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Notice of Intent to Make a Motion (NITMAM)
deadline: April 4, 2008

NOTE: The proposed NFPA documents addressed in the Report on

Proposals (ROP) and in this follow-up Report on Comments (ROC) will

only be presented for action at the NFPA June 2008 Association

Technical Meeting to be held June 2–6, 2008, at the Mandalay Bay

Convention Center in Las Vegas, NV, when proper Amending Motions

have been submitted to the NFPA by the deadline of April 4, 2008.

Documents that receive no motions will not be presented at the meeting

and instead will be forwarded directly to the Standards Council for action

on issuance. For more information on the rules and for up-to-date

information on schedules and deadlines for processing NFPA

documents, check the NFPA website (www.nfpa.org) or contact NFPA

Standards Administration.

NFPA and National Fire Protection Association are registered trademarks of the National Fire Protection Association, Quincy, Massachusetts 02169.



Information on NFPA Codes and Standards Development

I. Applicable Regulations. The primary rules governing the processing of NFPA documents (codes, standards, recommended practices, 
and guides) are the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects (RGCPs). Other applicable rules include NFPA Bylaws, NFPA 
Technical Meeting Convention Rules, NFPA Guide for the Conduct of Participants in the NFPA Standards Development Process, and the 
NFPA Regulations Governing Petitions to the Board of Directors from Decisions of the Standards Council. These rules and regulations are 
contained in the NFPA Directory. For copies of the Directory, contact Codes and Standards Administration at NFPA Headquarters; these 
documents are also available on the NFPA website at “www.nfpa.org.” 

The following is general information on the NFPA process. All participants, however, should refer to the actual rules and regulations for a 
full understanding of this process and for the criteria that govern participation. 

II. Technical Committee Report (TCR). The Technical Committee Report is defined as “the Report of the Technical Committee and 
Technical Correlating Committee (if any) on a document. A Technical Committee Report consists of the Report on Proposals (ROP), as 
modified by the Report on Comments (ROC), published by the Association” (see 1.4 of RGCPs). 

III. Step 1: Report on Proposals (ROP). The ROP is defined as “a report to the Association on the actions taken by Technical Committees 
and/or Technical Correlating Committees, accompanied by a ballot statement and one or more proposals on text for a new document or to 
amend an existing document” (see 1.4 of RGCPs). Any objection to an action in the ROP must be raised through the filing of an appropriate 
Comment for consideration in the ROC or the objection will be considered resolved. 

IV. Step 2: Report on Comments (ROC). The ROC is defined as “a report to the Association on the actions taken by Technical Committees 
and/or Technical Correlating Committees accompanied by a ballot statement and one or more comments resulting from public review of 
the Report on Proposals (ROP)” (see 1.4 of RGCPs). The ROP and the ROC together constitute the Technical Committee Report. Any 
outstanding objection following the ROC must be raised through an appropriate Amending Motion at the Association Technical Meeting or 
the objection will be considered resolved. 

V. Step 3a: Action at Association Technical Meeting. Following the publication of the ROC, there is a period during which those wishing 
to make proper Amending Motions on the Technical Committee Reports must signal their intention by submitting a Notice of Intent to 
Make a Motion. Documents that receive notice of proper Amending Motions (Certified Amending Motions) will be presented for action at 
the Annual Association Technical Meeting held each June. At the meeting, the NFPA membership can consider and act on these Certified 
Amending Motions as well as Follow-up Amending Motions, that is, motions that become necessary as a result of a previous successful 
Amending Motion. (See 4.6.2 through 4.6.9 of RGCPs for a summary of the available Amending Motions and who may make them.) Any 
outstanding objection following action at an Association Technical Meeting (and any further Technical Committee consideration following 
successful Amending Motions, see RGCPs at 4.7) must be raised through an appeal to the Standards Council or it will be considered to be 
resolved. 

VI. Step 3b: Documents Forwarded Directly to the Council. Where no Notice of Intent to Make a Motion is received and certified 
in accordance with the Technical Meeting Convention Rules, the document is forwarded directly to the Standards Council for action on 
issuance. Objections are deemed to be resolved for these documents. 

VII. Step 4a: Council Appeals. Anyone can appeal to the Standards Council concerning procedural or substantive matters related to the 
development, content, or issuance of any document of the Association or on matters within the purview of the authority of the Council, as 
established by the Bylaws and as determined by the Board of Directors. Such appeals must be in written form and filed with the Secretary 
of the Standards Council (see 1.6 of RGCPs). Time constraints for filing an appeal must be in accordance with 1.6.2 of the RGCPs. 
Objections are deemed to be resolved if not pursued at this level. 

VIII. Step 4b: Document Issuance. The Standards Council is the issuer of all documents (see Article 8 of Bylaws). The Council acts on 
the issuance of a document presented for action at an Association Technical Meeting within sixty days from the date of the recommendation 
from the Association Technical Meeting, unless this period is extended by the Council (see 4.8 of RGCPs). For documents forwarded 
directly to the Standards Council, the Council acts on the issuance of the document at its next scheduled meeting, or at such other meeting 
as the Council may determine (see 4.5.7 and 4.8 of RGCPs). 

IX. Petitions to the Board of Directors. The Standards Council has been delegated the responsibility for the administration of the codes 
and standards development process and the issuance of documents. However, where extraordinary circumstances requiring the intervention 
of the Board of Directors exist, the Board of Directors may take any action necessary to fulfill its obligations to preserve the integrity of the 
codes and standards development process and to protect the interests of the Association. The rules for petitioning the Board of Directors 
can be found in the Regulations Governing Petitions to the Board of Directors from Decisions of the Standards Council and in 1.7 of the 
RGCPs. 

X. For More Information. The program for the Association Technical Meeting (as well as the NFPA website as information becomes 
available) should be consulted for the date on which each report scheduled for consideration at the meeting will be presented. For copies 
of the ROP and ROC as well as more information on NFPA rules and for up-to-date information on schedules and deadlines for processing 
NFPA documents, check the NFPA website (www.nfpa.org) or contact NFPA Codes & Standards Administration at (617-984-7246). 



 

 

 
FORM FOR FILING NOTICE OF INTENT TO MAKE A MOTION (NITMAM) 

AT AN ASSOCIATION TECHNICAL MEETING 
2008 ANNUAL REVISION CYCLE 

FINAL DATE FOR RECEIPT OF NITMAM:  5:00 pm EDST, April 4, 2008 
 

If you have questions about filling out or filing the NITMAM, please contact the 
Codes and Standards Administration at 617-984-7249 

 
For further information on the Codes- and Standards-Making Process see the NFPA 

website (www.nfpa.org) 

 FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
 

Log #:  
 
Date Rec'd:  
 

 
Date______8/10/2005__________Name__John B. Smith_________________________________________Tel. No.617-555-1212 _ 

Company or Affiliation ___________John B. Smith Consulting___________________Email Address__________________________ 

Street Address_____________9 Seattle Street____________________City_______Seattle____________State__WA__Zip 02255__ 
 
1.   (a) NFPA Document (include Number and Title)_ National Fire Alarm Code/NFPA 72 1999ed____________________________________    
      (b) Proposal or Comment Number____72-5_______________________________ 
      (c) Section/Paragraph _______1.5.8.1 ______________________________ 

2. Motion to be made.   Please check one (See also 4.6 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects): 
  
(a)  Proposal 
     X        (1) Accept.                                   (2) Accept an Identifiable Part.*   
            _ (3) Accept as modified by the TC.               (4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.* 
 
(b) Comment 
      (1) Accept.                       (2) Accept an Identifiable Part. *          (3) Accept as modified by the TC. 
       (4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.*      __    (5) Reject                     (6) Reject an Identifiable Part.*  
  
(c) Return Technical Committee Report for Further Study 
    _____ (1) Return entire Report.                      (2) Return a portion of a Report in the form of a proposal and related comment(s). 
   _____ (3) Return a portion of a Report in the form of identifiable part(s) of a proposal and related comment(s). (Identify the specific  
       portion of the proposal and the related comments below)* 
 
* Clearly identify the Identifiable Part(s) indicated above (use separate sheet if required). 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 3. I am entitled to make this motion in accordance with 4.6.8 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects, as follows [check (a), 
(b), or (c)]:  
 
(a)_X_ This motion may be made by the original submitter or their designated representative, and I am the [if you check (a) indicate one 

of the following]: 

 X     I am the original submitter of the proposal or comment or  

 ___I am the submitter’s designated representative (attach written authorization signed by the original submitter) 

 (b)____This motion may be made by a Technical Committee Member and I am a Member of the responsible Technical Committee. 

(c)____This motion may be made by anyone. 

 
 

(Form continued on next page) 
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NITMAM form (continued) 
 
4.  Comments or Clarification (optional): This NITMAM will be reviewed by a Motions Committee.  In addition to determining 
whether your Amending Motion is proper, the Committee may take other actions as described in 2.3 of the Technical Meeting 
Convention Rules as follows: 
 

Restating and Grouping of Motions. Upon request or on its own initiative, and in consultation with the mover(s), the 
Motions Committee may: (a) restate an Amending Motion to facilitate the making of a proper motion or to clarify the 
intent of the mover; and (b) group Amending Motions which are dependent on one another into a single Amending 
Motion.  Dependent motions are motions that the mover(s) wish to be considered by the assembly and voted on as single 
up or down package.  In addition to the foregoing, the Motions Committee may take such other actions or make such 
other recommendations as will facilitate the fair and efficient consideration of motions within the available time. 

 
The NFPA Staff may contact you to clarify your motion or to consult on the permitted actions in 2.3.  If you have any comments, 
suggestions or requests of the Motions Committee as it reviews your NITMAM and considers actions permitted in 2.3, please provide 
them below. (Use additional sheet if necessary): 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

 
 
Name (please print):______John B. Smith_______________________________________________________________ 

 
 

Signature (Required)_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 (Note: This NITMAM will be reviewed, and if proper, your Amending Motion will be certified in accordance with the Technical 
Meeting Convention Rules and posted on the NFPA website by May 5, 2008.   Documents that have Certified Amending Motions 
will be considered at the June 2008 Annual Meeting Technical Committee Report Session.  In order to have your Certified 
Amending Motion considered at that meeting you must appear, sign in, and make the motion as prescribed in the Convention 
Rules). 

 
 

PLEASE USE A SEPARATE NITMAM FORM FOR EACH AMENDING MOTION YOU WISH TO MAKE 
 

Mail to:  Secretary, Standards Council, National Fire Protection Association, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 02169-7471  
NFPA Fax:  (617) 770-3500 
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FORM FOR FILING NOTICE OF INTENT TO MAKE A MOTION (NITMAM) 

AT AN ASSOCIATION TECHNICAL MEETING 
2008 ANNUAL REVISION CYCLE 

FINAL DATE FOR RECEIPT OF NITMAM:  5:00 pm EDST, APRIL 4, 2008 
 

If you have questions about filling out or filing the NITMAM, please contact the 
Codes and Standards Administration at 617-984-7249 

 
For further information on the Codes- and Standards-Making Process, see the NFPA 

website (www.nfpa.org) 

 FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
 

Log #:  
 
Date Rec'd:  
 

 
Date________________Name________________________________________________Tel. No.  

Company or Affiliation __________________________________________________Email Address  

Street Address_________________________________City________________________State______Zip _________________ 
 
1.   (a) NFPA Document (include Number and Title)_______________________________________________________________    
      (b) Proposal or Comment Number____________________ 
      (c) Section/Paragraph _____________________________________ 

2. Motion to be made.   Please check one: (See also 4.6 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects) 
  
(a)  Proposal 
      _(1) Accept.                                     (2) Accept an Identifiable Part.*   
            __ (3) Accept as modified by the TC.               (4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.* 
 
(b) Comment 
      (1) Accept.                       (2) Accept an Identifiable Part.*          (3) Accept as modified by the TC. 
       (4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.*      __    (5) Reject                     (6) Reject an Identifiable Part.*  
  
(c) Return Technical Committee Report for Further Study 
    _____ (1) Return entire Report.                      (2) Return a portion of a Report in the form of a proposal and related comment(s). 
   _____ (3) Return a portion of a Report in the form of identifiable part(s) of a proposal and related comment(s). (Identify the specific  
       portion of the proposal and the related comments below)* 
 
* Clearly identify the Identifiable Part(s) indicated above (use separate sheet if required). 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 3. I am entitled to make this motion in accordance with 4.6.8 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects, as follows: [(check (a), 
(b), or (c)].  
 
(a)____ This motion may be made by the original submitter or their designated representative, and I am the [(if you check (a) indicate   

 one of the following)]: 

 ___I am the original submitter of the proposal or comment, or  

 ___I am the submitter’s designated representative (attach written authorization signed by the original submitter) 

(b)____This motion may be made by a Technical Committee Member and I am a Member of the responsible Technical Committee. 

(c)____This motion may be made by anyone. 

 
 

(Form continued on next page) 
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NITMAM form (continued) 
 
4.  Comments or Clarification (optional): This NITMAM will be reviewed by a Motions Committee.  In addition to 
determining whether your Amending Motion is proper, the Committee may take other actions as described in 2.3 of the 
Technical Meeting Convention Rules as follows: 
 

Restating and Grouping of Motions. Upon request or on its own initiative, and in consultation with the 
mover(s), the Motions Committee may: (a) restate an Amending Motion to facilitate the making of a proper 
motion or to clarify the intent of the mover; and (b) group Amending Motions which are dependent on one 
another into a single Amending Motion.  Dependent motions are motions that the mover(s) wish to be 
considered by the assembly and voted on as single up or down package.  In addition to the foregoing, the 
Motions Committee may take such other actions or make such other recommendations as will facilitate the 
fair and efficient consideration of motions within the available time. 

 
The NFPA Staff may contact you to clarify your motion or to consult on the permitted actions in 2.3.  If you have any 
comments, suggestions, or requests of the Motions Committee as it reviews your NITMAM and considers actions permitted 
in 2.3, please provide them below. (Use additional sheet if necessary): 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Name (please print):_____________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

Signature (required):_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 (Note: This NITMAM will be reviewed, and if proper, your Amending Motion will be certified in accordance with the Technical 
Meeting Convention Rules and posted on the NFPA website by May 5, 2008.   Documents that have Certified Amending Motions 
will be considered at the June 2008 Annual Meeting Technical Committee Report Session.  In order to have your Certified 
Amending Motion considered at that meeting, you must appear, sign in, and make the motion as prescribed in the Convention 
Rules). 

PLEASE USE A SEPARATE NITMAM FORM FOR EACH AMENDING MOTION YOU WISH TO MAKE. 
 

Mail to:  Secretary, Standards Council, National Fire Protection Association, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 02169-7471  
NFPA Fax:  (617) 770-3500 
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Sequence of Events Leading to Issuance of an NFPA Committee Document  

Step 1   Call for Proposals 

▼            Proposed new document or new edition of an existing document is entered into one of two yearly revision 
cycles, and a Call for Proposals is published.  

Step 2    Report on Proposals (ROP) 

▼            Committee meets to act on Proposals, to develop its own Proposals, and to prepare its Report.  

▼            Committee votes by written ballot on Proposals. If two-thirds approve, Report goes forward. Lacking two-
thirds approval, Report returns to Committee.  

▼            Report on Proposals (ROP) is published for public review and comment.  

Step 3    Report on Comments (ROC) 

▼            Committee meets to act on Public Comments to develop its own Comments, and to prepare its report.  

▼            Committee votes by written ballot on Comments. If two-thirds approve, Report goes forward. Lacking two-
thirds approval, Report returns to Committee.  

▼            Report on Comments (ROC) is published for public review.  

Step 4    Technical Committee Report Session 

▼            “Notices of intent to make a motion” are filed, are reviewed, and valid motions are certified for presentation 
at the Technical Committee Report Session. (“Consent Documents” that have no certified motions bypass the 
Technical Committee Report Session and proceed to the Standards Council for issuance.)  

▼            NFPA membership meets each June at the Annual Meeting Technical Committee Report Session and acts 
on Technical Committee Reports (ROP and ROC) for documents with “certified amending motions.”  

▼            Committee(s) vote on any amendments to Report approved at NFPA Annual Membership Meeting.  

Step 5    Standards Council Issuance 

▼            Notification of intent to file an appeal to the Standards Council on Association action must be filed within 20 
days of the NFPA Annual Membership Meeting.  

▼            Standards Council decides, based on all evidence, whether or not to issue document or to take other 
action, including hearing any appeals.  
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The Technical Committee Report Session of the NFPA Annual Meeting 

The process of public input and review does not end with the publication of the ROP and ROC. Following the 
completion of the Proposal and Comment periods, there is yet a further opportunity for debate and discussion through 
the Technical Committee Report Sessions that take place at the NFPA Annual Meeting.  

The Technical Committee Report Session provides an opportunity for the final Technical Committee Report (i.e., the 
ROP and ROC) on each proposed new or revised code or standard to be presented to the NFPA membership for the 
debate and consideration of motions to amend the Report. The specific rules for the types of motions that can be 
made and who can make them are set forth in NFPA’s rules, which should always be consulted by those wishing to 
bring an issue before the membership at a Technical Committee Report Session. The following presents some of the 
main features of how a Report is handled.  

What Amending Motions Are Allowed. The Technical Committee Reports contain many Proposals and Comments 
that the Technical Committee has rejected or revised in whole or in part. Actions of the Technical Committee 
published in the ROP may also eventually be rejected or revised by the Technical Committee during the development 
of its ROC. The motions allowed by NFPA rules provide the opportunity to propose amendments to the text of a 
proposed code or standard based on these published Proposals, Comments, and Committee actions. Thus, the list of 
allowable motions include motions to accept Proposals and Comments in whole or in part as submitted or as modified 
by a Technical Committee action. Motions are also available to reject an accepted Comment in whole or part. In 
addition, Motions can be made to return an entire Technical Committee Report or a portion of the Report to the 
Technical Committee for further study.  

The NFPA Annual Meeting, also known as the NFPA World Safety Conference & Exposition®, takes place in June of 
each year. A second Fall membership meeting was discontinued in 2004, so the NFPA Technical Committee Report 
Session now runs once each year at the Annual Meeting in June.  

Who Can Make Amending Motions. NFPA rules also define those authorized to make amending motions. In many 
cases, the maker of the motion is limited by NFPA rules to the original submitter of the Proposal or Comment or his or 
her duly authorized representative. In other cases, such as a Motion to Reject an accepted Comment, or to Return a 
Technical Committee Report or a portion of a Technical Committee Report for Further Study, anyone can make these 
motions. For a complete explanation, NFPA rules should be consulted.  

The Filing of a Notice of Intent to Make a Motion. Before making an allowable motion at a Technical Report 
Session, the intended maker of the motion must file, in advance of the session, and within the published deadline, a 
Notice of Intent to Make a Motion. A Motions Committee appointed by the Standards Council then reviews all notices 
and certifies all amending motions that are proper. The Motions Committee can also, in consultation with the makers 
of the motions, clarify the intent of the motions and, in certain circumstances, combine motions that are dependent on 
each other together so that they can be made in one single motion. A Motions Committee report is then made 
available in advance of the meeting listing all certified motions. Only these Certified Amending Motions, together with 
certain allowable Follow-Up Motions (that is, motions that have become necessary as a result of previous successful 
amending motions) will be allowed at the Technical Committee Report Session.  

Consent Documents. Often there are codes and standards up for consideration by the membership that will be 
noncontroversial and no proper Notices of Intent to Make a Motion will be filed. These “Consent Documents” will 
bypass the Technical Committee Report Session and head straight to the Standards Council for issuance. The 
remaining Documents are then forwarded to the Technical Committee Report Session for consideration of the NFPA 
membership.  

 

 



 x

 
Action on Motions at the Technical Committee Report Session. In order to actually make a Certified Amending 
Motion at the Technical Committee Report Session, the maker of the motion must sign in at least an hour before the 
session begins. In this way a final list of motions can be set in advance of the session. At the session, each proposed 
document up for consideration is presented by a motion to adopt the Technical Committee Report on the document. 
Following each such motion, the presiding officer in charge of the session opens the floor to motions on the document 
from the final list of Certified Amending Motions followed by any permissible Follow-Up Motions. Debate and voting on 
each motion proceeds in accordance with NFPA rules. NFPA membership is not required in order to make or speak to a 
motion, but voting is limited to NFPA members who have joined at least 180 days prior to the session and have 
registered for the meeting. At the close of debate on each motion, voting takes place, and the motion requires a majority 
vote to carry. In order to amend a Technical Committee Report, successful amending motions must be confirmed by the 
responsible Technical Committee, which conducts a written ballot on all successful amending motions following the 
meeting and prior to the Document being forwarded to the Standards Council for issuance.  

Standards Council Issuance 

One of the primary responsibilities of the NFPA Standards Council, as the overseer of the NFPA codes and standards 
development process, is to act as the official issuer of all NFPA codes and standards. When it convenes to issue NFPA 
documents, it also hears any appeals related to the document. Appeals are an important part of assuring that all NFPA 
rules have been followed and that due process and fairness have been upheld throughout the codes and standards 
development process. The Council considers appeals both in writing and through the conduct of hearings at which all 
interested parties can participate. It decides appeals based on the entire record of the process as well as all 
submissions on the appeal. After deciding all appeals related to a document before it, the Council, if appropriate, 
proceeds to issue the document as an official NFPA code or standard. Subject only to limited review by the NFPA 
Board of Directors, the decision of the Standards Council is final, and the new NFPA code or standard becomes 
effective twenty days after Standards Council issuance.  
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Key to Comment Headings 
 

The first line of every proposal includes the following information: 
 

 
Document No. 

 
Proposal No. 

Log 
No. 

Paragraph 
Reference 

Committee
Action 

101 6 38 3.4 Accept 
 
Example: 101-6 Log #38  Final Action: Accept 
                 (3.4)      
                 

 
 

TYPES OF ACTION 
 

P  Partial Revision C  Complete Revision N  New Document R  Reconfirmation W  Withdrawal 

 
 
  The following classifications apply to Committee members and represent their principal interest in the activity of the 
Committee. 
 
1. M Manufacturer: A representative of a maker or marketer of a product, assembly, or system, or portion thereof, 

that is affected by the standard. 
 
2. U User: A representative of an entity that is subject to the provisions of the standard or that voluntarily uses the 

standard. 
 
3. IM Installer/Maintainer: A representative of an entity that is in the business of installing or maintaining a product, 

assembly, or system affected by the standard. 
 
