.17.1, and replace it with the following:

Manufacturer supplied eye termination shall be tested for breaking strength as specified in Section 8.2, Rope
Breaking and Elongation Test, and shall either:
(a) have a minimum breaking strength of not less than 85% of the certified rope’s calculated minimum breaking

strength, as determined by the certifying organization; or
(b) have a minimum breaking strength of not less than 20 kN (4496 lbf) for Technical-use life safety rope; or
(c) have a minimum breaking strength of not less than 40 kN (8992 lbf) for General-use life safety rope; or
(d) have a minimum breaking strength of not less than 13.5 kN (3034 lbf) for Escape rope; or
(e) have a minimum breaking strength of not less than 13.5 kN (3034 lbf) for Throwline; or
(f) have a minimum breaking strength of not less than 13.5 kN (3034 lbf) for Fire escape rope

The technical committee accepted the proposal in principle, and provided amended text to
address minimum breaking strength as shown in the meeting action.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-24     Log #6  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steven D. Corrado, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.

1983-15
Delete the following text:

8.2.8.3 Eye termination shall be connected to test apparatus with test pin.
8.2.8.4 Test pins shall be AISI SAE Type 01 Tool Steel (commonly purchased as 01 Drill Rod) heat-treated to a

minimum Rockwell hardness, C scale 60. The mean surface roughness, Ra, must not exceed 0.8 ìm and the peak to
valley height, Rmax, must not exceed 6.3 ìm.
8.2.8.5 Test pin cross-section is not required to be round shall not be round. Any cross-section necessary to prevent

test pin failure or any design to prevent test pin rotation is acceptable, as long as the test pin has the specified radius,
material type.
8.2.8.6 Where testing is being conducted on manufacturer supplied eye termination and the rope or webbing used in

the manufacturer supplied eye termination is certified as a life safety rope with diameter of less than 12. 0 mm, as
escape webbing, as an escape rope, or as a throwline, then test pin with 6 ±0.05-mm radii shall be used.
8.2.8.7 Where testing is being conducted on manufacturer supplied eye termination and the rope used in the

manufacturer supplied eye termination is certified as a life safety rope with diameter of 12.0 mm or greater, then test pin
with 8 ±0.05-mm radii shall be used.

These products are being tested on the rope tester – information relating to pins is not relevant.  (The
pins would be used if testing on a typical CRE machine).

The technical committee notes that the print line paragraphs refer to the location in the preprint document.
Eye termination shall be connected to test apparatus with test pin a caribiner or screw link connector.
Test pins shall be AISI SAE Type 01 Tool Steel (commonly purchased as 01 Drill Rod) heat-treated to a

minimum Rockwell hardness, C scale 60. The mean surface roughness, Ra, must not exceed 0.8 ìm and the peak to
valley height, Rmax, must not exceed 6.3 ìm.

Test pin cross-section is not required to be round shall not be round. Any cross-section necessary to prevent
test pin failure or any design to prevent test pin rotation is acceptable, as long as the test pin has the specified radius,
material type.

Where testing is being conducted on manufacturer supplied eye termination and the rope or webbing used in
the manufacturer supplied eye termination is certified as a life safety rope with diameter of less than 12. 0 mm, as
escape webbing, as an escape rope, or as a throwline, then test pin a connector with a cross sectional 6 ±0.05-mm radii
shall be used.

Where testing is being conducted on manufacturer supplied eye termination and the rope used in the
manufacturer supplied eye termination is certified as a life safety rope with diameter of 12.0 mm or greater, then test pin
a connector with a cross sectional 8 ±0.05-mm radii shall be used.

The technical committee accepted the comment in principle, and drafted the amended text as
shown in the meeting action to clarify information related to pins.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-25     Log #16  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Sam Morton, Sterling Rope Co.

1983-48
The certifying organization needs to have the ability to set up the device in a manner that simulates

the manufacturer’s recommendations for proper use.
Moving horizontally is an important aspect of an escape system.   Deploying a system requires proper

training on techniques that are often unique to different devices—the payout test method should incorporate the proper
technique (as stated by the manufacturer) for “paying out rope” on that particular device.  For example some devices
may not “payout rope” as easily when the device is positioned for descending; the Sterling Rope F4 device is intended
to pay out rope easier when the device is held at a 90 degree angle to the anchor.  Testing it in the configuration that is
used for tensile testing (or similar to descending configuration) would not be in the same orientation for manner of use.

The technical committee notes that the print line references the preprint document.
Revise text as follows:

For descent control devices with the capability to vary friction with the rope, the device shall be locked open
in the configuration the manufacturer  recommends for actual use. such that rope can pass through with the minimum
amount of resistance possible during actual use conditions. The manner of locking the device must not affect the load
measurement during payout.

The compliant configuration the manufacturer recommends for actual  use shall be listed in the user
instructions.

The technical committee accepted the comment in principle, and provided amended text
related to manufacturer recommendations as shown in the meeting action.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-26     Log #CC9  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Special Operations Protective Clothing and Equipment,

1983-5
Revise the text of the preprint document as follows:

8.15.1.1 This test shall apply to fire escape rope and fire escape webbing.
The technical committee added the elevated temperature test to fire escape webbing.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-27     Log #CC2  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Special Operations Protective Clothing and Equipment,

1983-24
Revise text in the preprint document as follows:

This test method shall apply to flame resistant life safety harness and belt webbing, and materials. and labels.
Makes the label requirements consistent with NFPA 1971 since these are intended for the fire service.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1983-28     Log #12  FAE-SCE

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steven Disick, Capital Technical Rescue and Safety Consultants, LLC

1983-24
A.5.1.2.1 states “Escape rope is intended only for emergency self-rescue situations and cannot be

used for other rope rescue situations.  Escape rope is designed for one us only and destroyed after any use.”
Self rescue should be changed to firefighter rescue, as a rescuing firefighter may be able to utilize a downed

firefighters escape system to rescue the downed firefighter, or utilize the rescuing firefighters escape system to rescue
the downed firefighter.

This does not allow a firefighter to train with their issued system.  Training is paramount in the use of
these devices and the firefighter must train in non-IDLH environments with their system to know that it actually functions
properly.  This area should be changed to include that a firefighters issued escape rope / system can only be utilized
once for emergency self-rescue situations, and maybe utilized for training per manufacturers recommendations and
inspection procedures.
This should also apply to other areas such as Fire Escape Rope and Fire Escape Webbing and manufactured escape
systems.

Revise text as follows:
When escape rope is purchased, the purchaser or the authority having jurisdiction should ensure that a

product label with the information as specified in 5.1.2 and 5.2.2 is attached and remains with the rope until placed in
service. This label should be retained either in the authority’s rope records or with the user of the rope for reference.
Escape rope is intended and cannot be used for other rope rescue situations.

Escape rope is designed for one emergency use only and should be destroyed after any use.
Escape rope is intended to be carried by a fire fighter or other emergency services personnel, so that it will be available

in unanticipated situations from which self-rescue using the rope is the only option. Therefore, the escape rope should
be carefully stored and periodically inspected by a qualified person to ensure status and condition of the rope. During
inspection, if there is any doubt as to the suitability of the escape rope for use, it should be destroyed immediately and
replaced.

The technical committee accepted the comment in principle, and provided the clarifying Annex
text indicating the intent for escape rope as shown in the meeting action.
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