4. L Labor: A labor representative or employee concerned with safety in the workplace. 
 
5. RT Applied Research/Testing Laboratory: A representative of an independent testing laboratory or independent 

applied research organization that promulgates and/or enforces standards. 
 
6. E Enforcing Authority: A representative of an agency or an organization that promulgates and/or enforces 

standards. 
 
7. I Insurance: A representative of an insurance company, broker, agent, bureau, or inspection agency. 
 
8. C Consumer: A person who is or represents the ultimate purchaser of a product, system, or service affected by the 

standard, but who is not included in (2). 
 
9. SE Special Expert: A person not representing (1) through (8) and who has special expertise in the scope of the 

standard or portion thereof. 
 
NOTE 1: “Standard” connotes code, standard, recommended practice, or guide. 
 
NOTE 2: A representative includes an employee. 
 
NOTE 3: While these classifications will be used by the Standards Council to achieve a balance for Technical Committees, 
the Standards Council may determine that new classifications of member or unique interests need representation in order to 
foster the best possible Committee deliberations on any project. In this connection, the Standards Council may make such 
appointments as it deems appropriate in the public interest, such as the classification of “Utilities” in the National Electrical 
Code Committee. 
 
NOTE 4: Representatives of subsidiaries of any group are generally considered to have the same classification as the parent 
organization. 
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Report on Comments A2008 — Copyright, NFPA NFPA 1901 
David V. Haston, US Department of Agriculture, CA [RT]
  (Alt. to Dan W. McKenzie) 
William F. Jenaway, VFIS, Incorporated, PA  [I]
  (Alt. to Thomas H. McCullough, II) 
James Johannessen, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., PA [RT]
  (Alt. to Tom Hillenbrand) 
Brad C. Kobielusz, Poudre Fire Authority, CO  [U]
  (Alt. to Robert D. Tutterow, Jr.) 
Madhu Manikkam, Emergency One, Inc., FL  [M]
  (Alt. to William McCombs) 
Michael R. Moore, Pierce Manufacturing Inc., WI [M]
  (Alt. to J. Roger Lackore) 
William C. Peters, WC Peters Fire Apparatus Consulting Services, LLC, NJ  
[SE]  
  (Alt. to Robert J. Barraclough) 
W. Michael Pietsch, Mike Pietsch, P.E. Consulting Services, Inc., TX  [SE]
  (Alt. to David White) 
Michael C. Ruthy, W. S. Darley & Company, WI [M]
  (Alt. to Peter F. Darley) 
Michael A. Santilli, Munson Fire Department, OH [U]
 (Alt. to Thomas A. Stalnaker) 
Thomas G. Stites, Sutphen Corporation, OH  [M]
  (Alt. to Kenneth L. Koch) 
Edward F. Straw, Insurance Services Office, Inc., GA  [I]
  (Alt. to Ralph Dorio) 
Michael L. Thorn, Oregon Apparatus Repair, Inc., OR [IM]
  (Alt. to Stephen Wilde) 
Dean David Ulrich, Los Angeles City Fire Department, CA  [U]
  (Alt. to Donald Frazeur) 
Robert L. Upchurch, Fairfax County Fire & Rescue Department, VA [U]
  (Alt. to Gary R. Pope) 

Nonvoting

Howard L. McMillen, Fort Worth, TX
  (Member Emeritus)

Staff Liaison:  Carl E. Peterson

Committee Scope:  This Committee shall have primary responsibility for 
documents on the design and performance of fire apparatus for use by the fire 
service. 

  This list represents the membership at the time the Committee was 
balloted on the text of this edition. Since that time, changes in the 
membership may have occurred. A key to classifications is found at the 
front of this book. 

This portion of the Technical Committee Report of the Committee on Fire 
Department Apparatus is presented for adoption.

This Report on Comments was prepared by the Technical Committee on 
Fire Department Apparatus, and documents its action on the comments 
received on its Report on Proposals on NFPA 1901, Standard for Automotive 
Fire Apparatus, 2003 edition, as published in the Report on Proposals for the 
2008 Annual Revision Cycle.

This Report on Comments has been submitted to letter ballot of the 
Technical Committee on Fire Department Apparatus, which consists of 28 
voting members.  The results of the balloting, after circulation of any negative 
votes, can be found in the report.

Report of the Committee on
 

Fire Department Apparatus 

Donald Frazeur, Chair
Los Angeles Fire Department, CA [U]

Kenneth L. Koch, Secretary
Sutphen Corporation, MI [M]

William M. Ballantyne, Hypro LLC, MN [M] 
  Rep. Fire Apparatus Manufacturers Association 
Robert J. Barraclough, Plano, TX [SE] 
Peter F. Darley, W. S. Darley & Company, IL [M] 
  Rep. National Truck Equipment Association 
Ralph Dorio, Insurance Services Office, NJ [I] 
Gordon L. Gholson, California Department of Forestry & Fire Protection, CA  
[U] 
Gary Handwerk, Hale Products Inc., FL [M] 
Tom Hillenbrand, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL  [RT] 
James J. Juneau, Juneau, Boll, Ward, & Carboy, PLLC, TX [SE] 
James L. Kelker, National Testing/Conam Inspection Inc., OH [RT] 
J. Roger Lackore, Pierce Manufacturing Inc., WI [M]  
William McCombs, Emergency One, Inc., FL  [M] 
Thomas H. McCullough, II, Glatfelter Claims Management, Inc., PA  [I] 
  Rep. Volunteer Firemen’s Insurance Services, Inc. 
John W. McDonald, US General Services Administration, VA [E] 
Dan W. McKenzie, US Department of Agriculture, CA  [RT] 
W. Kenneth Menke, Fire Service Research Institute, MO  [SE] 
J. Allen Metheny, Sr., Hartly Volunteer Fire Company, DE  [U] 
  Rep. National Volunteer Fire Council 
Tom Mettler, Waterous Company, MN [M] 
Jeff Piechura, Northwest Fire District, AZ  [U] 
Gary R. Pope, John H. Enders Fire Company, Inc. & Rescue Squad, VA [U] 
James A. Salmi, Crimson Fire, PA  [M] 
Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company, PA [U] 
John M. Terefinko, KME Fire Apparatus, PA [M] 
Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Department, NC  [U] 
William von Zehle, Jr., Ridgefield, CT  [U]
  Rep. International Association of Fire Chiefs 
David White, Fire & Safety Specialists, Inc., TX [SE] 
Stephen Wilde, Certified Fleet Services, Inc., 
IL  [IM] 
  Rep. EVT Certification Commission, Inc. 

Alternates

Robert T. Bettenhausen, Tinley Park Volunteer Fire Department, IL  [U]
  (Alt. to William von Zehle, Jr.) 
John D. Brady, American LaFrance Aerials, PA [M] 
  (Alt. to James A. Salmi) 
John F. Carrier, California Department of Forestry & Fire Protection, CA [U]
  (Alt. to Gordon L. Gholson) 
James T. Currin, KME Fire Apparatus, VA  [M]
  (Alt. to John M. Terefinko) 
David Durstine, Akron Brass Company, OH  [M] 
  (Alt. to William M. Ballantyne) 
Ronald L. Ewers, Class I, FL  [M]
  (Alt. to Gary Handwerk) 
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Report on Comments A2008 — Copyright, NFPA NFPA 1901 
_______________________________________________________________ 
1901-1 Log #47  Final Action: Accept 
(Chapter 2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   Chapter 2 Referenced Publications 
2.2 NFPA Publications. National Fire Protection Association, 1 Batterymar
ch Park, Quincy, MA 02169-7471, www.NFPA.org. 
   NFPA 70, National Electrical Code®, 2005 2008 edition. 
   NFPA 1002, Standard for Fire Apparatus Driver/Operator 
ProfessionalQualifications, 2003 2008 edition.  
   NFPA 1989, Standard on Breathing Air Quality for Fire and Emergency 
Services Respiratory Protection, 2003 2007 edition. 
2.3 Other Publications. 
   2.3.1 ANSI Publications. American National Standards Institute, Inc., 11 
West 42nd Street, 13th floor, New York, NY 10036. 
ANSI Z535.4, Product Safety Signs and Labels, 2002 2007. 
2.3.2 ASME Publications. American Society of Mechanical Engineers, Three 
Park Avenue, New York, NY 10016-5990, www.ASME.org/codes. 
2.3.3 ASNT Publication. American Society for Nondestructive Testing, Inc., 
1711 Arlingate Lane, Columbus, OH 43228-0518, www.ASNT.org 
2.3.4 ASTM Publications. American Society for Testing and Materials, 100 
Barr Harbor Drive, West Conshohocken, PA 19428-2959, www.ASTM.org. 
   ASTM D 4956, Standard Specification for Retroreflective Sheeting for Traffic 
Control, 2005 2007e1. 
   ASTM E 6, Standard Terminology Relating to Methods of Mechanical 
Testing, 2006 2007a. 
   ASTM E 10, Standard Test Method for Brinell Hardness of Metallic 
Materials, 2007a. 
   ASTM E 18, Standard Test Methods for Rockwell Hardness and Rockwell 
Superficial Hardness of Metallic Materials, 2005 2007. 
   ASTM E 569, Standard Practice for Acoustic Emission Monitoring of 
Structures During Controlled Stimulation, 2002 2007. 
   ASTM E 650, Standard Guide for Mounting Piezoelectric Acoustic Emission 
Sensors, 1997 (reconfirmed 2002 2007). 
ASTM F 1677, Standard Test Method for Using a Portable 
InclinableArticulated Strut Slip Tester (PIAST), 1996. 
   ASTM F 1679, Standard Test Method for Using a Variable Incidence 
Tribometer (VIT), 2000. 
2.3.5 AWS Publications. American Welding Society, 550 N.W. LeJeune Road, 
Miami, FL 33126, www.AWSpubs.org. 
   AWS D1.3, Structural Welding Code — Sheet Steel, 1998 2007. 
2.3.6 CGA Publications. Compressed Gas Association, 1725 Jefferson Davis 
Highway, Suite 1004, Arlington, VA 22202, www.CGAnet.com. 
2.3.7 CSA Publications. Canadian Standards Association, 178 Rexdale 
Boulevard, Toronto, Ontario M9W 1R3, Canada, www.CSA.ca. 
2.3.8 ISEA Publications. International Safety Equipment Association, 1901 
North Moore Street, Arlington, VA 22209-1762, www.safetyequipment.org. 
2.3.9 ISO Publication. International Standards Organization, 1 rue de 
Varembé, Case Postale 56, CH-1211 Genéve 20, Switzerland, www.
standardsinfo.net. 
2.3.11 SAE Publications. Society of Automotive Engineers, 400 
Commonwealth Drive, Warrendale, PA 15096, www.SAE.org. 
   SAE J575, Test Methods and Equipment for Lighting Devices and 
Components for Use on Vehicles Less Than 2032 mm in Overall Width, 2006 
2007. 
2.3.12 TRA Publication. The Tire and Rim Association, Inc., 175 Montrose 
West Ave., Copley, OH 44321, www.US-TRA.org. 
Tire and Rim Association — Year Book, 2002 2008. 
2.3.13 UL Publications. Underwriters Laboratories Inc., 333 Pfingsten Road, 
Northbrook, IL 60062, www.UL.com. 
   UL 498, Standard for Safety Attachment Plugs and Receptacles, 2001, with 
revisions through May 14, 2004 May 25, 2007. 
2.3.14 U.S. Government Publications. U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, DC 20402, www.gpo.gov. 
   Title 29, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1910.169, “Air 
receivers.”,29CFR1910.169 
Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 571, Subpart B, “Federal Motor 
Vehicle Safety Standards,” No. 209, “Seat belt assemblies.”, 49CFR571.209 
Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 571, Subpart B, “Federal Motor 
Vehicle Safety Standards,” No. 210, “Seat belt assembly anchorages.” 
49CFR571.210 
Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 571, Subpart B, “Federal Motor 
Vehicle Safety Standards,” No. 302, “Flammability of interior materials.” 
49CFR571.302 
Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 178.37, “Specification 3AA and 
3AAX seamless steel cylinders.” 49CFR178.37 
Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, paragraph 393.94(c), “Vehicle interior 
noise levels test procedure.” 49CFR393.94 
2.3.15 UNECE Publications. UN Economic Commission for Europe, Palais 
des Nations, CH – 1211, Geneva 10 Switzerland, www.UNECE.org. 

ECE Regulation number 29, Uniform Provisions Concerning the Approval 
of Vehicles with Regard to the Protection of the Occupants of the Cab of a 
Commercial Vehicle, 1998 2007. 
2.4 References for Extracts in Mandatory Sections.  
   NFPA 70, National Electrical Code®, 2005 2008 edition. 
   NFPA 1451, Standard for a Fire Service Vehicle Operations Training 
Program, 2002 2007 edition 
   NFPA 1989, Standard on Breathing Air Quality for Fire and Emergency 
Services Respiratory Protection, 2003 2007 edition. 
Substantiation: Many people are purchasing either downloadable documents, 
or purchasing printed documents online. Adding web site addresses makes this 
easier. 
   Many documents have been updated and the referenced documents are 
obsolete and in many cases no longer available. 
   ASTM F1677 and F 1679 have been withdrawn. 
   The full references on the federal documents make it easier to locate the 
section online. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-2 Log #142  Final Action: Accept 
(2.3.10) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bob Eugene, Underwriters Laboratories Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-5 
Recommendation: Revise as follows: 
   2.3.10 UL Publications. Underwriters Laboratories Inc., 333 Pfingsten Road, 
Northbrook, IL 60062. 
   ANSI/UL 153 Standard for Portable Electric Luminaires 2002 2005, with 
revisions through December 28, 2005 May 10, 2006. 
   ANSI/UL 498, Standard for Safety Attachment Plugs and Receptacles, 2001, 
with revisions through May 14, 2004 2007. 
   ANSI/UL 969, Standard for Marking and Labeling Systems, 1995 with 
revisions through November 30, 2001 2006. 
   ANSI/UL 1598, Standard for Luminaires, 2004, with revisions through May 
31, 2006. 
Substantiation: Update to ANSI approvals and current editions and titles of 
standards. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W.
 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-3 Log #78  Final Action: Accept 
(2.3.11) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-83 
Recommendation: Add a reference to 2.3.11 to the following documents: 
   SAE J2420, COE Frontal Strength Evaluation– Dynamic Loading Heavy 
Trucks, 2003  
SAE J2422, Cab Roof Strength Evaluation – Quasi-Static Loading Heavy 
Trucks, 2003 
Substantiation: The document is referenced in the new 14.3.2 and should be 
in the referenced document list. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-4 Log #123  Final Action: Accept 
(3.3.3 Access Ladder) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Tom Hillenbrand, Underwriters Laboratories Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-6 
Recommendation: Revise text as follows: 
   3.3.3 Access Ladder. A series of rungs One or more rungs (of any shape) for 
climbing that have a degree of inclination between 60 and 90 degrees. 
Substantiation: Changing from “A series of rungs” to “One or more rungs” 
allows the common use of single rung stirrup steps to meet the 24 in. step 
height requirement. Most stirrup steps do not meet 15.7.1.2 that require all 
steps shall have a minimum area of 35 sq. inches and a shape such that a 5-inch 
diameter disc does not overlap any side. The stepping surface of stirrup steps is 
typically designed to meet requirements for a rung. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-5 Log #48  Final Action: Reject 
(3.3.11 Angle of Approach and 3.3.12 Angle of Departure) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   3.3.11 Angle of Approach. The smallest angle made between the road 
surface and a line drawn plane from the front point of ground contact of the 
front tires to any projection of the apparatus in front of the front axle. 
3.3.12 Angle of Departure. The smallest angle made between the road surface 
and a line drawn plane from the rear point of ground contact of the rear tires to 
any projection of the apparatus behind the rear axle. 
Substantiation: This is a more accurate description of these angles. The 
existing definition would actually yield a smaller angle than expected if the 
projection defining the angle of approach or departure is not directly in front 
of, or behind, the tire. The easiest way to measure these angles in the field is by 
placing a sheet of plywood (a plane not a line) against the tires (plural) and 
lifting it until it touches something. On a side view drawing, both the plane of 
the ground and the plane defining the angle of approach or departure are 
projected into lines on a vertical plane, hence the tendency to refer to using 
lines. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Current wording is consistent with SAE J1100, Motor 
Vehicle Dimensions, and consistent with NFPA 1906, Standard for Wildland 
Fire Apparatus. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-6 Log #76  Final Action: Accept 
(3.3.23 Bonding) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   3.3.23 Bonding. The permanent joining of metallic parts to form an 
electrically conductive path that will ensure electrical continuity and the 
capacity to conduct safely any current likely to be imposed. [70:100] 
3.3.23 Bonded (Bonding). Connected to establish electrical continuity and 
conductivity. [70:100] 
Substantiation: NFPA 70-2008, National Electrical Code, revised the 
definition of bonding. NFPA 1901 has used their definition, and so NFPA 1901 
definition should be revised. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-7 Log #77  Final Action: Accept 
(3.3.85 Ground-Fault Circuit Interrupter (GFCI) and A.3.3.85) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   3.3.85 Ground-Fault Circuit Interrupter (GFCI). A device intended for 
the protection of personnel that functions to deenergize a circuit or portion 
thereof within an established period of time when a current to ground exceeds 
some predetermined value that is less than that required to operate the 
overcurrent protective device of the supply circuit the values established for a 
Class A device. [70:100] 
   Add an annex to read as follows: 
A.3.3.85 Class A ground-fault circuit interrupters trip when the current to 
ground is 6 mA or higher and do not trip when the current to ground is less 
than 4 mA. For further information, see UL 943, Standard for Ground-Fault 
Circuit Interrupters. [70:100] 
   Add a reference to UL 943, Standard for Ground-Fault Circuit Interrupter, 
1993 to annex F. 
Substantiation: NFPA 70-2008, National Electrical Code, revised the 
definition of GFCI. NFPA 1901 has used their definition, and so NFPA 1901 
definition should be revised. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-8 Log #33  Final Action: Accept 
(3.3.104 Label, 12.1.5, 12.1.5.1, 12.1.5.2, 12.2.3.3, 19.3.4, 19.8.6, 19.14.3, 
Figure B.5.1(a), D.2, and 4.10.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-18 
Recommendation: Change instruction plate or plates to label or labels in 
3.3.101 (new 3,3,104), 12.1.4 (new 12.1.5), 12.1.4.1 (new 12.1.5.1), 12.1.4.2 
(new 12.1.5.2), 12.2.3.3, 20.3.4 (new 19.3.4), 20.8.5 (new 19.8.6), 20.14.3 

(new 19.14.3), Figure B.5.1(a) reference to 12.1.4.1 (new 12.1.5.1) and the last 
line of the new D.2. 
   In 4.10.1 add labels, after instruction plates. 
Substantiation: According to the definitions in the standard, a Label “provides 
for the identification of a control, switch, indicator, or gauge, or the display of 
information useful to the operator”; while an Instruction Plate “provides 
instruction to the operator in the use of a component on the apparatus” 
(emphasis added). In each of the sections cited above, information is provided 
(Label definition) but no instruction is provided (Instruction Plate definition). 
There is no verb on these labels, only nouns, thus they should be referred to as 
Labels not Instruction Plates. As an alternative, the definitions could be 
changed to move “or the display of information useful to the operator” from 
Label to Instruction Plate in the definitions. 
   In 4.10.1 Labels was left out of the list of items that should be illuminated. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-9 Log #59  Final Action: Accept 
(3.3.109 Miscellaneous Equipment) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   3.3.109 Miscellaneous Equipment. Portable tools and equipment carried on 
a fire apparatus not including suction hose, fire hose, ground ladders, fixed 
power sources, hose reels, cord reels, breathing air systems, or other major 
equipment or components specified by the purchaser to be permanently 
mounted on the apparatus as received from the apparatus manufacturer. 
Substantiation: This is a definition. It is still miscellaneous equipment 
regardless of where it comes from or who requires it. The requirement for the 
purchaser to specify equipment is already in 12.1.2 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-10 Log #50  Final Action: Accept 
(3.3.117 Neutral Conductor and 3.3.x Neutral Point (New)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   3.3.117 Neutral Conductor. The grounded current-carrying conductor of all 
electrical circuits. The conductor connected to the neutral point of a system that 
is intended to carry current under normal conditions.  
3.3.xxx* Neutral Point. The common point on a wye-connection in a 
polyphase system or midpoint on a single-phase, 3-wire system, or midpoint of 
a single-phase portion of a 3-phase delta system, or a midpoint of a 3-wire, 
direct current system.  
A.3.3.xxx At the neutral point of the system, the vectorial sum of the nominal 
voltages from all other phases within the system that utilize the neutral, with 
respect to the neutral point, is zero potential. 
Substantiation: The definition in 1901 is incorrect and inconsistent with its 
usage in NFPA 1901, as the neutral is not always grounded. The proposed 
change is the definition from the National Electrical Code 2008 edition. This 
change would make 1901 consistent with the National Electrical Code. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-11 Log #49  Final Action: Reject 
(3.3.145 Ramp Breakover Angle) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-6 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   3.3.145 Ramp Breakover Angle. The excluded angle measured between two 
lines planes tangent to the front and rear tire static loaded radius, and 
intersecting at a point on the underside of the vehicle that defines the largest 
ramp over which the vehicle can roll. 
Substantiation: Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA 
Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Current wording is consistent with SAE J1100 Motor 
Vehicle Dimensions, and consistent with NFPA 1906, Standard for Wildland 
Fire Apparatus. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-12 Log #163  Final Action: Reject 
(3.3.146 Rated Capacity) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: James A. Salmi, Crimson Fire 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-56 
Recommendation: In line 4: 
   “...placed in a horizontal position. This horizontal position shall be 
determined at the same aerial extension that is used to determine the aerials 
rated vertical height.  
Substantiation: The rating system used in the document has proved to be 
simple to understand and effective in reducing failures. Returning to ladders 
with zero tip load, whether electronically controlled, or not, confuses the rating 
system. This substantiation reflects a return to current version. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-13 Log #189  Final Action: Reject 
(3.3.170 Trailer) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-10 
Recommendation: Add text to read as follows: 
3.3.170 (*) Trailer. A vehicle designed to be pulled by a tow vehicle and used 
to transport equipment or other vehicles under emergency response conditions. 
Annex: Many trailer manufacturers may have restrictions on use of trailers in 
emergency response conditions. If this is applicable, the trailer should be 
operated within the limitations of the trailer manufacturer and the purchaser 
may still use various sections of this standard as they apply to air systems, 
electrical requirements, reflective stripping, and other sections. If the trailer has 
such manufacturer restrictions, they should be labeled on the front of the trailer 
in appropriate “Warnings” to operators and the tow vehicle operated within 
these parameters. 
Substantiation: Many trailers used in the fire service are not designed nor 
intended to be used in emergency response conditions.  
   Thus an annex (*) paragraph should be added to reflect use of the standard 
and comply with restrictions of trailer manufacturers. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The trailer chapter is for “trailers intended to be towed 
by fire apparatus under emergency response conditions”. The committee is not 
setting standards for all trailers used by the fire service. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-14 Log #51  Final Action: Accept 
(4.2.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-19 
Recommendation: Renumber 4.2.3 as 4.5.11 to read as follows: 
   4.5.11 If a trailer is towed as a component of an emergency vehicle, the 
trailer shall meet the requirements of Chapter 26. 
Substantiation: This change moves the statement to a more appropriate place 
in the document structure. Section 4.2 defines requirements by apparatus type 
(pumper, aerial, etc.), while section 4.5 causes specific chapters to be 
applicable if the vehicle includes a specific feature (pump, air system, trailer). 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-15 Log #241  Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part 
(4.3.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert Young, Crash Rescue Equipment Service, Inc 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add text to read: 
   (5) The classification of trailers for the purpose of transporting fire rescue 
response equipment shall be specified as a Type I or Type II configuration. 
   Type I Only transported and utilized when attached to a 1901 or 1906 
compliant apparatus. 
   Type II Only transported and utilized when attached to a 1901 or 1906 
compliant apparatus and capable of being operated at an emergency scene 
independent of the towing vehicle. 
   The contractor shall be notified of the make, model and trailer capacity 
ratings for the towing vehicle if the purchaser supplies the tow vehicle. 
Substantiation: Since the trailers are not generally used in a “first response” 

situation, there is no need for the tow vehicles to comply with 1901 or 1906 
unless they are a true “first responder”. It is essential for the contractor to be 
aware of the towing vehicle’s capabilities so that the combination of the two 
works efficiently. Weight capacities, type of hitch, electrical capacity, etc., are 
all important to the smooth marriage of the two vehicles. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part 
   Add the following text as 4.3.1(5): 
   (5) If a trailers for the purpose of transporting fire rescue response equipment, 
whether it is a Type I or Type II configuration. 
Committee Statement:  The second two paragraphs are redundant 
with information in chapter 26, and the last paragraph is not consistent with the 
inter-operability intent. 
   The text proposed for 4.3.1(5) was reworded to fit the context of a numbered 
list.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-16 Log #7  Final Action: Reject 
(4.4.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Glenn McCallister, Semo Tank/Baker Equipment Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   Before the apparatus is eligible for purchase, and/or contracted for, the 
contractor shall provide a calculated weight chart clearly defining the projected 
response weight of the apparatus on the front axle, the rear axle(s), the Vertical 
CG, the Vertical CG as a percentage of axle track and disclosure of the 
pertinent chassis manufacturer’s limitations. 
Substantiation: The very best preventative protection for apparatus stability 
that a department could have would be full weight disclosure calculations and 
projected reserves before the purchase order is released. This purchase timing 
criterion not only creates weight awareness at a crucial time but allows it to 
become a purchasing condition. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Adding the vertical CG calculations before the 
apparatus is contracted for is impractical. If a customer has enough detail on 
what they are going to carry and where, they can ask for this. Minimum 
standards on vehicle stability are already provided in the standard. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-17 Log #37  Final Action: Accept 
(4.4.1.2 and 4.21) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-34 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.4.1.2 The contractor’s detailed description shall include a statement 
specifically describing each aspect of the delivered apparatus which is not will 
not be fully compliant with the requirements of this standard, as further set 
forth in section 4.21 of this standard. 
   4.21 Statement of Exceptions. The entity responsible for final assembly of 
the apparatus shall provide to the purchaser, at or before the time the apparatus 
is delivered, either a certification that the apparatus fully complies with all 
requirements of this standard, or alternatively, a Statement Of Exceptions 
specifically describing each aspect of the completed apparatus which is not 
fully compliant with the requirements of this standard at the time of delivery.  
4.21.1 The Statement Of Exceptions shall contain, for each identified 
noncompliant aspect of the apparatus or missing required item, the following 
information: 
   (1) a separate specification of the section of the applicable standard for which 
compliance is lacking 
   (2) a description of the particular aspect of the apparatus which is not in 
compliance therewith or required equipment that is missing 
(3) a description of the further changes or modifications to the delivered 
apparatus which must be completed to achieve full compliance 
   (4) an identification of the entity who will be responsible for making the 
necessary post-delivery changes or modifications or supplying and installing 
any missing required equipment to the apparatus to achieve full compliance 
with the applicable this standard. 
4.21.2 Prior to, or at the time of, delivery of the apparatus, the Statement Of 
Exceptions shall be signed by an authorized agent of the entity responsible for 
final assembly of the apparatus, and by an authorized agent of the purchasing 
entity, indicating mutual understanding and agreement between the parties 
regarding the substance thereof. 
4.21.3 An apparatus which is delivered subject to a Statement Of Exceptions 
other than a certification of full compliance), whether signed or unsigned per 
4.20.2, shall not be placed in emergency service until the apparatus has been 
modified as necessary to accomplish full compliance with this standard. 
Substantiation: 4.4.1.2 refers to a bid proposal, so compliance is about what 
the contactor intends to build (ie. “The vehicle will not have the required ABS 
braking system.”) 4.21 is about what is not in compliance at the time the 
apparatus is delivered, such as striping or equipment to be installed by the 
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dealer or purchaser, as well as the true violations of the standard that were 
probably known and identified in the section 4.4.1.2 statement. 4.4.1.2 
therefore should not refer to 4.21 since they describe different documents. 
   The word “identified” in the first line of 4.21.2 seems to give an out. If some 
aspect has not been identified as noncompliant, then it does not have to be 
listed on the Statement Of Exceptions. Removing this word does not detract 
from the requirement, but fixes this possible misinterpretation. 
   It is not clear to me, and might be misconstrued by others, that 4.21.1 would 
apply to items such as missing wheel chocks. The proposed changes to 4.21.1 
clarify this. 
   4.21.1 (4) should refer to “this standard” instead of “the applicable standard” 
since the applicable standard is known. All other references in this proposal are 
to “this standard”. 
   4.21 Statement of Exceptions requires a Statement Of Exceptions (possibly 
certifying that there are no exceptions) so every apparatus is “delivered subject 
to a Statement of Exceptions”. 
   4.21.3 seems to imply that not signing the Statement Of Exceptions is an 
option. It should not be an option, and actually not signing the Statement of 
Exceptions would be another item to be listed on the Statement Of Exceptions] 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-18 Log #245  Final Action: Accept 
(4.7.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Steve Englund, Cummins Power Generation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-20 
Recommendation: Add to the end of the text shown in 1901-20 (Log #116), 
“or ISO/IEC Guide 65, General requirements for bodies operating product 
certification systems. 
Substantiation: The specific reference to ISO 17020 is restrictive. There are 
standards suitable for accreditation of certification agencies such as ISO/OEC 
Guide 65 (which this commenter believes may be a more common standard 
used for accrediting certification bodies). 
   General requirements for bodies operating product certification bodies). 
   1. Scope [Guide 65] 
   1.1 This Guide specifies general requirements that a third-party operating a 
product certification system shall meet if it is to be recognized as competent 
and reliable. 
   In this Guide the term “certification body” used to cover any body operating 
product certification system. The word “product” is used in its widest sense and 
includes processes and services; the word “standard” is used to include other 
normative documents such as specifications or technical regulations. 
   Also note the scope of 17020 seems to state it is not for testing laboratories or 
certification agencies. Nevertheless it may be suitable. And note this clause is 
lacking a means for WHO determines whether an agency is accredited. It may 
be necessary to indicate that the agency must be accredited by OSHA or SCC 
(standards council of Canada) so that there is an authoritative referee for 
determining the qualifications of the agency. 
   General criteria for the operation of various types of bodies performing 
inspection 
   1 Scope 
   1.1 This European standard specifies general criteria for the competence of 
impartial bodies performing inspection irrespective of the sector involved. It 
also specifies independence criteria. 
   1.2 This standard is intended for the use of inspection bodies and their 
accreditation bodies as well as other bodies concerned with recognizing the 
competence of inspection bodies. 
   1.3 This set of criteria may have to be interpreted when applied to particular 
sectors, or to in-service inspection. 
   1.4 This standard does not cover testing laboratories, certification bodies or 
the suppliers’ declaration of conformity, the criteria for which are contained in 
other European Standards of the EN 45000 series. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-19 Log #70  Final Action: Accept 
(4.8.7, 4.11.8, 4.19, 4.20.1 and others) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.8.7 (new) Certification documentation shall be delivered with the apparatus 
including results of the certification tests.  
4.11.8 Software shall be delivered provided with the apparatus that will run on 
both Windows and Apple operating systems and produce the following 
formatted reports from the uploaded data: 
4.19* Documentation. Any documentation delivered provided with the 
apparatus shall be permitted to be in printed format, electronic format, 
audiovisual format, or a combination thereof. 
4.20.1 Fire Apparatus Documentation. The contractor shall deliver with the 

fire apparatus supply, at the time of delivery, at least one copy of the following 
documents: 
   Add before (2): 
   ( ) If the apparatus is a Mobile Foam Fire Apparatus, the certification of foam 
tank capacity (See 11.5) 
   ( ) Certification of compliance of the optical warning system (see 13.8.16) 
   ( ) Siren manufacturer’s certification of the siren (see 13.8.1.1) 
   Move following above items: 
(13) Written load analysis and results of the electrical system performance tests 
required in Chapter 13 (See 13.14.1 and 13.15) 
Add after (3): 
   ( ) If the apparatus is equipped with a fire pump and special conditions are 
specified by the purchaser, the pump manufacturer’s certification of suction 
capacity under the special conditions (see 16.2.4.2) 
   Add after (7): 
   If the apparatus is equipped with an auxiliary pump, the apparatus 
manufacturer’s certification of the hydrostatic test (see 17.12) 
   Move (14) after above item 
   Add after (9): 
   ( ) If the apparatus has a foam system, the foam system final installer’s 
certification of the foam system (see 20.11) 
   ( ) If the system has a CAFS, the documentation of the manufacturer’s pre 
delivery tests (see 21.9) 
   Revise (11) 
(11) If the apparatus is equipped with an air system, air tank certificates (see 
24.5.1.2), test results of the air quality (see 24.14.4), the SCBA fill station (see 
24.9.7), and the air system installation (see 24.14 and 24.15) 
Add at the bottom of the list: 
   ( ) Any other required manufacturer test data or reports. 
   Move (12) to be item (v) under (1) above 
4.20.2.1 The contractor shall deliver with the fire apparatus supply, at the time 
of delivery, at least two sets of complete operation and service documentation 
covering the completed apparatus as delivered and accepted. 
4.20.2.3 The contractor shall also deliver with the fire apparatus provide the 
following documentation for the entire apparatus and each major operating 
system or major component of the apparatus:  
(19) Copies of all required manufacturer test data or reports, manufacturer 
certifications, and independent third-party certifications of test results. 
4.20.2.4* The contractor shall deliver with the apparatus all manufacturers’ 
operations and service documents supplied with components and equipment 
that are installed or supplied by the contractor. 
4.21 Statement of Exceptions. The entity responsible for final assembly of the 
apparatus shall deliver with the fire apparatus provide to the purchaser, at or 
before the time the apparatus is delivered, either a certification that the 
apparatus fully complies with all requirements of this standard, or alternatively, 
a Statement Of Exceptions specifically describing each aspect of the completed 
apparatus which is not fully compliant with the requirements of this standard at 
the time of delivery.  
13.14.1* The fire apparatus low voltage electrical system shall be tested as 
required by this section and the test results certified by the apparatus 
manufacturer. The certified test results certification shall be delivered to the 
purchaser with the fire apparatus. 
13.15 Documentation. At the time of delivery, the manufacturer shall deliver 
provide the following with fire the apparatus:  
15.7.4.5 The contractor shall deliver with supply at the time of delivery of the 
fire apparatus a certification that all materials used for exterior surfaces 
designated as stepping, standing, and walking areas, all interior steps, and all 
interior floors meet the requirements of 15.7.4. 
18.6.2 The certified capacity shall be recorded on the manufacturer’s record of 
construction (see 4.20.1), and the certification shall be provided to the 
purchaser when the apparatus is delivered with the fire apparatus. 
19.24 Certification Tests. The completed apparatus with the aerial device shall 
be tested to the criteria defined in this section and the test results certified by 
an independent third-party certification organization. The certified test results 
shall be delivered with the fire apparatus. 
19.24.4.1 If the aerial device is equipped with a permanent water system and 
has a rated vertical height of 110 ft (34 m) or less, standard model flow test 
data shall be delivered with the fire apparatus. provided to the purchaser. 
20.10.4.2 The final-stage apparatus manufacturer shall deliver provide a copy 
of the certification with the fire apparatus. to the final user.  
   20.11.2 The final installer shall deliver furnish documentation with the fire 
apparatus declaring the foam proportioning system as installed meets the 
requirements of 20.10.2 or 20.10.3 across the foam proportioning system 
manufacturer’s declared range of water flow, water pressure, foam percentage 
(or foam proportioning system capacity) and concentrate viscosity at the test 
points defined in Table 20.11.1. 
21.9* Manufacturer’s Predelivery Tests. The manufacturer shall conduct the 
following tests prior to delivery of the fire apparatus and deliver provide 
documentation of the test results to the purchaser at with delivery of the fire 
apparatus. 
22.15.8 The results of each test shall be recorded on an appropriate form and 
provided with the delivery of the fire apparatus. documentation. 
24.2.12.1 Two complete sets of documentation that cover the operation and 
maintenance of the system shall be delivered with the fire apparatus. provided. 
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24.5.1.2 The air tank manufacturer shall provide a copy of either the DOT 
“Report of Inspection of Gas Cylinders” or the ASME “Manufacturers Data 
Report for Pressure Vessels” and these certificates shall be delivered with the 
fire apparatus. to the purchaser with the vehicle.  
24.14.5 The results of all tests, including the air quality analysis, shall be 
documented and shall be delivered with included in the documentation given to 
the purchaser upon acceptance of the fire apparatus. 
24.15.4 The results of the testing and certification required by 24.15.1 through 
24.15.3 shall be documented and shall be delivered with the fire apparatus 
Substantiation: The document is inconsistent, sometimes requiring 
documentation to be delivered in the body chapters but not in the list in chapter 
4, sometimes requiring the documentation to be delivered both in the body 
chapters and in chapter 4, sometimes there are certification tests but no specific 
mention of delivering the documentation, sometimes only a mention to 
delivering documentation that was not specifically required to be prepared. 
These changes make the entire document at least closer to consistent in 
requirements, terminology, and format. It is not changing requirements or 
requiring additional documentation. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-20 Log #117  Final Action: Accept 
(4.10.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Tom Hillenbrand, Underwriters Laboratories Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-22 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.10.3 Gauges or visual displays required by this standard shall be no more 
than 84 in. (2.1 m) above the level where the operator stands to read the 
instrument to the center line of the gauge or visual display. 
4.10.4 The central midpoint or centerline of any control shall be no more than 
72 in. (1800 mm) vertically above the ground or platform that is designed to 
serve as the operator’s standing position. 
Substantiation: Recommend a revision to the Committee Action on the 
proposal that the underlined text in 4.10.3 be included for further clarification. 
A measuring point from the operator’s standing position to the device needs to 
be defined, whether it is to the bottom of the device, the highest text point of 
the device, or the centerline of the device. Propose distance is measured to 
centerline to be consistent with 4.10.4. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-21 Log #4  Final Action: Reject 
(4.11) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Gary Handwerk, Hale Products Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-23 
Recommendation: Delete 4.11 “Vehicle Data Recorder” and “Entire Section”, 
move to annex. 
Substantiation: 1. This is a minimum standard, many departments will not use 
this data. 
   2. This system is unproven, are we even asking for the correct data to be 
recorded? 
   3. Since this is not as yet in service in fire apparatus, we do not know what 
problems will be created. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This needs to remain in the standard as a requirement 
as vehicle data recorders will provide valuable information to help fire 
department officials and fire fighters prevent injuries and deaths when the 
apparatus is responding to an incident, returning from an incident, or during 
normal travel on fire department business. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-22 Log #34  Final Action: Reject 
(4.11) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-23 
Recommendation: Delete this new section. 
Substantiation: This document is a minimum standard. This device will be 
expensive relative to the possible benefits. A customer could request it as an 
option if offered by the manufacturer. 
   The device specified does not yet exist as defined with experience in the 
field, so there is no history of whether it will be useful to fire departments or a 
liability. It could easily create problems over ownership of the data and who 
can use it for or against whom. 
   Very likely some form of “black box” or VDR will be required by NHTSA 
before this standard is revised again (probably January 1, 2014), yet it is 

unlikely that the new requirement will meet all or these requirements. This will 
require manufacturers to provide 2 data recorders in order to be compliant with 
both federal law and NFPA 1901, further raising the cost. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Vehicle data recorders will provide valuable 
information to help fire department officials and fire fighters prevent injuries 
and deaths when the apparatus is responding to an incident, returning from an 
incident, or during normal travel on fire department business. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-23 Log #109  Final Action: Reject 
(4.11) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John Doperalski, E-One 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-23 
Recommendation: Proposal is to delete all of Section 4.11 (4.11.1 – 4.11.8) 
VDR Data  
Substantiation: The VDR was originally proposed to track whether an 
occupant of an apparatus had their seatbelt fastened properly, to help enforce/
prevent a potential unsafe condition should an accident occur. Because of these 
concerns, a Seat Belt Warning Device was added (see Chapter 14.1.3.10) to the 
proposed 2008 NFPA standard. As discussion grew, the VDR was further 
enhanced/developed to track supposed unsafe driving habits by tracking 
speeds, throttle position, acceleration and deceleration rates, etc. However, 
unless this data is reviewed or removed from the apparatus frequently, (4 days 
max according to the proposal), the information will be lost. This creates an 
administrative burden. In addition, the tendency will be, (as discussed in 
previous NFPA meetings), to try and use this data for Accident Reconstruction 
scenarios, which the VDR proposed would be wholly inadequate to achieve. 
For example, there are not specifications stated for accuracy, repeatability, 
triggering devices specified, or robustness of actual VDR equipment.  
   There are several “data logging” types of devices on the market today, all for 
specific purposes and all running off of proprietary software. The VDR 
proposed is trying to combine a seat belt data tracking device, with a data 
logging device, and a driver performance logging device, which will end up 
becoming a costly data controller that will cost the end user a substantial 
amount of money ($1000 - $2000). 
   The NFPA is a minimum standard. Therefore there is nothing to prevent a 
Fire Department from requesting this type of equipment on their apparatus, 
with the specifications of data and intervals that they deem relevant to their 
purpose.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Vehicle data recorders will provide valuable 
information to help fire department officials and fire fighters prevent injuries 
and deaths when the apparatus is responding to an incident, returning from an 
incident, or during normal travel on fire department business. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-24 Log #186  Final Action: Reject 
(4.11) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert J. Barraclough, The Best Fire Apparatus Resource, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-23 
Recommendation: This entire section should be moved to the Annex. 
Substantiation: This is a nice to have item that deserves mention in the 
Annex. It is an “after the fact information source” that has nothing to do with 
mounting an effective and safe fire attack. VDRs are certainly not as important 
as approved bunker gear or air packs which many departments do not have. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This needs to remain in the standard as a requirement 
as vehicle data recorders will provide valuable information to help fire 
department officials and fire fighters prevent injuries and deaths when the 
apparatus is responding to an incident, returning from an incident, or during 
normal travel on fire department business. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-25 Log #190  Final Action: Reject 
(4.11) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-23 
Recommendation: 4.11 (*) Vehicle Data Recorder. 
This entire section should be moved to the annex.  
Substantiation: I feel the ability of all manufacturers to immediately 
implement such a section is “pre-mature” at this time, due to implementation 
on a nation wide basis and cost impact on each apparatus. As an annex section, 
purchaser’s may add such a device as an optional component of the apparatus. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
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Committee Statement: This needs to remain in the standard as a requirement 
as vehicle data recorders will provide valuable information to help fire 
department officials and fire fighters prevent injuries and deaths when the 
apparatus is responding to an incident, returning from an incident, or during 
normal travel on fire department business. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-26 Log #236  Final Action: Reject 
(4.11) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Delwin Smeal, Smeal Fire Apparatus 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-23 
Recommendation: Move the data recorder into the annex. 
Substantiation: The electronic engines utilized today contain systems that do 
provide a data recording system. Not to the extent of the written proposed 
change to the pamphlet, but certain information can be accessed. 
   This feature may not be desired by many fire departments. There is a large 
segment of fire departments, specifically small rural fire departments not able 
to afford NFPA mandates such as this particular proposed addition. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This needs to remain in the standard as a requirement 
as vehicle data recorders will provide valuable information to help fire 
department officials and fire fighters prevent injuries and deaths when the 
apparatus is responding to an incident, returning from an incident, or during 
normal travel on fire department business. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-27 Log #249  Final Action: Reject 
(4.11) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dave Weng, KME Fire Apparatus, Jack Terefinko, Jim Currin 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-23 
Recommendation: Option 1. 
   Delete proposed requirement from main body, add as an Annex item. 
   Option 2. 
   If option 1 is rejected. 
   Add a new section after Section 4.10 to read as follows: 
   4.11 Seat Belt Event Data Recorder. 
   4.11.1 All apparatus shall be equipped with an on-board seat belt event data 
recorder (SBEDR). 
   4.11.2 The SBEDR shall be capable of recording an event that occurs when a 
seating position is occupied with seat belt unbuckled. The data recorded will 
include a date and time stamp when for each occurrence and the total time that 
condition exists. 
   4.11.3 All data stored in the SBEDR shall be uploadable by the user to a 
computer and importable into a data-management software package. 
   4.11.7 Data shall be password protected with access controlled by the 
purchaser. 
   4.11.8 Software shall be provided with the apparatus that will to run on both 
Windows and Apple operating systems and produce the following formatted 
reports from the uploaded data: 
   (1) Daily log showing date and time stamp for each seat belt event recorded. 
   (2) Weekly summary (total number of occurrences for each day of the week) 
   (3) Monthly summary (total number of occurrences for each day of the 
month) 
Substantiation: Option 1. 
   Reason: Other than seat belt status, the other information provided from the 
VDR will not add useful information for the fire department. There is no 
consistent benefit for the department to know maximum speed, maximum 
acceleration/deceleration, engine speed, throttle position, abs event, and Master 
Optical Warning Device Switch status without knowing if any of these 
conditions exceed the safe operating conditions at that point in time. 
   Option 2. 
   Reason: Several data recorder suppliers have indicated that the memory and 
reliability requirements to store 48 hours of data adds high cost to the vehicle 
data recorder. An event data recorder, that would only store data when the 
defined event occurs, would simplify the recorder and substantially reduce the 
cost. The seat belt event recorder would satisfy one of the primary focuses of 
the committee in enforcing seat belt usage. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The intent of the VDR is to monitor driving habits as 
well as seat belt usage. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-28 Log #15  Final Action: Reject 
(4.11, 4.11.1, 4.11.2, Table 4.11.2, 4.11.3, 4.11.4, Table 4.11.4, 4.11.5, 4.11.6, 
A.4.11.6, 4.11.7, 4.11.8(1), (2), and (3)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kenneth L. Koch, Sutphen Corporation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-23 
Recommendation: Delete the following text: 
   4.11 Vehicle Data Recorder. 
4.11.1 ASII apparatus shall be equipped with an on board vehicle data recorder 
(VDR). 
4.11.2 The VDR shall be capable of recording data shown in Table 4.11.2 in 
that order at least once per second. 
Table 4.11.2 VDR Data (Delete entire Table). 
   4.11.3 Data shall be stored at the sampling rate in a 48 hour loop. 
4.11.4 Memory shall be sufficient to record 100 engine hours worth of minute 
by minute summary data showing the data in table 4.11.4. 
Table 4.11.4 VDR Summary Data (delete entire table). 
4.11.5 When memory capacity is reached, the system shall erase the oldest data 
first. 
4.11.6* All data stored in the VDR shall be uploadable by the user to a 
computer and importable into a data management software package. 
A.4.11.6 The purchaser should specify the format and connection for uploading 
data. The standard allows multiple types of formats and means of uploading 
data to allow for future technology. For users that have multiple vehicles, it 
may be beneficial to require all systems to be compatible with the users data 
systems. 
4.11.7 Data shall be password protected with access controlled by the 
purchaser. 
4.11.8 Software shall be provided with the apparatus that will run both 
Windows and Apple operating systems and produce the following formatted 
reports from the uploaded data: 
(1) Daily log for the time the engine is running for a given date (minute by 
minute output of all values). 
(2) Weekly summary (maximum values each hour for each day of the week).  
(3) Monthly summary (maximum values each day for each day of the month). 
Substantiation: The deleted paragraphs add vehicle operating data to that 
already provided by the engine data recorder that in many or most cases will 
never be used in the life of the apparatus. The deleted items would add 
significant wiring to the apparatus, increase the complexity of the wiring and 
increase the maintenance cost of the apparatus and at the same time increase 
the cost of the apparatus. The deleted items would not increase the safety, 
reliability or functionality of the apparatus. NFPA 1901 is a minimum standard 
and should not mandate items that are at best advisory items that belong in an 
annex. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This needs to remain in the standard as a requirement 
as vehicle data recorders will provide valuable information to help fire 
department officials and fire fighters prevent injuries and deaths when the 
apparatus is responding to an incident, returning from an incident, or during 
normal travel on fire department business. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-29 Log #177  Final Action: Reject 
(4.11 through 4.11.8) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Peter F. Darley, W. S. Darley & Co. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Move this section to the appendix for FD consideration. 
Substantiation: Minimum standard. NFPA 1901 will lose credibility if we 
recommend this technology at this point. Lets wait until more is known about 
these products, see what protocol is set up in the general automotive industry 
and then consider following their lead. We are all for safer fire trucks and those 
fire departments that want to use this to possibly help enforce proper SOP’s can 
still request this feature. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This needs to remain in the standard as a requirement 
as vehicle data recorders will provide valuable information to help fire 
department officials and fire fighters prevent injuries and deaths when the 
apparatus is responding to an incident, returning from an incident, or during 
normal travel on fire department business. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-30 Log #52  Final Action: Reject 
(4.11.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-23 
Recommendation: Revise Table 4.11.2 to read as follows: 
   4.11.2 The VDR shall be capable of recording the data shown in Table 4.11.2 
in that order at least once per second. 
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Substantiation: If what is intended is the change in speed over the second, 
then there is no need to record acceleration and deceleration (the same thing 
except opposite in sign) since the 2 speeds (beginning and end of the second) 
would already be stored. Storing redundant data increases the cost of the data 
storage system. If something else was intended, that needs to be specified. 
   An ABS event can be very brief, and an event should be latched so that it is 
not missed. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: ABS event lasts more than a second, and acceleration 
and deceleration information is desired. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-31 Log #139  Final Action: Reject 
(Table 4.11.2 and Table 4.11.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dan W. McKenzie, USDA Forest Service 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: In Table 4.11.2 VDR Data add foot note with asterisk after 
“Acceleration” as follows;  
   If “Acceleration” is recorded and presented as both positive and negative the 
“Deceleration” channel need not be provided. 
   In Table 4.11.4 VDR Summary Data add foot note with asterisk after 
“Maximum acceleration” as follows: 
   If “Maximum acceleration” is recorded and presented as both positive and 
negative the “Maximum deceleration” channel need not be provided.  
Substantiation: Acceleration can be positive or negative. If both positive and 
negative acceleration are recorded there is no need to require that they need to 
be recorded separately. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Current wording does not specify that acceleration and 
deceleration are recorded on separate channels. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-32 Log #53  Final Action: Accept 
(4.11.8 (New) ) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-23 
Recommendation: Insert before 4.11.8(1): 
   (1) Raw second-by-second data over a specified data/time range 
Substantiation: 4.11.6 says that all data stored in the VDR should be 
uploadable. The provided software should support reporting on both the 
minute-by-minute summary data (the other 3 items) and the last 48 hours of 
second-by-second data. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-33 Log #3  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(4.13) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Gary Handwerk, Hale Products Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-26 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.13 Vehicle Stability. 
4.13.1* Rollover Stability. The apparatus shall meet either the criteria defined 
in 4.13.1.1 or the criteria defined in 4.13.1.2, or the criteria defined in 4.13.1.3 
4.13.1.1 The apparatus shall remain stable to 26.5 degrees in both directions 
when tested on a tilt table in accordance with SAE J2180, A Tilt Table 
Procedure for Measuring the Static Rollover Threshold for Heavy Trucks, when 
loaded with fuel, firefighting agents, and weight equivalent to the minimum 
NFPA equipment allowances, including hose, ladders and personnel. If 

apparatus is designed to meet a specified higher equipment loading, larger hose 
bed capacity or carry additional ground ladders; these greater loads shall be 
included in the testing.  
4.13.1.1.1 Tilt table compliance shall be certified by a test of the apparatus, or 
a test of a substantially similar apparatus.  
4.13.1.1.2 The test apparatus shall be considered substantially similar if it 
includes the same chassis make and model; the same or greater water tank size, 
shape and CG height; and the same make and model of front and rear 
suspension; same or greater hose bed load, same front and rear axles, tires and 
wheels. 
4.13.1.2 The apparatus shall be equipped with a stability control system having 
at minimum a steering wheel position sensor, vehicle yaw sensor, lateral 
accelerometer, and individual wheel brake controls. 
   4.13.1.3 The calculated center of gravity shall be no higher than 80 percent 
of the rear vehicle axle track width for a vehicle (28.5 deg) The rear vehicle 
axle track width shall be measured from the center of the rear wheel assembly 
on one side of the vehicle to the center of the rear wheel assembly on the other 
side. The calculations shall include as loaded with fuel, firefighting agents, and 
weight equivalent to the minimum NFPA equipment allowances, including 
hose, ladders and personnel. If apparatus is designed to meet a specified higher 
equipment loading, larger hose bed capacity or carry additional ground ladders; 
these greater loads shall be included in the calculation. 
Substantiation: 4.13.1 and 4.13.1.3 adding calculated method 
   Not every manufacture will have a tilt bed table in time for 2009, not every 
manufacture wants to own a tilt table. Not every fire truck is identical. Smaller 
builders build one off custom apparatus; they build these apparatus because the 
fire department wants a custom apparatus built locally. Adding 1500 miles on a 
new truck plus a $5000 tilt bed test fee is not reasonable. Many Fire 
departments already believe NFPA has gone too far. As I see it our intent 
should be to get better engineered apparatus, doing the calculations is a giant 
step above where we came from. I have also proposed a higher degree 
requirement for the calculated method to give use a safety factor.  
   4.13.1.1 and 4.13.1.3 apparatus built with customer specified larger 
equipment loads and hose bed capacity 
   I have proposed wording which factors in the added weight which can be 
placed on an apparatus if the fire department specifies these above NFPA loads. 
A very large hose bed load or equipment loading will change the CG. 
   4.13.1.1.2 Again hose bed load is a factor in CG, axle and wheel/tire 
combinations change the track width of the apparatus, and this can affect the 
deg tilt. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Add a definition of rear axle track width. 
   Rear axle track width. The lateral distance between the centerlines of the tires 
at ground. If there are dual rear wheels, the lateral distance from the midway 
points between the inner and outer tires at ground. 
   Revise 4.13.1 to read as follows:  
   4.13.1* Rollover Stability. The apparatus shall meet the criteria defined in 
4.13.1.1 or it shall be equipped with a stability control system in accordance 
with 4.13.1.2 
   4.13.1.1 The apparatus shall meet the criteria defined in either (1) or (2)  
   (1) The apparatus shall remain stable to 26.5 degrees in both directions when 
tested on a tilt table in accordance with SAE J2180, A Tilt Table Procedure for 
Measuring the Static Rollover Threshold for Heavy Trucks. 
   (2) The calculated or measured center of gravity (CG) shall be no higher than 
80 percent of the rear axle track width. 
   4.13.1.1.1 Compliance shall be certified by testing, calculating, or measuring 
the apparatus, or by comparing it to the results of a substantially similar 
example apparatus and the certification shall be delivered with the fire 
apparatus. 
   4.13.1.1.2 The example apparatus shall be considered substantially similar if 
it includes a chassis with the same or higher CG height, the same or narrower 
rear axle track width, the same or greater water tank size and CG height, the 
same type of front and rear suspension, and the same type and size of aerial 
device. 
   4.13.1.1.3 For purposes of 4.13.1.1, the apparatus shall be loaded with fuel, 
firefighting agents, hose, ladders, a weight of 250 lbs in each seating position, 
and weight equivalent to the miscellaneous equipment allowance as defined in 
Table 12.1.2. 
   4.13.1.1.3.1 If the apparatus is designed to meet a specified higher equipment 
loading, larger hose bed capacity, or to carry additional ground ladders, these 
greater loads shall be included in the testing, calculating, or measuring. 
   4.13.1.1.3.2 The weight added to the fire apparatus for the purpose of test, 
calculation, or measurement shall be distributed to approximate typical 
in-service use of the fire apparatus while not exceeding the manufactures 
published individual compartment weight ratings. 
   4.13.1.2 If the apparatus is equipped with a stability control system, the 
system shall have, at a minimum, a steering wheel position sensor, a vehicle 
yaw sensor, a lateral accelerometer, and individual wheel brake controls. 
Committee Statement: The committee reviewed all the comments received on 
the vehicle rollover issue. This comment and comment 1901-34 (Log #125), 
1901-46 (Log #137), and 1901-76 (Log #124) had suggestions that have been 
incorporated into the committee action. Starting with the recommendations in 
this comment, the committee has rearranged the text so it better organizes and 
clarifies the requirements, expands the description of a “substantially similar 
fire apparatus,” adds a definition of “rear axle track width” and adds a 

Table 4.11.2 VDR Data
Data Unit of measure
Vehicle speed MPH
Acceleration (from speedometer) MPH/Sec.
Deceleration (from speedometer) MPH/Sec.
Engine speed RPM
Engine throttle position % of full throttle
ABS Event On/Off Occurred during past second
Seat occupied status Occupied Yes/No by position
Seat belt status Buckled Yes/No by position
Master Optical Warning Device 
Switch 

On/Off

Time 24 hour time
Date Year/Month/Day
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requirement in 4.13.1.1.1 for delivering the certification. The definition for 
“rear axle track width” is consistent with the SAE definition although rewritten 
to conform to NFPA style. The delivery of certification is for consistency with 
committee action on comment 1901-19 (Log #70) which cleaned up 
requirements for delivery of certification results throughout the document.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: All abstentions are based on instructions from the 
FAMA board. 
Comment on Affirmative:  
   DARLEY, P.: I am concerned that we included roll over stability criteria that 
is not clear for the manufacturers or end-users, when it comes to calculations 
for the calculated center of gravity and/or calculated tilt table test. As a 
manufacturer, we may end up needing to clarify these expectations to the end-
user, with each vehicle type. 
 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-34 Log #125  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(4.13) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Roger Lackore, Pierce Manufacturing Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.13 Vehicle Stability. 
   4.13.1* Rollover Stability. The apparatus shall meet either the criteria 
defined in 4.13.1.1 or the criteria defined in 4.13.1.2. 
   4.13.1.1 The apparatus shall remain stable to 26.5 degrees in both directions 
when tested on a tilt table in accordance with SAE J2180, A Tilt Table 
Procedure for Measuring the Static Rollover Threshold for Heavy Trucks, when 
loaded with fuel, firefighting agents, and weight equivalent to the minimum 
NFPA equipment allowances, including hose, ladders and personnel. 
   4.13.1.1.1 Tilt table compliance shall be certified by a test of the apparatus, 
or a test of a substantially similar apparatus. 
4.13.1.1.2 The test apparatus shall be considered substantially similar if it 
includes; a chassis with the same of higher CG height; the same chassis make 
and model; the same or greater water tank size shape and CG height; and the 
same make and model type of front and rear suspension. 
   4.13.1.1.3 The test weight used to simulate minimum NFPA personnel and 
equipment allowances shall be distributed to approximate typical in-service use 
while not exceeding the manufactures published individual compartment 
weight ratings. 
   4.13.1.2 The apparatus shall be equipped with a stability control system 
having at minimum a steering wheel position sensor, vehicle yaw sensor, lateral 
accelerometer, and individual wheel brake controls. 
Substantiation: The original wording requires more tilt table testing than is 
necessary to ensure compliance to the intent of the standard. The proposed 
changes allow a manufacturer who offers products on several chassis makes 
and models to certify with a single tilt table test so long as they close the 
chassis with the worst case CG height and the suspensions are all of the same 
type (e.g., spring, air, etc...) 
The original wording provides no guidance as to where the test weight should 
be located. The test vehicle could pass more easily if all the weight were added 
in the lowest compartments. The proposed wording requires the weight to be 
located to approximate typical in-service use (hose weight should be in the 
hose bed, compartment weight in the compartments, and personnel weight in 
the cab). 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log #3). 
Committee Statement: The committee has revised 4.13.1 and incorporated the 
submitter’s suggestions in the revisions.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-35 Log #192  Final Action: Reject 
(4.13) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-26 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.13 Vehicle Stability. 
   4.13.1 (*) Rollover Stability. The apparatus (deleted shall) should meet 
either the criteria defined in 4.13.1.1 or the criteria defined in 4.13.1.2. 
Substantiation: a) The immediate economic impact on 95% of the 
manufacturers in North America would be substantial, thus raising the price on 
all apparatus. 
   b) Not all chassis are available at the present time with roll stability 
provisions. 

   c) Tilt table “type testing” of certain apparatus would not be effective and is 
unrealistic, since apparatus are subject to varying wheelbase, body and tank 
designs and changes, and placement of loose equipment varies on each 
apparatus. Thus a tilt table type test may produce a finding that is not reflective 
of an apparatus in service and could create unrealistic expectation.  
   d) Easy to understand and use engineering guidelines should be added to the 
standard by the chassis task team that will assist both the purchaser and 
manufacturer in the design of fire apparatus relating to high center of gravity 
vehicles.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee believes these requirements should be 
in the body of standard. Committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log 
#3) refines the requirements for rollover stability. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-36 Log #35  Final Action: Reject 
(4.13.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-26 
Recommendation: Reverse this change, going back to the existing wording for 
this section in NFPA 1901-2003. 
Substantiation: While enhancing roll stability is an important idea, this 
proposal will be very expensive, especially for the majority of manufacturers 
who do not have their own tilt tables. Most manufacturers do not have their 
own tilt tables and this proposal will just exacerbate the competitive advantage 
that the largest manufacturers have over the many smaller manufacturers. 
   Since most rollovers occur because the right wheels leave the paved surface 
of the road, it is not necessarily true that any improvement to theoretical 
stability will reduce the incidence of rollover accidents. 
   To be accurate, “substantially similar” would need to also include the same 
weight rating on the suspension, the make and model of the tires, and 
something about the weight and height of body, hose bed, and equipment 
loading. This change would improve the proposal, but further substantially 
increase the cost to implement it. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: See committee action on public comment 1901-33 
(Log #3) which refines these requirements and provides additional options to 
manufacturers. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-37 Log #145  Final Action: Reject 
(4.13.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Wayde Kirvida, FAMA Technical-Body Sub-Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-26 
Recommendation: Delete the following text: 
4.13.1* Rollover Stability. The apparatus shall meet either the criteria defined 
in 4.13.1.1 or the criteria defined in 4.13.1.2. 
4.13.1.1 The apparatus shall remain stable to 26.5 degrees in both directions 
when tested on a tilt table in accordance with SAEJ2180. A Tilt Table 
Procedure for Measuring the Static Rollover Threshold for Heavy Trucks, when 
loaded with fuel, firefighting agents, and weight equivalent to the minimum 
NFPA equipment allowances, including hose, ladders and personnel. 
4.13.1.1.1 Tilt table compliance shall be certified by a test of the apparatus, or 
a test of substantially similar apparatus. 
4.13.1.1.2 The test apparatus shall be considered substantially similar if it 
includes the same chassis make and model; the same or greater water tank size, 
shape and CG height; and the same make and model of front and rear 
suspension. 
4.13.1.2 The apparatus shall be equipped with a stability control system having 
at minimum a steering wheel position sensor, vehicle yaw sensor, lateral 
accelerometer, and individual wheel brake controls. 
Substantiation: We believe the above new text should be moved to the 
appendix. Roll-overs are a concern for all parties involved in the manufacturing 
and service of fire apparatus. However, roll-overs are more the result of 
inexperienced and untrained drivers than the design of the apparatus in 
question. The current NFPA 1901 and the proposed text do nothing to address 
driver training. Roll-over protection measures, as those suggested in proposed 
wording, are very costly and time consuming to develop and have not been 
adequately determined to prevent vehicle rollover. Such measures, if taken, 
would not prevent a roll-over in the event of inadequately trained drivers.  
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   The Federal Government will likely introduce roll-over stability standards 
into DOT which would preclude the proposed wording. This would render 
immediate investment in tilt-table useless. Vehicle roll-over and stability 
control falls under the direction of Federal Vehicle Motor Safety Standards. 
   The appendix of NFPA 1901 is a location for new or proposed standards 
which set the trend for future apparatus requirements, such as Annex D. The 
appendix would provide more time to manufacturers to prepare and study 
methods of roll-over protection such as those proposed. 
   The FAMA tech committee discussed and voted on this new proposed 
wording. The vote was unanimous that the proposed new wording for this 
section should be moved to the appendix. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee believes these requirements should be 
in the body of standard. See committee action on public comment 1901-33 
(Log #3) which refines these requirements and allows for more options. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-38 Log #147  Final Action: Reject 
(4.13.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Wayde Kirvida, Custom Fire Apparatus, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-26 
Recommendation: Delete the following text: 
4.13.1* Rollover Stability. The apparatus shall meet either the criteria defined 
in 4.13.1.1 or the criteria defined in 4.13.1.2. 
4.13.1.1 The apparatus shall remain stable to 26.5 degrees in both directions 
when tested on a tilt table in accordance with SAEJ2180. A Tilt Table 
Procedure for Measuring the Static Rollover Threshold for Heavy Trucks, when 
loaded with fuel, firefighting agents, and weight equivalent to the minimum 
NFPA equipment allowances, including hose, ladders and personnel. 
4.13.1.1.1 Tilt table compliance shall be certified by a test of the apparatus, or 
a test of substantially similar apparatus. 
4.13.1.1.2 The test apparatus shall be considered substantially similar if it 
includes the same chassis make and model; the same or greater water tank size, 
shape and CG height; and the same make and model of front and rear 
suspension. 
4.13.1.2 The apparatus chassis shall be equipped with as electronic stability 
control system or roll over having at a minimum a steering wheel position 
sensor, vehicle yaw sensor lateral accelerometer, and individual wheel brake 
controls. 
Substantiation: The only way to ensure that all apparatus are designed with 
roll over prevention is to require electronic stability control (ESC) on the 
apparatus chassis. 
   Such systems have been available to passenger cars since 1995 (3 NFPA 
revisions ago), resulting in drastic reductions in rollovers. To use a familiar 
example, consider SUVs. SUV rollovers (widely panned as prone to roll over) 
have accounted for more than 30 percent of all vehicle fatalities, while 
accounting for only 3 percent of all vehicle accidents. 
   In 2001, one SUV model earned a four star rating (out of five) for vehicle 
rollover safety. A four star rating suggests a 10 - 20 percent risk of rollover. In 
2006, forty-eight SUV’s earned four stars. In 2007, seventy-eight SUV models 
earned four stars. Eighty-six percent of 2007 SUV models have ESC. 
   In addition, the Federal Government will now require that all passenger 
vehicles must have ESC by 2012. The government expects this move to save 
up to 9600 lives per year. Government studies have determined that SUV’s 
without ESC were three times more likely to be involved in a crash versus 
SUV’s with the technology. 
   Passenger vehicles are far more homogeneous than fire apparatus. Passenger 
vehicles have far fewer variables that can affect their inherent stability. This 
would make a tilt table far more appropriate method of testing than the 
investment in ESC. Yet, automakers and the Federal Government have invested 
their time in ESC, not tilt tables. Tilt tables cannot take into account the huge 
range of vehicle loading that may exist on an in-service fire apparatus. After a 
fire apparatus has rolled over, it is difficult to determine how it was loaded. 
And, quite frankly, it’s too late. 
   In addition to vehicle loading characteristics, SUV owners may modify the 
factory designed suspension and tires, which have an affect on the vehicle roll 
over characteristics. Fire apparatus may experience similar variables with the 
wide range of suspensions and tires available. In this regard, ESC isolates the 
risk associated with a wide range of suspension and tire fitments. 
   In June 2001, the NHTSA suggested introducing a static stability factor SSF, 
such as tilt table tests, to determine vehicle stability. This approach has been 
criticized by various safety groups, the Senate Transportation Appropriations 
subcommittee, and numerous automakers. Criticisms cite the fact that static 
models cannot adequately represent dynamic conditions. Furthermore, SSF 
would not take into account suspension designs, recommended tires, or 
in-service tire pressures. In addition, SSF would not take into account new 
technology such as ESC. 
   Tilt table testing of “substantially similar apparatus”, regardless of definition, 
cannot realistically be applied to a marketplace with an appetite for a wide 

variety of custom design. If tilt table testing was a relevant means of 
determining rollover stability, it must be applied to each individual apparatus 
after being placed in service with complete documentation of the in-service 
equipment inventory. This would ensure proper protection of the vehicle as it 
will be driven. 
   Because of the variety of manufacturers, construction techniques, and 
apparatus designs using a relatively narrow range of chassis models, it should 
be the apparatus chassis that is equipped with ESC. 
   The only way to make an equitable improvement in apparatus rollover is to 
follow the passenger vehicle mode. Fire apparatus chassis shall be equipped 
with Electronic Stability Control.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: See committee action on public comment 1901-33 
(Log #3) which refines these requirements. The committee believes at this time 
there are alternatives to requiring an electronic stability control system.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-39 Log #162  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(4.13.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: James A. Salmi, Crimson Fire 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add to 4.13.1 or criteria defined in 4.13.1.3: 
4.13.1.3 The stability on 26.5 degree slopes shall be determined by calculation 
methods which incorporate vertical center of gravity of components. 
Substantiation: The wide variety of fire apparatus types and configurations 
makes the testing of “substantially similar” trucks very difficult. Most accidents 
have occurred with tankers rolling over, expanding this to all vehicles exceeds 
the need. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log #3). 
Committee Statement: Committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log 
#3) refines the requirements for rollover stability and allows a calculation 
method. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-40 Log #176  Final Action: Reject 
(4.13.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Peter F. Darley, W. S. Darley & Co. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-26 
Recommendation: Delete the following text: 
   4.13.1* Rollover Stability. The apparatus shall meet either the criteria defined 
in 4.13.1.1 or the criteria defined in 4.13.1.2. 
4.1231.1 The apparatus shall remain stable to 26.5 degrees in both directions 
when tested on a tilt table in accordance with SAEJ2180. A Tilt Table 
Procedure for Measuring the Static Rollover Threshold for Heavy Trucks, when 
loaded with fuel, firefighting agents, and weight equivalent to the minimum 
NFPA equipment allowances, including hose, ladders and personnel. 
4.13.1.1.1 Tilt table compliance shall be certified by a test of the apparatus, or 
a test of substantially similar apparatus. 
4.13.1.1.2 The test apparatus shall be considered substantially similar if it 
includes the same chassis make and model; the same or greater water tank size, 
shape and CG height; and the same make and model of front and rear 
suspension. 
4.13.1.2 The apparatus shall be equipped with a stability control system having 
at minimum a steering wheel position sensor, vehicle yaw sensor, lateral 
accelerometer, and individual wheel brake controls. 
Insert new text to read as follows: 
   4.13.1 The final stage manufacturer shall certify that the apparatus will not 
exceed the chassis manufacturers maximum allowable vertical CG, or the 
apparatus shall be equipped with a stability control system. 
Substantiation: The above new text should be deleted or moved to the 
appendix and replaced with wording as shown. 
   The FAMA tech committee discussed and voted on this new proposed 
wording. The vote was unanimous that the proposed new wording for this 
section should be deleted; moved to the appendix or modified. This is a 
minimum standard and there are alternative, less costly ways to achieve the 
same level of safety for apparatus. There are chassis that are used in the fire 
service today that currently do not offer stability control systems as an option. 
This above requirement would allow a higher level of safety without requiring 
tilt table testing for those chassis that do not offer stability control. Also the 
wording describing the stability control system is way too specific - we should 
not state how the system should work (leave that to the chassis manufacturers). 
   I am also attaching supporting material, a typical Center of Gravity 
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calculation form from a chassis manufacturer - if the fire apparatus 
manufacturer follows this type of guide, we will achieve the same results (safer 
built trucks). 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log 
#3) refines the requirements for rollover stability. The committee believes at 
this time there are alternatives to requiring an electronic stability control 
system.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-41 Log #179  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(4.13.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Peter F. Darley, W. S. Darley & Co. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-26 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.13.1* Rollover Stability. The apparatus shall meet either the criteria defined 
in 4.13.1.1 or the criteria defined in 4.13.1.2. 
   4.13.1.1 The apparatus shall remain stable to 26.5 degrees in both directions 
when tested on a tilt table in accordance with SAEJ2180. A Tilt Table 
Procedure for Measuring the Static Rollover Threshold for Heavy Trucks, when 
loaded with fuel, firefighting agents, and weight equivalent to the minimum 
NFPA equipment allowances, including hose, ladders and personnel. 
   4.13.1.1.1 Tilt table compliance shall be certified by a test of the apparatus, or 
a test of substantially similar apparatus, or by the calculation method when 
certified by the final stage manufacturer. 
   4.13.1.1.2 The test apparatus shall be considered substantially similar if it 
includes the same chassis make and model; the same or greater water tank size, 
shape and CG height; and the same make and model of front and rear 
suspension. 
   4.13.1.2 The apparatus shall be equipped with a stability control system 
having at minimum a steering wheel position sensor, vehicle yaw sensor, lateral 
accelerometer, and individual wheel brake controls. 
Substantiation: The FAMA tech committee discussed and voted on this new 
proposed wording. The vote was unanimous that the proposed new wording for 
this section should be deleted, moved to the appendix or modified. This is a 
minimum standard and there are alternative, less costly ways to achieve the 
same level of safety for apparatus. There are chassis that are used in the fire 
service today that currently do not offer stability control systems as an option. 
It is highly likely that the final stage manufacturer’s will calculate if apparatus 
will meet the 26.5 degree requirement before building apparatus, so if this 
section is kept, the committee should at least allow this certification. 
   Note- this comment is recommended if the committee decides to reject the 
comment recommending “not to exceed vertical CG certification also 
submitted. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log #3). 
Committee Statement: Committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log 
#3) refines the requirements for rollover stability and allows a calculation 
method. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-42 Log #185  Final Action: Reject 
(4.13.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert J. Barraclough, The Best Fire Apparatus Resource, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-26 
Recommendation: Move to Annex. 
Substantiation: The entire section belongs in the Annex. The major cause of 
rollovers is the driver and driver training which this Standard does not address. 
It should be an option for those departments that recognize its value and are 
willing to spend the money for the equipment and/or the tilt table test. Have 
seen very little data that suggests that passing a tilt table test at 27 degrees is 
the optimum or substantially better than 25, 26 or 28 degrees. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee believes these requirements should be 
in the body of standard. See committee action on public comment 1901-33 
(Log #3) which refines these requirements and allows for more options. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-43 Log #146  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(4.13.1 (New) ) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Wayde Kirvida, FAMA Technical-Body Sub-Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-26 
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows: 
4.13.1* Rollover Stability. The apparatus shall meet either the criteria defined 
in 4.13.1.1, 4.13.1.2, 4.13.1.3, or 4.13.1.4. 
   4.13.1.1 The apparatus shall remain stable to 26.5 degrees in both directions 
when tested on a tilt table in accordance with SAEJ2180. A Tilt Table 
Procedure for Measuring the Static Rollover Threshold for Heavy Trucks, when 
loaded with fuel, firefighting agents, and weight equivalent to the minimum 
NFPA equipment allowances, including hose, ladders and personnel. 
   4.13.1.1.1 Tilt table compliance shall be certified by a test of the apparatus, 
or a test of substantially similar apparatus. 
   4.13.1.1.2 The test apparatus shall be considered substantially similar if it 
includes the same chassis make and model; the same or greater water tank size, 
shape and CG height; and the same make and model of front and rear 
suspension. 
   4.13.1.2 The apparatus shall be equipped with a stability control system 
having at minimum a steering wheel position sensor, vehicle yaw sensor, lateral 
accelerometer, and individual wheel brake controls. 
   4.13.1.3 The finished apparatus shall be built within the vertical CG limits as 
specified by chassis manufacturer, when loaded with fuel, firefighting agents, 
and weight equivalent to the minimum NFPA equipment allowances, including 
hose, ladders and personnel. 
4.13.1.4 The finished apparatus shall be determined to meet the requirements 
of 4.13.1.1 through 4.13.1.1.2 by the use of calculated methods, as certified by 
the final stage manufacturer. 
Substantiation: Mathematical formulas exist to demonstrate the static 
performance of a tilt table, rendering the tilt table test unnecessary. The added 
text allows a variety of methods to determine the roll over stability of the 
finished apparatus. Fixing the stability to a tilt table test or vehicle stability 
control requires unnecessary investments in tilt table equipment or chassis 
equipment. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
See committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log #3). 
Committee Statement: Committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log 
#3) refines the requirements for rollover stability and allows a calculation 
method. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-44 Log #18  Final Action: Reject 
(4.13.1, 4.13.1.1, 4.13.1.1.1, 4.13.1.1.2, 4.13.1.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kenneth L. Koch, Sutphen Corporation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-26 
Recommendation: Revise as follows: 
   4.13.1* Rollover Stability. The apparatus shall meet the criteria defined in 
4.13.1.1 or the criteria defined 4.13.1.2 
   4.13.1.1 The apparatus shall remain stable to 26.5 degrees in both directions 
when tested on a tilt table in accordance with SAE J1280 A Tilt Table 
Procedure for Measuring the Static Rollover Threshold for Havey Trucks, when 
loaded with fuel, firefighting agents, and weight equivalent to the minimum 
NFPA equipment allowances, including hose, ladders and personnel. 
   4.13.1.1.1 Title table compliance shall be certified by a test of the apparatus, 
or a test of substantially similar apparatus. 
   4.13.1.1.2 the last apparatus shall be considered substantially similar if it 
includes the same chassis make and model; the same or greater water tank size, 
shape and CG height; and the same make and model of front and rear 
suspension. 
   4.13.1.2 The apparatus shall be equipped with a stability control system 
having at minimum a steering wheel position sensor, vehicle yow sensor, 
lateral accelerometer, and individual wheel brake controls. 
4.13.1* When the fire apparatus is loaded to its maximum in-service weight, 
the height of the vehicle’s center of gravity shall not exceed the chassis 
manufacturer’s maximum limit. 
Substantiation: NFPA 1901 is a Minimum Standard and the addition of a Tilt 
Table Test and Stability Control System will add significant cost to the 
apparatus, reduce its reliability and increase maintenance cost. Many or most of 
the incidents cited as justification for the addition of these two items as 
mandatory requirements of the standard involve driver error, operation of 
tankers with partially filled tanks, and operation over narrow poorly maintained 
rural roads; which in most cases will not be prevented by throwing more 
money at the fire apparatus. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee believes these requirements should be 
in the body of standard. See committee action on public comment 1901-33 
(Log #3) which refines these requirements and allows for more options. 
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Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-45 Log #9  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(4.13.1.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Glenn McCallister, Semo Tank/Baker Equipment Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add text to read as follows: 
   To afford apparatus stability, the calculated Vertical CG shall not exceed 95 
percent of the axle track. Where the calculated method has been calibrated by a 
tilt table, the Vertical CG shall not exceed 100 percent of the axle track. 
   These calculations shall include fuel load, fire fighting agents, and weight 
equivalent to the minimum NFPA equipment allowances, including hose, 
ladders, and personnel. Distribution of the calculated loads shall assume such 
density that requires all compartments and stowage areas to be totally loaded 
unless specific loading requirements are provided by the customer. 
Substantiation: The tilt table should become an appendix item for many 
reasons including too much, too fast. Also, some of the suggested testing 
criteria leave room for creative numbers. The tilt table most likely will not 
materially affect the rollover statistics (they don’t exist) because there will 
continue to be training issues, experience issues, home made apparatus issues 
and just plain old unavoidable accidents. Other subtle nuances will creep into 
the picture over time. With type testing it won’t be long until we have the same 
mundane “cookie cutter” designs. Resistance will be present in trying new 
designs for safety because of additional testing requirements. Improvement 
through innovation can fall prey to “test aversion”. Most of today’s builders are 
very good. Where builders with stability issues exist, the tilt table will continue 
to be a non-event. For purchasers on a tight budget there will be a natural 
inclination to buy the markedly cheaper apparatus which would likely include 
those not tilt tested. it is quite possible that trying to raise the bar of safety 
through tilt testing could actually lower it by driving purchasers to non-stability 
conscious builders which need to be exposed. Calculation programs are 
economical and available from NTEA for everyone. While a tilt able may or 
may not be the badge of the relatively affluent, a lack of a calculation method 
for presentation at time of purchase is the red flag of negligence. Fire 
departments that entertain purchasing fire apparatus without reviewing 
calculation criteria have stability issues in administration, not necessarily the 
proposed apparatus for purchase. Instead of NFPA forcing this tilt table 
standard prematurely which exposes an issue after the fact and creates an 
unnecessary significant increase is cost with doubtful positive impact let peer 
pressure through forced presentation of calculations expose problems before 
money is spent. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log #3). 
Committee Statement: Committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log 
#3) refines the requirements for rollover stability and allows a calculation 
method. The committee feels that the center of gravity should not be above 80 
percent of the rear axle track width.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-46 Log #137  Final Action: Accept 
(4.13.1.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dan W. McKenzie, USDA Forest Service 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new text as follows: 
   A.4.13.1.1 When a vehicle is on a tilt table the point of instability is when the 
vehicle is “balanced” on the verge of rollover and very little constraining force, 
if any, is required to restrain the vehicle. This can occur with the front wheels 
still in contact with the surface of the tilt table or with other wheels in contact 
with the surface of the tilt table. 
Substantiation: This annex material defines the point of instability when 
tilting a vehicle on a tilt table. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Committee Statement: See comment 1901-33 (Log #3) which has renumbered 
the requirement that this is annex to as 4.13.1.1(1). 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-47 Log #24  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(4.13.1.3.1 and A.4.13.1.3.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Gary Handwerk, Hale Products Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation:     Add new 4.13.1.3.1 to read as follows:
  4.13.1.3.1 Calculated Vertical Center of Gravity.  The calculated vertical 
center of gravity can be done before the apparatus is built and determined after 
built.  To determine the vertical center of gravity of the apparatus before it is 
built, determine the weight and center of gravity of each component (chasses, 
pump, tank, body, crew etc.) and location on the apparatus.  To determine 
the vertical center of gravity of the apparatus multiply the height of each 
component center of gravity above ground level by its weight and sum.  Divide 
the sum of these multiplications by the total weight to obtain the vertical center 
of gravity.  This procedure and calculation can also be done on a completed 
apparatus.  The vertical center of gravity can also be determined from the 
completed apparatus.  Refer to annex for one method of determining the 
vertical center of gravity by taking measurements on a completed apparatus.
  A.4.13.1.3.1 The vertical center of gravity of an apparatus is difficult to 
determine.  There are a number of ways of determining the vertical center of 
gravity.  One of the most straight forward and practical ways is the “inclined 
apparatus method.”  In this method, measurements are made and recorded 
on level ground of each wheel weight and length of wheel base to determine 
the horizontal center of gravity.  The loaded tire radius is also measured and 
recorded.  One end of the apparatus is lifted and measurements of the weight 
on each wheel, angle of the apparatus from level (change in apparatus angle) 
are made and recorded.
  When using this method to determine the vertical center of gravity several 
items must be kept in mind.
  1.  In order to determine the vertical center of gravity the apparatus must be 
loaded to the estimated in-service weight with any test weights used placed as 
near as practical to the location that the actual equipment will be placed.
  2.  Made sure all reservoirs and tanks (including fuel tank) are full or at the 
proper level.
  3.  The ground where the horizontal center of gravity is determined must be 
near level.
  4.  The angle that one end of the apparatus is raised must be at least ten 
degrees and twenty degrees is preferred.
  5.  This method can only be used on two axle apparatus.
  6.  Two wheel load scales are required and four are preferred.
  7.  Great care must be taken in reading and recording measurements as these 
measurements are used in calculations that require very accurate numbers.
  Equipment Required
  1.  Two wheel load scales and four are preferred (± 1 percent accuracy of 
applied load)
  2.  Inclinometer (± 0.1 degrees accuracy or better)
  3.  Measuring tape
  4.  Incline, ramp, or lift method which will result in a lift angle of 10° or 
more with vertical reactions only on all four wheels sets
  Determine vertical center of gravity by first determining the horizontal center 
of gravity of the apparatus.  To determine the horizontal center of gravity, 
working on level ground with the apparatus level, determine the weight on 
each wheel set and record.  It is best to use four scales.  Weigh with the motor 
not running, the transmission in neutral, 4 wheel drive disengaged and the 
parking brake off.  Also measure the wheel base (WB) and the loaded tire 
radius (LTR) and record.  Place an inclinometer on an appropriate flat surface 
of the apparatus and record reading.
  Calculate the horizontal center of gravity (HCG) from the rear axle by the 
following formula:

HCG (from axle) = 
Wheel base  weight on front axle

Total w
×
eeight of apparatus

  To determine the vertical center of gravity raise the front axle to 10° or more.  
Without the motor running, the transmission in neutral, 4 wheel drive not 
engaged and the parking brake not applied, measure weight on each tire set (if 
only two wheel load scales are used, use them on the rear axle).  All tire sets 
must be on a level surface.
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  The vertical center of gravity (VCG) can be found by the following formula:

VCG = 
HCG - [WB  (TW - DHW)  TW]

Tan 
 + LTR

× ÷
θ

  When

  HCG = horizontal center of gravity from down hill axle
  WB = wheel base
  TW = total weight of apparatus
  DHW = weight on down hill axle
  Ө = the difference of the angle between the level and inclined angle 
measurements
  LTR = loaded tire radius

  The vertical center of gravity can also be calculated using the uphill axle 
weight by using the following formula when UHW is the weight on the uphill 
axle.

VCG = 
HCG - (WB  UHW  TW

Tan 
 + LTR

× ÷
θ

  By raising the rear axle instead of the front axle the vertical center of gravity 
can also be determined.  By raising both the front and rear axles and using four 
scales the vertical center of gravity can be determined by four sets of data. 
Substantiation: This adds a calculated and weight measurement system, this is 
another way to get the results without a tilt bed. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log #3). 
Committee Statement: Committee action on public comment 1901-33 (Log 
#3) refines the requirements for rollover stability and allows the center of 
gravity to be either “calculated or physically measured. The committee does 
not want to add the specific methods of calculating the center of gravity, 
however, as there are limitation on the use of this method. It is not a practical 
method for large apparatus, but may be good for small apparatus. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-48 Log #60  Final Action: Accept 
(4.13.3.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.13.3.1 Using the information supplied by the purchaser, the apparatus 
manufacturer shall calculate the load distribution for the apparatus and that 
load distribution plan shall be delivered with the fire apparatus. 
Substantiation: The requirement in 4.13.3.2 cannot be met without calculating 
the load distribution regardless of whether the manufacturer has information 
from the purchaser or not. Some apparatus is built without there being an 
identified purchaser. The manufacturer needs to calculate the load distribution 
using the best available information they have and the ultimate user of the fire 
apparatus must then load the apparatus according to that plan to maintain 
proper weight and balance.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-49 Log #191  Final Action: Reject 
(4.13.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-28 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.13.4* Each tire shall be equipped with a visual indicator or monitoring 
system that will indicate tire pressure. Add: A label shall be installed over each 
tire area on body or cab indicating the appropriate tire pressure for each axle. 
Substantiation: The new standard section is very good step forward. However, 
the this simple inexpensive label would give the purchaser ‘instant’ 
acknowledge of the required tire pressure at the axle location. This label is 
common place in the military and industrial applications. Many times the tire 

pressure will vary from front to rear axle and having the tire pressure on a label 
inside the driver’s door is not as effective as having it at the test location. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The correct tire pressure is based on the in-service axle 
weights and load distribution. It can only be determined after the apparatus is 
in service and the vehicle is loaded with all the hose and equipment in the 
appropriate compartments. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-50 Log #16  Final Action: Reject 
(4.13.4* and A.4.13.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kenneth L. Koch, Sutphen Corporation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-28 
Recommendation: Delete the following text: 
   4.13.4* Each tire shall be equipped with a visual indicator or monitoring 
system that will indicate tire pressure. 
A.4.13.4 A frequent killer of firefighters is apparatus rollover. Proper tire 
inflation will improve the handling characteristics to minimize rollover. 
Substantiation: The deleted items would require the addition of a tire pressure 
monitoring system that would not only increase the cost of the apparatus but 
increase its maintenance cost and reduce reliability. NFPA 1911 (2007) already 
calls for daily/weekly tire pressure checks in Paragraph 4.5.4 and Annex C 
under Operations, Outside, 5 Check tire pressure. In all the discussions this 
Committee has had regarding rollovers I never once heard the words “tire 
pressure” mentioned when discussing rollover prevention. NFPA 1901 is a 
minimum standard and gadgets like tire pressure monitoring systems belong in 
the Annex if at all. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Low tire pressures affect the safety of the apparatus 
and these devices are not expensive. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-51 Log #36  Final Action: Reject 
(4.15.2 and 4.15.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-30 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.15.2* The maximum top speed of fire apparatus with a GVWR over 26,000 
lbs (11,800 kg) shall not exceed either 68 mph (105 km/h), or the 
manufacturer’s maximum fire service continuous speed rating for the tires 
installed on the apparatus, whichever is lower. 
4.15.3 If the combined water/foam agent tank capacity of the fire apparatus 
exceeds 1,250 gallons (4732 L), or the GVWR of the vehicle is over 50,000 lbs 
(22,680 kg), the maximum top speed of the apparatus shall not exceed either 60 
mph (85 km/h), or the manufacturer’s maximum fire service continuous speed 
rating for the tires installed on the apparatus, whichever is lower. 
Substantiation: The fire service rating is based on the assumption that the 
apparatus is driven only short distances. While this is true most of the time for 
most apparatus, almost all apparatus is driven a long distance (at governed 
speed) when it is initially delivered, and may be driven such long distances to 
return to the factory for major service or refurbishment, when it is sold to 
another department by the original purchaser, or when needed to respond to a 
major incident or national disaster. We had just such a case in our department, 
where a piece of apparatus was sold and it went partway to its new home 
before a front tire blowout and rollover destroyed the apparatus. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Tire manufacturers recognize that the duty cycle of a 
fire truck is vastly different than a long-haul class-8 truck. Based on this 
knowledge they provide modified ratings for the fire service. Fire Service 
ratings are needed for current apparatus axle ratings and popular vehicle 
configurations. Drivers delivering apparatus across country need to observe the 
speed restrictions. There is no evidence that the incident related in this log was 
due to fire service ratings, an old tire, a defective tire, or a injury to the tire 
in-transit. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-52 Log #8  Final Action: Reject 
(4.15.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Glenn McCallister, Semo Tank/Baker Equipment Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   If the combined water/foam agent tank capacity of the fire apparatus exceeds 
1,250 gallons (4732L), or the GVWR of the vehicle is over 50,000 lbs (22,680 
kg), the maximum top speed of the apparatus shall not exceed either 60 70 mph 
(85 99 km/h), or the manufacturer’s maximum fire service speed rating for the 
tires installed on the apparatus, whichever is lower. 
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Substantiation: The proposed 60 mph standard is very desirable on secondary 
roads. On today’s freeways and turnpikes an apparatus moving at 60 mph will 
get run over from the rear. There certainly needs to be limits on speed but it is 
better handled by SOP’s than a blanket standard that resolves some issues and 
creates others. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee feels that heavy apparatus are much 
safer at slower speeds, and this over-rides the freeway comment. Also, there is 
no national CDL requirement for fire fighters which makes it important that 
these apparatus operate at slower speeds. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-53 Log #193  Final Action: Reject 
(4.15.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-30 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.15.3 If the combined water/foam agent tank capacity of the fire apparatus 
exceeds 1,250 gallons (4732 L), or the GVWR of the vehicle is over (deleted 
50,000 lbs) 40,000 lbs the maximum top speed of the apparatus shall not 
exceed either 60 mph (85 km/h), or the manufacturer’s maximum fire service 
speed rating for the tires installed on the apparatus, whichever is lower. 
Substantiation: a) Many 75’ aerials, large rescue pumpers, rescues, and 
support vehicles fall in the 40,000 to 50,000 lb range.  
   b) The top speed of such large vehicles with high center of gravity designs 
could be marginally safe at 68 MPH. 
   c) Lower the maximum of weight would be another ‘safety’ aspect for all 
vehicles. 
   d) Nearly 100 Metro-Level mechanics agreed with this change at the IAFC 
mechanics session in Atlanta in August. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The original intent was to address high CG aerial 
apparatus to keep them from rolling over as often. Many pumpers travel long 
distance on mutual aid. 50,000 lbs is a good demarcation point between heavy 
trucks and lighter pumpers. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-54 Log #54  Final Action: Accept 
(4.20.1(1)(h)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
4.20.1 (h) Engine make, model, serial number, rated horsepower and related 
speed, and governed speed; and if so equipped, engine transmission PTO(s) 
make, model, and gear ratio 
Substantiation: The specification already calls for this information on 
transmission PTOs. With the new use of engine PTOs on fire apparatus, this 
information should be included in the documentation. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-55 Log #43  Final Action: Accept 
(4.20.1(10) and 22.15.7.3.10.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-177 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.20.1 Fire Apparatus Documentation. The contractor shall supply, at the 
time of delivery, at least one copy of the following documents: … 
(10) If the apparatus has a fixed line voltage power source, the certification of 
the test for the fixed power source (see 22.15.7.2) 
22.15.7.3.10.1* If the apparatus is equipped with a fire pump, the 2 hour 
certification test of the fixed power source shall be completed with the fire 
pump pumping at 100 percent capacity at 150 psi (1000 kPa) net pump 
pressure. 
Substantiation: The word “fixed” was dropped from the testing section 
(23.16.5 (new 22.15.7)) so should have been dropped from the listing of the 
documentation from that testing. 
   Dropping the “fixed” was missed in one place in 22.15.7.3.10.1. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-56 Log #55  Final Action: Accept 
(4.20.1(9)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.20.1 (9) If the apparatus has an aerial device, all the technical information 
required for inspections to comply with NFPA 1914, Standard for Testing Fire 
Department Aerial Devices NFPA 1911, Standard for the Inspection, 
Maintenance, Testing, and Retirement of In-Service Automotive Fire Apparatus. 
Substantiation: NFPA 1914 has been incorporated into, and replaced by, 
NFPA 1911. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-57 Log #225  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(5.7.1.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   All ground ladders carried on the apparatus shall meet the requirements of 
NFPA 1931, Standard on Design of and Design Verification Tests for Fire 
Department Ground Ladder. Service access type ladders or step ladders, 
including Little Giant type ladders shall meet the requirements of OSHA type 
1A, or 1AA, and ANSI A14.2. 
Substantiation: The use of service type ladders, such as step ladders and Little 
Giant type ladders, have a definite place in the fire service. These ladders are to 
be used in non-firefighting incidents, by in-service companies, to assist EMS 
personnel, in-service inspections, Public Service calls and assisting 
homeowners in installing smoke and CO detectors. Without these ladders, 
many of these service calls would not be done, or the Fire Department would 
ask firefighters to carry these ladders, somehow, on their apparatus and most 
likely they would be improperly secured. By allowing these ladders, 
appropriately designed compartment space and proper securing of these ladders 
would be completed by the manufacturer at the time of apparatus manufacture. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise 5.7.1 to read as follows: 
5.7.1 Ground Ladders. 
   5.7.1.1 All fire department ground ladders carried on the apparatus shall meet 
the requirements of NFPA 1931, Standard for Manufacturer’s Design of Fire 
Department Ground Ladders. Standard on Design of and Design Verification 
Tests for Fire Department Ground Ladders. 
5.7.1.2* At a minimum, the following fire department ground ladders shall be 
carried on the apparatus: 
   (1)  One straight ladder equipped with roof hooks 
   (2)  One extension ladder 
   (3)  One folding attic ladder 
5.7.1.3 Step ladders and other types of multi-purpose ladders meeting ANSI 
A14.2 Ladders - Portable Metal - Safety Requirements, or ANSI A14.5 
Ladders – Portable Reinforced Plastic – Safety Requirements, with duty ratings 
of Type IA or IAA shall be permitted to be substituted for the folding ladder 
required in 5.7.1.2(3). 
5.7.1.4 Step ladders and other types of multi-purpose ladders shall be permitted 
to be carried in addition to the minimum fire department ground ladders 
specified in 5.7.1.2 provided they meet either ANSI A14.2 or ANSI A14.5 with 
duty ratings of Type IA or IAA 
Add the following referenced documents to 2.3.1: 
   ANSI A14.2 Ladders - Portable Metal - Safety Requirements, 2007 
   ANSI A14.5 Ladders – Portable Reinforced Plastic – Safety Requirements, 
2007 
Committee Statement: These changes ensures that if a fire department is 
going to carry step ladders and multipurpose ladders on the apparatus, those 
ladders will meet a minimum construction and rating standard. The change in 
terminology from attic ladder to folding ladder is to be consistent with NFPA 
1931, Standard for Manufacturer’s Design of Fire Department Ground Ladders. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-58 Log #194  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(5.7.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   5.7.2 Suction Hose. 
   5.7.2.1 A minimum of 15 ft (4.5 m) of (deleted suction) soft intake hose 
(LDH) or 20 ft (6 m) of hard suction hose shall be carried. 
Substantiation: With the advent of LDH (large diameter hose) the word “soft 
suction hose” is not longer applicable in our industry. The term LDH or large 
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diameter hose would be more appropriate in the standard. This is an editorial in 
nature item. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Revise 5.7.2 to read: 
   5.7.2 Suction or Supply Hose. 
   5.7.2.1 A minimum of 20 ft (6 m) of suction hose or 15 ft (4.5 m) of supply 
soft suction hose or 20 ft (6 m) of hard suction hose shall be carried. 
5.7.2.1.1 Where hard suction hose is provided, a suction strainer shall be 
furnished. 
5.7.2.1.2 Where hard suction hose is provided, the friction and entrance loss of 
the combination suction hose and strainer shall not exceed the losses listed in 
Table 16.2.4.1(b) or Table 16.2.4.1(c). 
5.7.2.1.3 Where supply soft suction hose is provided, it shall have couplings 
compatible with the local hydrant outlet connection on one end and the pump 
intake connection on the other end. 
5.7.2.2 Suction and supply hose shall meet the requirements of NFPA 1961, 
Standard on Fire Hose. 
5.7.2.3* The purchaser shall specify whether suction hose hard or supply soft 
suction hose is to be provided, the length and size of the hose, the type and size 
of the couplings, the manner in which the suction hose is to be carried on the 
apparatus, and the style of brackets desired. 
   Revise 6.6.2 to read: 
6.6.2 Suction or Supply Hose. 
   6.6.2.1 A minimum of 20 ft (6 m) of suction hose or 15 ft (4.5 m) of supply 
soft suction hose or 20 ft (6 m) of hard suction hose shall be carried. 
6.6.2.1.1 Where hard suction hose is provided, a suction strainer shall be 
furnished. 
6.6.2.1.2 Where hard suction hose is provided, the friction and entrance loss of 
the combination suction hose and strainer shall not exceed the losses listed in 
Table 16.2.4.1(b) or Table 16.2.4.1(c). 
6.6.2.1.3 Where supply soft suction hose is provided, it shall have couplings 
compatible with the local hydrant outlet connection on one end and the pump 
intake connection on the other end. 
6.6.2.2 Suction and supply hose shall meet the requirements of NFPA 1961, 
Standard on Fire Hose. 
6.6.2.3* The purchaser shall specify whether hard or soft suction hose or 
supply hose is to be provided, the length and size of the hose, the type and size 
of the couplings, the manner in which the suction hose is to be carried on the 
apparatus, and the style of brackets desired. 
   Revise 7.6 to read as follows: 
7.6* Suction or Supply Hose. If the mobile water supply fire apparatus is 
equipped with a pump, the requirements in 7.6.1 through 7.6.3 shall apply. 
7.6.1 A minimum of 20 ft (6 m) of suction hose or 15 ft (4.5 m) of supply soft 
suction hose or 20 ft (6 m) of hard suction hose shall be carried. 
7.6.1.1 Where hard suction hose is provided, a suction strainer shall be 
furnished. 
7.6.1.2 Where hard suction hose is provided, the friction and entrance loss of 
the combination suction hose and strainer shall not exceed the losses listed in 
Table 16.2.4.1(b) or Table 16.2.4.1(c). 
7.6.1.3 Where supply soft suction hose is provided, it shall have couplings 
compatible with the local hydrant outlet connection on one end and the pump 
intake connection on the other end. 
7.6.2 Suction and supply hose shall meet the requirements of NFPA 1961, 
Standard on Fire Hose. 
7.6.3* The purchaser shall specify whether hard or soft suction hose or supply 
hose is to be provided, the length and size of the hose, the type and size of the 
couplings, the manner in which the suction hose is to be carried on the 
apparatus, and the style of brackets desired. 
   Revise A.8.3 to read as follows: 
A.8.3 The purchaser should consider the department’s need for hard or soft 
suction or supply hose if a fire pump is installed and should specify the 
appropriate hose to meet this need. 
   Revise 9.7.2 to read as follows: 
9.7.2 Suction or Supply Hose. 
   9.7.2.1 A minimum of 20 ft (6 m) of suction hose or 15 ft (4.5 m) of supply 
soft suction hose or 20 ft (6 m) of hard suction hose shall be carried. 
9.7.2.1.1 Where hard suction hose is provided, a suction strainer shall be 
furnished. 
9.7.2.1.2 Where hard suction hose is provided, the friction and entrance loss of 
the combination suction hose and strainer shall not exceed the losses listed in 
Table 16.2.4.1(b) or Table 16.2.4.1(c). 
9.7.2.1.3 Where supply soft suction hose is provided, it shall have couplings 
compatible with the local hydrant outlet connection on one end and the pump 
intake connection on the other end. 
9.7.2.2 Suction and supply hose shall meet the requirements of NFPA 1961, 
Standard on Fire Hose. 
9.7.2.3* The purchaser shall specify whether hard or soft suction hose or 
supply hose is to be provided, the length and size of the hose, the type and size 
of the couplings, the manner in which the suction hose is to be carried on the 
apparatus, and the style of brackets desired. 
   Revise 10.4.2 to read as follows: 
10.4.2 Suction or Supply Hose. If the special service fire apparatus is 
equipped with a pump, the requirements in 10.4.2.1 through 10.4.2.3 shall 
apply. 

10.4.2.1 A minimum of 20 ft (6 m) of suction hose or 15 ft (4.5 m) of supply 
soft suction hose or 20 ft (6 m) of hard suction hose shall be carried. 
10.4.2.1.1 Where hard suction hose is provided, a suction strainer shall be 
furnished. 
10.4.2.1.2 Where hard suction hose is provided, the friction and entrance loss 
of the combination suction hose and strainer shall not exceed the losses listed 
in Table 16.2.4.1(b) or Table 16.2.4.1(c). 
10.4.2.1.3 Where supply soft suction hose is provided, it shall have couplings 
compatible with the local hydrant outlet connection on one end and the pump 
intake connection on the other end. 
10.4.2.2 Suction and supply hose shall meet the requirements of NFPA 1961, 
Standard on Fire Hose. 
10.4.2.3* The purchaser shall specify whether hard or soft suction hose or 
supply hose is to be provided, the length and size of the hose, the type and size 
of the couplings, the manner in which the suction hose is to be carried on the 
apparatus, and the style of brackets desired. 
   Revise 11.8.1 to read as follows: 
11.8.1 Suction or Supply Hose. 
   11.8.1.1 A minimum of 20 ft (6 m) of suction hose or 15 ft (4.5 m) of supply 
soft suction hose or 20 ft (6 m) of hard suction hose shall be carried. 
11.8.1.1.1 Where hard suction hose is provided, a suction strainer shall be 
furnished. 
11.8.1.1.2 Where hard suction hose is provided, the friction and entrance loss 
of the combination suction hose and strainer shall not exceed the losses listed 
in Table 16.2.4.1(b) or Table 16.2.4.1(c). 
11.8.1.1.3 Where supply soft suction hose is provided, it shall have couplings 
compatible with the local hydrant outlet connection on one end and the pump 
intake connection on the other end. 
11.8.1.2 Suction and supply hose shall meet the requirements of NFPA 1961, 
Standard on Fire Hose. 
11.8.1.3* The purchaser shall specify whether hard or soft suction hose or 
supply hose is to be provided, the length and size of the hose, the type and size 
of the couplings, the manner in which the suction hose is to be carried on the 
apparatus, and the style of brackets desired. 
   Revise 3.3.132 to read as follows: 
   Powered Equipment Rack. A power-operated device that is intended to 
provide storage of hard suction hoses, ground ladders, or other equipment, 
generally in a location above apparatus compartments. 
Committee Statement: The committee is changing the term “soft suction 
hose” to “supply hose” and changing the term “hard suction hose” to “suction 
hose” to be compatible with the terminology in NFPA 1961, Standard on Fire 
Hose.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-59 Log #20  Final Action: Reject 
(5.8.3, 6.7.3, 7.7.3.1, 8.8.2, 9.8.3, 10.5.2, and 11.9.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kenneth L. Koch, Sutphen Corporation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-40 
Recommendation: Deleted wording: 
   5.8.3; 6.7.3; 7.7.3.1; 8.8.2; 9.8.3; 10.5.2 and 11.9.3 
(18) One traffic vest for each seating position, each vest to comply with ANSI/
ISEA 207, Standard for High Visability Public Safety Vests, and have a five 
point break away feature that includes two at the shoulders, two at the sides 
and one at the front. 
   (19) Five fluorescent traffic cones not less than 28 in. (7 l1lmm) in height, 
each equipped with a 6-in. (152 mm) retro reflective white band no more than 
4 in. (152 mm) from the top of the cone, and an additional 4 in. (102 mm) 
retro-reflective what band 2-in. (1%@ mm) below the 6 in. (152 mm) band. 
   (20 Five illuminated warning devices such as highway flares. 
Substantiation: The Committee should give additional consideration to the 
issue of space to hold this added equipment. On Initial Attack Apparatus where 
space is already at a premium there may not be room or the addition will 
displace other more useful equipment. In the case of the increasingly popular 
Paramedic Rescue/Pumper almost the same situation exists. We always 
consider reported accidents involving death or injury when adding items that 
relate to safety of the firefighter but in the case of cones, vests, and flares no 
such data was presented to show fire fighter deaths or injury while directing 
traffic. Again NFPA 1901 is a minimum standard if the purchaser engages in 
operations that require these items they can specify them. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices For 
Streets And Highways specifies that people working in roadways should be 
wearing safety vests. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-60 Log #138  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(5.8.3(17), 6.7.3(14), 7.7.3.1(13), 8.8.2(23) 9.8.3(21), and 10.5.2(7)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dan W. McKenzie, USDA Forest Service 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   5.8.3(17) Two wheel chocks, mounted in readily accessible locations, each 
designed to hold the apparatus, when loaded to its GVWR or GCWR, on a 10 
15 percent grade with the transmission in neutral and the parking brake 
released. 
   Also same change in the following: 6.7.3(14), 7.7.3.1(13), 8.8.2(23), 
9.8.3(21), 10.5.2(7) and 11.9.3(13). 
Substantiation: Parking brakes are required to hold on a 20 percent grade 
facing uphill and also facing downhill on a smooth, dry Portland cement 
concrete roadway (FMVSS 121). Wheel chocks can and should hold on 20 
percent grade or more. A wheel chock that will hold on a 10 percent grade 
under ideal conditions may not hold on a 10 percent grade under less than ideal 
conditions such as when the wheel chock is not placed correctly or when 
deployed on a soft surface; therefore, the wheel chock should be designed to 
hold more than 10 percent. A wheel chock that will hold on a 10 percent grade 
is about 4-in. high. (Nobody is using a wheel chock this small on a large fire 
truck.) A wheel chock that is designed to hold a 15 percent grade is about 6-in. 
high. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise 5.8.3(17), 6.7.3(14), 7.7.3.1(13), 8.8.2(23), 9.8.3(21), 10.5.2(7) and 
11.9.3(13). to read as follows: 
   Two or more wheel chocks, mounted in readily accessible locations, that 
together will hold the apparatus, when loaded to its GVWR or GCWR, on a 
hard surface with a 20 percent grade with the transmission in neutral and the 
parking brake released. 
Committee Statement: The change clarifies the need to have two chock 
clocks working in concert to hold the apparatus at the 20 percent grade.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-61 Log #111  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(5.8.3(20), 6.7.3(17), 7.7.3.1(16), 8.8.2(26), and 9.8.3(24)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   5.8.3(20) and 6.7.3(17) and 7.7.3.1(16) and 8.8.2(26) and 9.8.3(24) Five 
illuminated warning devices such as highway flares, unless the five fluorescent 
orange traffic cones have illuminating capabilities. 
Substantiation: Traffic cones are now available that illuminate. If a 
department uses illuminating cones, there is no need for the additional 
illuminating warning devices. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Make the changes requested by the submitter and also make the same change 
to 10.5.2(10) and 11.9.3(16). 
Committee Statement: To be consistent in the document, the change needs to 
be made in Chapters 10 and 11 as well.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-62 Log #226  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(6.6.1.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revised text to read as follows: 
   All ground ladders carried on the apparatus shall meet the requirements of 
NFPA 1931, Standard on Design of and Design Verification Tests for Fire 
Department Ground Ladder. Service access type ladders or step ladders, 
including Little Giant type ladders shall meet the requirements of OSHA type 
1A, or 1AA, and ANSI A14.2. 
Substantiation: The use of service type ladders, such as step ladders and Little 
Giant type ladders, have a definite place in the fire service. These ladders are to 
be used in non-firefighting incidents, by in-service companies, to assist EMS 
personnel, in-service inspections, Public Service calls and assisting 
homeowners in installing smoke and CO detectors. Without these ladders, 
many of these service calls would not be done, or the Fire Department would 
ask firefighters to carry these ladders, somehow, on their apparatus and most 
likely they would be improperly secured. By allowing these ladders, 
appropriately designed compartment space and proper securing of these ladders 
would be completed by the manufacturer at the time of apparatus manufacture. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Revise 6.6.1 to read as follows: 
   6.6.1 Ground Ladders. 
   6.6.1.1 A 12 ft (3.7 m) or longer combination or extension-type fire 
department ground ladder shall be carried on the apparatus. 
6.6.1.2 All fire department ground ladders on the apparatus shall meet the 

requirements of NFPA 1931, Standard on Design of and Design Verification 
Tests for Fire Department Ground Ladders. 
6.6.1.3 Step ladders and other types of multi-purpose ladders shall be permitted 
to be carried in addition to the minimum fire department ground ladders 
specified in 6.6.1.1 provided they meet either ANSI A14.2 or ANSI A14.5 with 
duty ratings of Type IA or IAA. 
Revise A.6.7.3(4) to read: 
   One 10 ft (3 m) folding attic ladder, which should meet the requirements of 
NFPA 1931, Standard on Design of and Design Verification Tests for Fire 
Department Ground Ladders, and mounting brackets 
Committee Statement: These changes ensures that if a fire department is 
going to carry step ladders and multipurpose ladders on the apparatus, those 
ladders will meet a minimum construction and rating standard. The change in 
terminology from attic ladder to folding ladder is to be consistent with NFPA 
1931, Standard for Manufacturer’s Design of Fire Department Ground Ladders. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-63 Log #131  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(6.7.2(4)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add the following new text: 
   6.7.2 (4) One automatic external defibrillator (AED) 
Substantiation: AED’s should be required equipment on all fire apparatus. 
Heart attacks remain the leading cause of line of duty deaths for firefighters. 
An AED is the most important piece of life safety field equipment available for 
victims of heart attacks. The fire service responds to more medical calls than 
all other type calls combined. This comment is reflective of an overwhelming 
show of hands in support of this requirement at the Fire Apparatus 
Maintenance Section meeting at Fire Rescue International in Atlanta in August 
2007. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Add the requested requirement as 6.7.3(18). 
Committee Statement: The requirement belongs in 6.7.3, not 6.7.2. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-64 Log #130  Final Action: Accept 
(7.7.3.1(17)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add the following new text: 
   7.7.3.1 (17) One automatic external defibrillator (AED) 
Substantiation: AED’s should be required equipment on all fire apparatus. 
Heart attacks remain the leading cause of line of duty deaths for firefighters. 
An AED is the most important piece of life safety field equipment available for 
victims of heart attacks. The fire service responds to more medical calls than 
all other type calls combined. This comment is reflective of an overwhelming 
show of hands in support of this requirement at the Fire Apparatus 
Maintenance Section meeting at Fire Rescue International in Atlanta in August 
2007. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-65 Log #227  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(8.7.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   The ground ladders carried on the apparatus shall meet the requirements of 
NFPA 1931, Standard on Design of and Design Verification Tests for Fire 
Department Ground Ladder. Service access type ladders or step ladders, 
including Little Giant type ladders shall meet the requirements of OSHA type 
1A, or 1AA, and ANSI A14.2. 
Substantiation: The use of service type ladders, such as step ladders and Little 
Giant type ladders, have a definite place in the fire service. These ladders are to 
be used in non-firefighting incidents, by in-service companies, to assist EMS 
personnel, in-service inspections, Public Service calls and assisting 
homeowners in installing smoke and CO detectors. Without these ladders, 
many of these service calls would not be done, or the Fire Department would 
ask firefighters to carry these ladders, somehow, on their apparatus and most 
likely they would be improperly secured. By allowing these ladders, 
appropriately designed compartment space and proper securing of these ladders 
would be completed by the manufacturer at the time of apparatus manufacture. 
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Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Revise 8.7 to read as follows: 
   8.7* Ground Ladders. 
8.7.1* A minimum of 115 ft (35 m) of fire department ground ladders shall be 
supplied and installed by the contractor. 
8.7.2* As a minimum, the following types of ladders shall be provided:  
   (1)  One folding attic ladder 
   (2)  Two straight ladders (with folding roof hooks) 
   (3)  Two extension ladders  
8.7.3 The contractor shall provide such brackets or compartments as are 
necessary to mount the equipment. 
8.7.4 The fire department ground ladders shall meet the requirements of NFPA 
1931, Standard for Manufacturer’s Design of Fire Department Ground 
Ladders. Standard on Design of and Design Verification Tests for Fire 
Department Ground Ladders. 
8.7.5 Step ladders and other types of multi-purpose ladders meeting ANSI 
A14.2 Ladders - Portable Metal - Safety Requirements, or ANSI A14.5 
Ladders – Portable Reinforced Plastic – Safety Requirements, with duty ratings 
of Type IA or IAA shall be permitted to be substituted for the folding ladder 
required in 8.7.2(1).  
8.7.6 Step ladders and other types of multi-purpose ladders shall be permitted 
to be carried in addition to the minimum fire department ground ladders 
specified in 8.7.2 provided they meet either ANSI A14.2 or ANSI A14.5 with 
duty ratings of Type IA or IAA 
Revise A.8.7.2(1) to read: 
 One folding attic ladder a minimum of 10 ft (3 m) in length 
Committee Statement: These changes ensures that if a fire department is 
going to carry step ladders and multipurpose ladders on the apparatus, those 
ladders will meet a minimum construction and rating standard. The change in 
terminology from attic ladder to folding ladder is to be consistent with NFPA 
1931, Standard for Manufacturer’s Design of Fire Department Ground Ladders. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-66 Log #228  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(9.7.1.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   All ground ladders carried on the apparatus shall meet the requirements of 
NFPA 1931, Standard on Design of and Design Verification Tests for Fire 
Department Ground Ladder. Service access type ladders or step ladders, 
including Little Giant type ladders shall meet the requirements of OSHA type 
1A, or 1AA, and ANSI A14.2. 
Substantiation: The use of service type ladders, such as step ladders and Little 
Giant type ladders, have a definite place in the fire service. These ladders are to 
be used in non-firefighting incidents, by in-service companies, to assist EMS 
personnel, in-service inspections, Public Service calls and assisting 
homeowners in installing smoke and CO detectors. Without these ladders, 
many of these service calls would not be done, or the Fire Department would 
ask firefighters to carry these ladders, somehow, on their apparatus and most 
likely they would be improperly secured. By allowing these ladders, 
appropriately designed compartment space and proper securing of these ladders 
would be completed by the manufacturer at the time of apparatus manufacture. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Revise 9.7.1 to read as follows: 
   9.7.1 Ground Ladders. 
   9.7.1.1 The quint shall carry a minimum of 85 ft (26 m) of fire department 
ground ladders to include at least one extension ladder, one straight ladder 
equipped with roof hooks, and one folding attic ladder. 
9.7.1.2 All ground ladders carried on the apparatus shall meet the requirements 
of NFPA 1931, Standard for Manufacturer’s Design of Fire Department 
Ground Ladders. Standard on Design of and Design Verification Tests for Fire 
Department Ground Ladders. 
9.7.1.3 Step ladders and other types of multi-purpose ladders meeting ANSI 
A14.2 Ladders - Portable Metal - Safety Requirements, or ANSI A14.5 
Ladders – Portable Reinforced Plastic – Safety Requirements, with duty ratings 
of Type IA or IAA shall be permitted to be substituted for the folding ladder 
required in 9.7.1.1.  
9.7.1.4 Step ladders and other types of multi-purpose ladders shall be permitted 
to be carried in addition to the minimum fire department ground ladders 
specified in 9.7.1.1 provided they meet either ANSI A14.2 or ANSI A14.5 with 
duty ratings of Type IA or IAA 
Committee Statement: These changes ensures that if a fire department is 
going to carry step ladders and multipurpose ladders on the apparatus, those 
ladders will meet a minimum construction and rating standard. The change in 
terminology from attic ladder to folding ladder is to be consistent with NFPA 
1931, Standard for Manufacturer’s Design of Fire Department Ground Ladders. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-67 Log #128  Final Action: Accept 
(9.8.3(25)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add the following new text: 
   9.8.3 (25) One automatic external defibrillator (AED) 
Substantiation: AED’s should be required equipment on all fire apparatus. 
Heart attacks remain the leading cause of line of duty deaths for firefighters. 
An AED is the most important piece of life safety field equipment available for 
victims of heart attacks. The fire service responds to more medical calls than 
all other type calls combined. This comment is reflective of an overwhelming 
show of hands in support of this requirement at the Fire Apparatus 
Maintenance Section meeting at Fire Rescue International in Atlanta in August 
2007. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-68 Log #229  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(10.4.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   If ground ladders are carried on the apparatus, they shall meet the 
requirements of NFPA 1931, Standard on Design of and Design Verification 
Tests for Fire Department Ground Ladder. Service access type ladders or step 
ladders, including Little Giant type ladders shall meet the requirements of 
OSHA type 1A, or 1AA, and ANSI A14.2. 
Substantiation: The use of service type ladders, such as step ladders and Little 
Giant type ladders, have a definite place in the fire service. These ladders are to 
be used in non-firefighting incidents, by in-service companies, to assist EMS 
personnel, in-service inspections, Public Service calls and assisting 
homeowners in installing smoke and CO detectors. Without these ladders, 
many of these service calls would not be done, or the Fire Department would 
ask firefighters to carry these ladders, somehow, on their apparatus and most 
likely they would be improperly secured. By allowing these ladders, 
appropriately designed compartment space and proper securing of these ladders 
would be completed by the manufacturer at the time of apparatus manufacture. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Revise 10.4.1 to read as follows: 
   10.4.1 Ground Ladders.  
10.4.1.1 If fire department ground ladders are carried on the apparatus, they 
shall meet the requirements of NFPA 1931, Standard for Manufacturer’s 
Design of Fire Department Ground Ladders. Standard on Design of and 
Design Verification Tests for Fire Department Ground Ladders. 
10.4.1.2 Step ladders and other types of multi-purpose ladders shall be 
permitted to be carried provided they meet either ANSI A14.2 or ANSI A14.5 
with duty ratings of Type IA or IAA. 
Committee Statement: These changes ensures that if a fire department is 
going to carry step ladders and multipurpose ladders on the apparatus, those 
ladders will meet a minimum construction and rating standard. The change in 
terminology from attic ladder to folding ladder is to be consistent with NFPA 
1931, Standard for Manufacturer’s Design of Fire Department Ground Ladders. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-69 Log #127  Final Action: Accept 
(10.5.2(11)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add the following new text: 
   10.5.2 (11) One automatic external defibrillator (AED) 
Substantiation: AED’s should be required equipment on all fire apparatus. 
Heart attacks remain the leading cause of line of duty deaths for firefighters. 
An AED is the most important piece of life safety field equipment available for 
victims of heart attacks. The fire service responds to more medical calls than 
all other type calls combined. This comment is reflective of an overwhelming 
show of hands in support of this requirement at the Fire Apparatus 
Maintenance Section meeting at Fire Rescue International in Atlanta in August 
2007. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-70 Log #126  Final Action: Accept 
(11.9.3(17)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add the following new text: 
   11.9.3 (17) One automatic external defibrillator (AED) 
Substantiation: AED’s should be required equipment on all fire apparatus. 
Heart attacks remain the leading cause of line of duty deaths for firefighters. 
An AED is the most important piece of life safety field equipment available for 
victims of heart attacks. The fire service responds to more medical calls than 
all other type calls combined. This comment is reflective of an overwhelming 
show of hands in support of this requirement at the Fire Apparatus 
Maintenance Section meeting at Fire Rescue International in Atlanta in August 
2007. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-71 Log #161  Final Action: Reject 
(12.1.2(4)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: James A. Salmi, Crimson Fire 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise item 4, replace “250 lb (114 KG)” with “200 lb 
(114 KG) in each seating position”. 
Substantiation: It is excessive to consider every firefighter will weigh 250 lb 
before putting on turn-out gear. In cabs with eight man seating an additional 
400 lb must be accounted for in available capacity. We keep increasing the size 
of vehicles with this type of change. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: A Fire Apparatus Manufacturers Association (FAMA) 
anthropometric study found that the 50th percentile firefighter with protective 
clothing and SCBA weighs 250 lbs. The NFFF study found that the 50th 
percentile firefighter with protective clothing and SCBA weighs 278 lbs. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-72 Log #38  Final Action: Reject 
(12.1.2(4), A.12.1.2(4), B.5.1, and Figure B.5.1(b)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-49 
Recommendation: Revert back to 200 pounds for the average weight of an 
unequipped firefighter. 
Substantiation: While research shows that the 95th percentile firefighter may 
weigh 230 pounds, the 50th percentile is much less. If this number is changed 
to 250 pounds, many other NFPA documents should also change, and other 
things in NFPA 1901 such as aerial ladder ratings, should also change to 
maintain consistency. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: A Fire Apparatus Manufacturers Association (FAMA) 
anthropometric study found that the 50th percentile firefighter with protective 
clothing and SCBA weighs 250 lbs. The NFFF study found that the 50th 
percentile firefighter with protective clothing and SCBA weighs 278 lbs. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-73 Log #71  Final Action: Accept 
(12.1.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   12.1.4 A final manufacturer’s certification of the GVWR or GCWR, along 
with a certification of the each GAWR, shall be supplied on a label affixed to 
the vehicle 
Substantiation: Fire apparatus usually have more than 1 axle, hence more than 
1 GAWR. They are not the same, and each should be listed on the label. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-74 Log #39  Final Action: Accept 
(12.1.5.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-49 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   12.1.5.1 * The instruction plate shall show the height of the completed fire 

apparatus in feet and inches or meters, the length of the completed fire 
apparatus in feet and inches or meters, and the gross vehicle weight rating 
(GVWR) in pounds or kilograms tons or metric tons. 
Or 
12.1.5.1 * The instruction plate shall show the height of the completed fire 
apparatus in feet and inches or meters, the length of the completed fire 
apparatus in feet and inches or meters, and the gross vehicle weight rating 
(GVWR) in pounds or kilograms and tons or metric tons. 
Substantiation: The weight information needed by the driver while driving is 
whether the apparatus can safely pass over a bridge with limited weight 
capacity. This is posted in tons, not pounds. The driver should not be forced to 
make this conversion in his head while driving. If the GVWR and GAWR 
information is needed for specification, maintenance, or other purposes while 
not driving, it can be obtained from the required documentation (see 4.19.1 
(new 4.20.1)) and the NHTSA required label in the cab. Some manufacturers 
are already posting the GVWR in both pounds and tons on this label. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Committee Statement: The submitter has given the committee 2 options and 
the committee is accepting option #1. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-75 Log #237  Final Action: Reject 
(12.2.4.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Delwin Smeal, Smeal Fire Apparatus 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-55 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   The air inlet shall be equipped with a means of separating water and burning 
embers from the air intake system when available by the manufacturer of the 
chassis. 
Substantiation: Currently there are a number of commercial chassis’ utilized 
by fire apparatus manufacturers that do not have ember separators on the 
completed apparatus. This feature/component is not available from the chassis 
manufacturer. A few chassis makes where the ember separator is not available 
is Ford 550, Sterling, GMC. To my knowledge there is no “after-market” 
product available for apparatus manufacturers to install. Apparatus 
manufacturers are not willing to fabricate and install such separators as it will 
result in the voiding of engine warranty by the chassis/engine manufacturer. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The current standard can be easily satisfied on all 
chassis. Most manufacturers have been accomplishing this since the last edition 
of NFPA 1901 or longer. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-76 Log #124  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(12.2.6.7.6) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Roger Lackore, Pierce Manufacturing Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text as follows: 
   12.2.6.7.6* Exhaust tail pipes that exit at ground level shall be equipped with 
an exhaust temperature mitigation device. The outlet temperature of the exhaust 
gas shall not exceed 455 deg C (851 deg F) at any point in the exit plane of the 
exhaust for any condition of normal DPF regeneration (DPF failure or 
uncontrolled burn excepted). 
A.12.2.6.7.6 Exhaust temperature mitigation devices may be affected by the 
addition of adaptors commonly used to hook up to exhaust extraction 
equipment. The purchaser should ensure that this adaptation is approved by the 
apparatus OEM to and that it will not adversely affect the performance of the 
device. 
Substantiation: All commercial truck manufacturers are using exhaust 
mitigation devices to reduce the exhaust temperature at the tailpipe to address 
the high temperatures caused by DPF regeneration. Specialty trucks that use 
vertical exhaust stacks such as refuse haulers are also using these devices to 
reduce the potential for starting fires if the vehicle is parked beneath a tree 
during regeneration. 
   This proposal removes the reference to “exiting at ground level” to ensure 
that fire apparatus with vertical exhaust outlets do not pose an increased risk of 
starting fires in overhead combustible environments such as dry trees. 
   The current proposed change requires temperature mitigation, but does not 
establish a minimum standard of mitigation. This proposed addition establishes 
a minimum standard that both Pierce and International truck have determined 
to be attainable and practical given the current state of the art. Reference to any 
specific device is removed and performance standards added. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise 12.2.6.7.6 to read as follows: 
   12.2.6.7.6 Engine exhaust gas temperature shall not exceed 851°F (455°C) 
when measured at the exit of the exhaust pipe during normal DPF regeneration. 
   Revise 12.2.6.7.6 to read as follows: 
   A.12.2.6.7.6 Exhaust system temperature mitigation devices might be 
required to meet the temperature requirement. Exhaust temperature mitigation 
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devices might be affected by the addition of adaptors commonly used to hook 
up to exhaust extraction equipment. The purchaser should ensure that this 
adaptation is approved by the apparatus OEM and that it will not adversely 
affect the performance of the device. 
Committee Statement: The committee reviewed the 3 comments received on 
the temperature limit and feels that 851°F (455°C) degree temperature is 
realistic and attainable. See also action on public comment 1901-78 (Log #28) 
which adds text to the annex.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-77 Log #221  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(12.2.6.7.6) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Mark Sackett, Spartan Chassis, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   12.2.6.7.6* Exhaust tail pipes that exit at ground level shall be equipped with 
an exhaust temperature mitigation device. The exhaust gas temperature at the 
tail pipe exit plane shall not exceed 1000 F (538 C) under normal operating 
conditions (including DPF regeneration, excluding DPF failure modes). 
Substantiation: The addition of “temperature mitigation devices” in the 
proposal assumes the addition of additional components is needed. In the event 
that no devices are needed (i.e., some current solutions, many 2010 solutions) 
the proposed wording would be obsolete. The recommended wording allows 
for changes in technology and ensures the result that exhaust temperature is 
maintained at the level achieved in pre-2007 engines currently in use in the 
industry. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise 12.2.6.7.6 to read as follows: 
   12.2.6.7.6 Engine exhaust gas temperature shall not exceed 851°F (455°C) 
when measured at the exit of the exhaust pipe during normal DPF regeneration. 
Committee Statement: The committee reviewed the 3 comments received on 
the temperature limit and feels that 851°F (455°C) degree temperature is 
realistic and attainable. See also action on public comment 1901-78 (Log #28) 
which adds text to the annex.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-78 Log #28  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(12.2.6.7.6 and A.12.2.6.7.6) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William McCombs, E-One 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text as follows: 
   12.2.6.7.6 Engine exhaust tail pipes that exit at ground level shall be 
equipped with an exhaust temperature mitigation device. gas temperature shall 
not exceed 400 deg. C (752 deg. F) when measured at the exit of the exhaust 
pipe during normal DPF regeneration. 
A.12.2.6.7.6 Exhaust system temperature mitigation devices may be required to 
meet the temperature requirement. Exhaust temperature mitigation devices may 
be affected by the addition of adaptors commonly used to hook up to exhaust 
extraction equipment. The purchaser should ensure that this adaptation is 
approved by the apparatus OEM to and that it will not adversely affect the 
performance of the device. 
Substantiation: The current proposal requires that a temperature mitigation 
device be required on all vehicles. This is design restrictive. The standard needs 
to be a performance requirement with the method of compliance left to the 
manufacturer. A temperature mitigation device maybe required on some 
engines but not on others. It should not be required if it is not needed to meet 
the performance requirement. All exhaust locations should meet the 
temperature requirement since vertical exhaust stacks could cause some trees to 
ignite if too hot. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise 12.2.6.7.6 to read as follows: 
   12.2.6.7.6 Engine exhaust gas temperatures shall not exceed 851°F (455°C) 
when measured at the exit of the exhaust pipe during normal DPF regeneration. 
   Revise A.12.2.6.7.6 to read as follows: 
   A.12.2.6.7.6 Exhaust system temperature mitigation devices might be 
required to meet the temperature requirement. Exhaust temperature mitigation 
devices might be affected by the addition of adaptors commonly used to hook 
up to exhaust extraction equipment. The purchaser should ensure that this 
adaptation is certified by the manufacturer/installer of the adaptor that it will 
not adversely affect the performance of the device. 
Committee Statement: The committee reviewed the 3 comments received on 
the temperature limit and feels that 851°F (455°C) degree temperature is 
realistic and attainable. The other suggested changes are being accepted.  
   The change to the last sentence of A.12.2.6.7.6 is for consistency with 
acceptance of comment 1901-227 (Log #29). 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-79 Log #40  Final Action: Accept 
(12.3.6.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-63 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   12.3.6.5 Two safety chain attachment points shall be provided near the hitch 
point for hitches designed to use safety chains, each designed with an ultimate 
strength of not less than the maximum GVWR specified on the label required 
in 12.3.6.4. 
Substantiation: 5thwheel hitches do not use safety chains. All other references 
to trailer safety chains in the document have this exception stated. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-80 Log #108  Final Action: Reject 
(13.3.3.1(7) and 13.3.3.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John Doperalski, E-One 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-67 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   13.3.3.1  
   (7) Other warning devices and electrical loads defined by the purchaser as 
critical to the mission of the apparatus., including the minimum continuous 
electrical load required to provide federally required clearance and marker 
lights and the required optical warning devices mounted on a trailer as defined 
in Chapter 26. 
13.3.3.2 
If the apparatus is equipped to tow a trailer, an additional 45 amps shall be 
added to the minimum continuous electrical load to provide electrical power 
for the federally required clearance and marker lighting and the optical warning 
devices mounted on the trailer. 
Substantiation: The proposal calls for a minimum of 45 amps to be added to 
the minimum continuous electrical load of the apparatus, if the apparatus is 
designed to tow a trailer. This does not specify whether the trailer is a Type I, 
II, or III (as defined in Chapter 26). Each of these trailers may have vastly 
different electrical requirements. In addition, with the onset of LED lighting, it 
is very feasible to meet the Federal requirements for clearance lights, marker 
lights, and optical warning lights with load values under 10 amps. By adding 
the proposed text into 13.3.3.1 (7), the manufacturer will be incumbent to 
design the apparatus with feedback from the purchaser on the mission of the 
apparatus. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The current wording was created to provide inter-
operability between departments, so that any new fire apparatus meeting NFPA 
1901 with a towing option will fit any new trailer meeting NFPA 1901 so long 
as the towing hitch is of the proper rating. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-81 Log #58  Final Action: Accept 
(13.7, A.13.7.1, and 2.3.11) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   13.7* Electromagnetic Interference. 
13.7.1* Electromagnetic interference suppression shall be provided, as 
required, to satisfy the radiation limits specified in SAE J551/2, Test Limits and 
Methods of Measurement of Radio Disturbance Characteristics of Vehicles, 
Motorboats, and Spark-Ignited Engine-Driven Devices. SAE J551/1, 
Performance Levels and Methods of Measurement of Electromagnetic 
Compatibility of Vehicles, Boats (up to 15 m), and Machines (16.6 Hz to 18 
GHz). 
13.7.2 The purchaser shall indicate if testing and certification under SAE 
J551/2, Test Limits and Methods of Measurement of Radio Disturbance 
Characteristics of Vehicles, Motorboats, and Spark-Ignited Engine-
DrivenDevices, are required. 
A.13.7.1 SAE J551/2, Test Limits and Methods of Measurement of 
RadioDisturbance Characteristics of Vehicles, Motorboats, and Spark-Ignited 
Engine-Driven Devices SAE J551/1, Performance Levels and Methods of 
Measurement of Electromagnetic Compatibility of Vehicles, Boats (up to 15 
m), and Machines (16.6 Hz to 18 GHz), provides test procedures and 
recommended levels to assist engineers in the control of broadband 
electromagnetic radiation and in the control of radio interference resulting from 
equipment installed on the apparatus. Adherence to the recommended levels 
will minimize the degradation effects of potential interference sources on 
fireground communication equipment or other devices susceptible to 
electromagnetic interference. 
Procedures are included to measure the radiation from a single device or the 
entire apparatus. Compliance could be determined through actual tests on the 
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completed apparatus or predictions based on tests previously conducted on 
similarly equipped apparatus. If compliance certification is required, it should 
be so indicated in the apparatus specifications. 
2.3.11 … 
SAE J551/2, Test Limits and Methods of Measurement of Radio Disturbance 
Characteristics of Vehicles, Motorboats, and Spark-Ignited Engine-Driven 
Devices.  
SAE J551/1, Performance Levels and Methods of Measurement of 
Electromagnetic Compatibility of Vehicles, Boats (up to 15 m), and Machines 
(16.6 Hz to 18 GHz), 2006. 
F.1.2.5 … 
SAE J551/2, Test Limits and Methods of Measurement of Radio Disturbance 
Characteristics of Vehicles, Motorboats, and Spark-Ignited Engine-Driven 
Devices.  
SAE J551/1, Performance Levels and Methods of Measurement of 
Electromagnetic Compatibility of Vehicles, Boats (up to 15 m), and Machines 
(16.6 Hz to 18 GHz), 2006. 
Substantiation: SAE J551/2 has been withdrawn in favor of using the 
technically identical international standards CISPR 12 and CISPR 25. The 
linkage to these documents is included in the revised SAE J551/1. 
   These tests are not the kind of tests that are normally done in an individual 
piece of completed apparatus, and we should not be suggesting that. The 
purchaser can always ask for any special testing above and beyond NFPA 1901. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-82 Log #11  Final Action: Accept 
(13.8.13.3.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: W. Kenneth Menke, III, PowerArc, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise as follows: 
   In order to define the clearance lines of the apparatus, the optical center of the 
lower-level optical warning devices in front of the vehicle shall be mounted on 
or forward of the front axle centerline and as close to the front corner points of 
the apparatus as is practical. 
   (If accepted, the word “on” should also be added in section 13.8.13.3.2 and 
13.8.14.3.2 for uniformity within the standard.) 
Substantiation: The traditional mounting locations for selective coverage 
optical warning devices have been the side of front bumpers. With increased 
vehicles sizes, many apparatus now use very short bumpers and mount the 
lights over the front wheel. Compliance is met but symmetrical cosmetics, at 
times, requires the light to be mounted on the centerline of the front axle or 
fractionally forward of it. By simply adding the word “on” resolves any issues 
of mounting location and compliance. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-83 Log #61  Final Action: Accept 
(13.8.15.2.1.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   13.8.15.2.1.1 The results of the testing shall be used by the apparatus builder 
or purchaser to determine compliance with this standard and all required 
photometric data shall  
Substantiation: Text should be deleted because 13.8.16 requires apparatus 
manufacturer to demonstrate compliance. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-84 Log #195  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(13.10.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-72 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   13.10.1 Ground Lighting. 
   13.10.1.1 The work area on the sides and rear of (deleted: immediately 
behind the vehicle) the vehicle shall be illuminated to a level of at least 3 fc 
(30 lx). (deleted: within a 10 ft × 10 ft (3 m × 3 m) square to the rear of the 
vehicle. 
Substantiation: a) The rear of the some vehicles (like a rescue) may not have 
doors, hose bed, etc. (like a pumper or aerial), yet need ground lighting on the 
sides of the vehicle. Thus providing lighting just at the rear does not provide a 
safe working environment on the sides of the apparatus body. 
   b) Compartment doors could block the view of personnel operating along the 
sides of the vehicle. 

   c) When removing ladders from a hydraulic or electric ladder rack, the 
operator may not see obstructions in the area where the equipment is being 
lowered.  
   d) Today nearly 75% or more of apparatus are equipped with such side body 
scene and ground lighting provisions…it is a substantial step forward in 
improving the safety around the apparatus scene. This is no longer a 
“minimum” standard item and should be applicable on all apparatus. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Add text as A.13.10.1.1 to read as follows: 
   The purchaser may want to specify work area (scene) lighting along the side 
of the vehicle. This may be provided by low voltage or line voltage lighting. 
   Add text to Annex B Figure B.2 chapter 13 at the end of the list: 
   Describe any scene lighting required:__________ 
Committee Statement: “The sides and rear” does not define a specific area 
where the lighting level can be measured. This is an item that purchasers 
should consider, but may not be required on all apparatus. Advisory language is 
being added in the annex and Figure B.2. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-84a Log #CC1  Final Action: Accept 
(13.10.1.2, 13.10.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Technical Committee on Fire Department Apparatus,  
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-66 
Recommendation: Revise the illumination level stated in 13.10.1.2 and 
13.10.3 from 1 fc (10 lx) to 2 fc (20 lx). 
Substantiation: Committee action on Proposal 1901-66 (Log #122) changed 
the 1 fc to 2 fc in 13.3.3(4) (renumbered as 13.3.3.1(4) in the draft) for 
consistency with the Illumination Engineering Society recommended minimum 
level for walking surfaces. Similar requirements in 13.10.1.2 and 13.10.3 need 
to be changed to provide consistency in the document. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-85 Log #196  Final Action: Reject 
(13.10.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-72 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   13.10.3 Surface Lighting. The apparatus shall have sufficient lighting to 
provide a minimum level of 3 fc (30lx) 1 fc (10 lx) on all work surfaces, steps, 
and walkways. 
Substantiation: a) Refer to 13.10.2.1 “If a hose bed is provided, lighting on 
this hose bed shall be at a level of 3 fc (30 lx) or higher.” 
   b) Steps, work surfaces, and walkways should have the same level of lighting 
as the hose bed. In fact, such areas are used to gain access to the hose bed or 
are adjacent the hose bed.  
   c) This is a safety item and in most cases manufacturers are already lighting 
such areas to 3 fc. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee does not see a problem with the current 
lighting levels. Purchasers can always ask for more lights, but this is not a 
problem being reported to manufacturers. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-86 Log #235  Final Action: Accept 
(13.10.5.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William McCombs, Emergency One, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   13.10.5.3 Each enclosed tool and equipment compartment greater than 4 ft3 
(0.1 m3) in volume and having an opening greater than 144 sq in. (0.9 m2) shall 
have sufficient compartment lighting to provide a minimum of 2 fc (20 lx) 5 fc 
(50 ix) at any location on the floor of the compartment without any shelves, 
dividers, or equipment in the compartment. 
Substantiation: We are proposing that the illumination requirement at the floor 
of a compartment be increased 100 percent from the current standard of 1 fc to 
2 fc instead of the 400 percent increase to 5 fc in the current proposal. This 
would match the compartment section of the standard with 13.10.4 paragraph 
for interior lighting of 2 fc. (20 lux). Increasing the minimum standard by 400 
percent will likely cause another increase in costs to the end user to meet the 
requirement. An additional concern is firefighter safety. It is currently very 
common to equip the cab interiors with red interior lights to help prevent 
against night vision blindness when exiting the bright cab interior into the 
darkness of night. If the compartment interior is too bright it can be a concern 
that the fire fighter could suffer temporary night vision blindness after 
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retrieving equipment and turning to egress and could stumble over a curb or a 
fire hose. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-87 Log #197  Final Action: Accept 
(13.12) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add text to read as follows: 
   13.12 (*) Backup Alarm. An electric or electronic backup alarm shall be 
provided that meets the Type D (87 dBA) requirements of SAE J994, Alarm — 
Backup — Electric, Laboratory Performance Testing. 
Annex: 13.12 (*) Backup Alarm  
The purchaser may wish to add camera(s) at sides or rear of vehicle with cab 
monitoring screens or automatic vehicle stopping devices that sense an 
obstruction at the rear of the vehicle. In addition, angled back up lights 
mounted in the wheel well areas will provide additional scene lighting for 
personnel that may be at the side of the vehicle or lighting folding tanks or 
other obstacles on the side of the apparatus. Any of such devices will improve 
the safety while backing vehicles.  
Substantiation: a) Such cameras are now available as a low cost optional on 
apparatus. 
   b) Back up stopping devices have been available for many years and work 
very well. 
   c) Angled side body scene lights that come on automatically with the back up 
alarm would be a good addition to any apparatus. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-88 Log #178  Final Action: Reject 
(14.1.3.1 and A.14.1.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Peter F. Darley, W. S. Darley & Co. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   14.1.3.1 Seat belt assemblies including seat belt extenders when required 
shall conform to Federal Motor Vehicle Safety (FMVSS) No. 209 “Seat Belt 
Assemblies.” 
   A.14.1.3.1 - also delete the following: 
   Seat belt extenders are not recommended by the seat belt manufacturers 
because of the potential that they could be transferred to other apparatus or 
personal vehicles where, if used on other manufacturers’ belts, could produce a 
false latch. 
Substantiation: Since certain chassis will not have seat belts meeting the new 
length requirements, the committee should add the above wording to clarify 
that extenders are acceptable. 
   Also, we should eliminate the wording in A.14.1.3 stating that these 
extenders are not recommended. 
   http://wescoperformance.stores.yahoo.net/seat-belt-extender.html 
   Above is a link for seat belt extenders that are FMVSS approved. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: All apparatus must already meet FMVSS 209 by law 
so it does not need to be stated in this standard. In addition to the annex 
description, seat belt extenders used with 3-point belts may move the lap and 
shoulder harness apex too far over the belly to be safe for occupants in a crash. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-89 Log #243  Final Action: Reject 
(14.1.3.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Paul Bostrom, H.O. Bostrom Company, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete text as follows: 
   The seatbelt webbing shall be bright red or bright orange in color... 
Substantiation: Bright red was originally chosen based on seatbelt mfgr’s 
recommendations due to it’s visible color and propensity to not show dirt. 
Bright orange was not chosen due to it’s likelihood to show dirt. Visibility of 
bright orange webbing will be further diminished since turn out gear has either 
white/yellow or white/orange striping. Given the diminished visibility and 
extremely low demand (we have never had this request) there appears no 
reason to add another color and increase the cost of seatbelts. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Orange is a bright color and requested by many fire 
departments. Color provides distinction between belts and air pack straps. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-90 Log #5  Final Action: Reject 
(14.1.3.10) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Gary Handwerk, Hale Products Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-78 
Recommendation: Delete 14.1.3.10 “Entire Section”. Move to annex. 
Substantiation: 1. No current fire apparatus is equipped with device, we do 
not know what problems we are creating. FMVSS required warning device on 
cars years ago, it didn’t work out, we now have a flashing light/buzzer only. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Many apparatus manufacturers already offer this type 
of device. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-91 Log #27  Final Action: Accept 
(14.1.3.10) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John Fisher, E-One 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation:   Proposed modifications to existing proposal:

14.1.3.10. A seat belt warning device shall be provided
14.1.3.10.1 The warning device shall consist of an audible warning device that 
can be heard at all seating positions designed to be occupied while the vehicle 
is in motion, and a visual display to the driver or the officer showing the condi-
tion of each seating position. with a green/red illumination.
14.1.3.10.2. The warning shall be activated anytime the parking brake is 
released or the automatic transmission is not in park.
14.1.3.7.10.3 Seat position lights shall display shall indicate condition in accor-
dance with Table 14.1.3.10.3

Table 14.1.3.10.3 Light Display for Seating System
Display Indication Seat Belt Seat Sensor
Green     Affirmative Indication Buckled Senses Occupant
Red        Negative Indication Buckled No Occupant
Red        Negative Indication Unbuckled Senses Occupant
Dark Unbuckled No Occupant

  14.1.3.10.4 Display may consist of lights, text, graphical indicators, digital 
displays, and other methods.
  14.1.3.10.5 Warning device shall determine that the seat is occupied before 
the seat belt is buckled before showing an affirmative indication.
Substantiation: Current proposal is design restrictive. Proposal should be 
performance based. Some vehicle manufacturer’s have current display systems 
that can provide the required information without the cost of additional 
hardware and reduction in dash space. To help prevent personnel from buckling 
the seat belt first before sitting in the seat and defeating the purpose of the 
system, a logic circuit should be supplied that detects this condition.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-92 Log #238  Final Action: Reject 
(14.1.3.10) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Delwin Smeal, Smeal Fire Apparatus 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-78 
Recommendation: Eliminate the requirement for the “each seating position” 
light system informing the driver/officer of which occupied seat is not 
sufficiently buckled.  
Substantiation: NFPA has adopted the color red seat belt restraints. The 
recommendation as submitted by Mr. Thomas A. Stalnaker further enhances the 
requirements with minimal additional cost to the purchaser. I don’t feel it is 
possible for NFPA to set standards where human beings are unwilling to 
exercise sound judgment in behavior. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: 70 percent of all firefighters killed in vehicle accidents 
are not wearing their seat belts. Many departments have SOP’s that call for seat 
belt use, but they are often ignored and no one checks or enforces the seat belt 
use. This warning device will make it easy for the officer or driver to know that 
every occupant is belted in. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-93 Log #252  Final Action: Reject 
(14.1.3.10) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dave Weng, KME Fire Apparatus, Jack Terefinko, Jim Currin 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-78 
Recommendation: Option 1: 
   Delete the requirement in 14.1.3.10 for a visual display visible to the driver 
showing each seating position with green/red illumination individual light for 
each seating position. 
   Option 2: 
   If option 1 is rejected. 
   Delete the requirement in 14.1.3.10 for a visual display visible to the driver 
showing each seating position with green/red illumination individual light for 
each seating position and replace with the following wording: 
   14.1.3.10 A seat belt warning device shall be provided. 
   14.1.3.10.1 The warning device shall consist of an audible warning device 
that can be heard at all seating positions designed to be occupied while the 
vehicle is in motion, and a flashing light visible from the driver’s and officer’s 
seats. 
   14.1.3.10.2 The warning shall be activated anytime the parking brake is 
released or the automatic transmission is not in park. 
Substantiation: Option 1: 
   Reason: Seat belt sensors for all seating positions are not mandated by the 
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards, as such; commercial chassis 
manufacturers that include Mack, Volvo, Kenworth, Peterbuilt, Ford, and 
GMC, which build a significant percentage of NFPA 1901 apparatus, do not 
offer this feature and have no immediate plans to offer these features. The final 
stage apparatus manufacturer will incur significant cost and liability to install a 
seat belt indicator system for every seating position. 
   Option 2: 
   Reason: The revised wording still provides adequate notification to all 
occupants of the cab that someone is not wearing their seat belt, it 
accomplishes the original intent of the proposal with reduced cost and 
simplicity in installation and doesn’t clutter an already full dash console. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: 70 percent of all firefighters killed in vehicle accidents 
are not wearing their seat belts. Many departments have SOP’s that call for seat 
belt use, but they are often ignored and no one checks or enforces the seat belt 
use. This warning device will make it easy for the officer or driver to know that 
every occupant is belted in. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-94 Log #17  Final Action: Reject 
(14.1.3.10, 14.1.3.10.1, 14.1.3.10.2, 14.1.3.10.3, and Table 14.1.3.10.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kenneth L. Koch, Sutphen Corporation 
Comment on Proposal No:  
Recommendation: Delete the following text: 
   14.1.3.10 A seat belt warning device shall be provided. 
   14.1.3.10.1 The warning device shall consist of an audible warning device 
that can be heard at all seating positions designed to be occupied while the 
vehicle is in motion, and a visual display visable to the driver showing each 
seating position with green/red illumination. 
   14.1.3.10.2 The warning shall be activated any time the parking brake is 
released or the automatic transmission is not in park. 
   14.1.3.10.3 Seat position lights shall display in accordance with Table 
14.1.3.10.3. 
   Table 14.1.3.10.3 Light display for seating positions. (delete entire Table). 
Substantiation: The deleted items would add a series of lights and an audible 
warning system to the personnel areas of the apparatus, one more system of 
lights and horns in an already crowded area that will only distract the driver as 
he is attempting to enter traffic. The deleted items would not only add to the 
cost of the apparatus but would increase maintenance cost and reduce 
reliability. Unless the department has rules requiring the use of seat belts and 
enforces them, no amount of bells, whistles, horns and lights will bring about 
universal use of the seat belts. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: 70 percent of all firefighters killed in vehicle accidents 
are not wearing their seat belts. Many departments have SOP’s that call for seat 
belt use, but they are often ignored and no one checks or enforces the seat belt 
use. This warning device will make it easy for the officer or driver to know that 
every occupant is belted in. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-95 Log #112  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(14.1.3.10.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   14.1.3.10.3 The seat belt warning device shall record and store all activity for 
a minimum of thirty days. The stored data shall be downloadable to a computer 
via a USB port. 
Substantiation: According to the NFPA’s report on firefighter fatalities for the 
past 30 years, 76% of all deaths, while responding or returning to calls, were to 
firefighters who were NOT wearing their seat belts. The proposed warning 
system is past due as this device is in practically every vehicle manufactured in 
the past ten years. 
   This comment adds the requirement of data collection and retrieval. 
Unfortunately, the fire service has a poor record of supervising personnel for 
using seat and shoulder belts. In career departments, the chief does not respond 
with the apparatus to ensure seat belt usage. Supervision is at the company 
officer level. Because of the urgency of response, and the fact that fire 
apparatus are considerably larger and heavier than most other vehicles, there is 
a sense of invincibility. The chances of a bad collision on a response/return are 
very, very low. However, the life safety issues of a bad collision when they 
occur are very, very bad. Therefore, they appear to be isolated to community 
involved when in fact they occur too often across the fire service, especially in 
North America. 
   Data collection and retrieval provides the fire department, i.e., chief, a tool to 
monitor the safety habits of his personnel while responding. Just as an 
emergency scene has very strict supervision through the Incident Management 
System, closer supervision is needed during the response and returning mode. 
Current trends indicate that firefighters are more likely to be killed during the 
response/return mode than while actually working on an incident scene. 
Electronic supervision will ensure good safety habits of everyone buckling up 
all the time.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See Proposal 1901-23 (Log #CP22) which added a vehicle data recorder. 
Committee Statement: This capability is part of the vehicle data recorder 
(VDR) being required and the committee does not want to require separate data 
recording and storage for this indicator.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-96 Log #230  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(14.1.6) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   All driving and crew compartments and command center and rescue access 
doors shall have at least 96 in2 (62,000 mm2) of reflective material affixed to 
the inside of each door. 
Substantiation: Command center and rescue access doors can be utilized for 
entrance into cab area, as well as exit at scene location. As with other access 
doors, reflective material is required for additional visibility when the door is 
opened. Command center access doors should be included within this 
requirement for improved safety. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise 14.1.6 to read as follows:  
   Any door of the apparatus designed to allow persons to enter or exit the 
apparatus shall have at least 96 in2 (62,000 mm2) of reflective material affixed 
to the inside of the door. 
Committee Statement: The revised wording is more universal in its 
application.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-97 Log #65  Final Action: Accept 
(14.1.6, 15.4.7, 19.18.11, and 19.21.4.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Change “reflective” to “retroreflective” in 14.1.6 (inside 
cab doors), 15.4.7 (equipment racks), 19.18.11 (articulating boom knuckles), 
and 19.21.4.3 (stabilizers). 
Substantiation: Each section currently calls for reflective material, striping, or 
paint. In each case, retroreflective material, striping, or paint was probably 
intended, is typically used, and is more effective to accomplish the intended 
purpose. White paint (or anything except flat black) is reflective, and would 
meet the requirements of the current wording. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-98 Log #134  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(14.1.8.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: J. Gordon Routley, Champlain, NY 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-80 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   14.1.8.4 The following statement shall be included in the operator’s manual: 
“Fire helmets shall not be worn by persons riding in enclosed driving and crew 
areas. Fire helmets are not designed for crash protection and they will interfere 
with the protection provided by head rests. The reduction in head clearance 
creates a greater hazard to personal safety than the helmets will protect. The 
use of seat belts is essential to protecting fire fighters during driving.”  
14.1.8.4.1 A compartment or device to securely stow a helmet shall be 
provided within reach of each seat. A label stating “DO NOT WEAR HELMET 
WHILE SEATED” shall be visible from each seating location. 
A.14.1.8.4 The minimum seat head height values in this standard assume that 
the occupants are not wearing fire helmets. The use of a helmets detracts from 
the head clearance and puts the occupant at greater risk of neck or back injury 
during a rollover or during a severe road event. 
Substantiation: The justification that was submitted to support this proposal 
suggests that the problem is a lack of sufficient headroom to allow for helmets 
to be worn while riding in fire apparatus seats. While the minimum headroom 
requirements do not allow for helmets to be worn, many fire apparatus cabs 
provide significantly more than the minimum required headroom. Most 
firefighters routinely wear their helmets - in spite of warnings to the contrary. 
   The prohibition on wearing helmets comes from NFPA 1500 and is based on 
an assumption that the mass and shape of the helmet increase the risk of neck 
injury in a crash. The validity of this assumption has not been established 
through testing or engineering analysis. If the concern is valid, the justification 
for the prohibition should be clearly stated. If it is not valid, it should be 
removed. If it is feasible to modify seat or helmet designs to eliminate the 
problem, these options should be fully considered. 
   Placing a notice in the operator’s manual has very little impact on this 
problem, because the crew members generally do not refer to the operator’s 
manual. The prohibition will not be effective unless a notice is placed at each 
seat and a provision is made to securely and conveniently store a helmet at 
each seating location. 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Revise 14.1.8.4 to read as follows: 
14.1.8.4* The following statement shall be included in the operator’s manual: 
“Fire helmets shall not be worn by persons riding in enclosed driving and crew 
areas. Fire helmets are not designed for crash protection and they will interfere 
with the protection provided by head rests. The reduction in head clearance 
creates a greater hazard to personal safety than the helmets will protect. The 
use of seat belts is essential to protecting fire fighters during driving.” 
   Add text to read as follows: 
14.1.8.4.1 A location for helmet storage shall be provided.  
14.1.8.4.2 If helmets are to be stored in the driving or crew compartment, the 
helmets shall be secured in compliance to section 14.1.11.2, 
14.1.8.4.3 A label stating “DO NOT WEAR HELMET WHILE SEATED” shall 
be visible from each seating location. 
Revise A.14.1.8.4 to read as follows: 
The minimum seat head height values in this standard assume that the 
occupants are not wearing fire helmets. The use of a helmets detracts from the 
head clearance and puts the occupant at greater risk of neck or back injury 
during a rollover or during a severe road event. 
   Add to Annex B, Figure B.2 Chapter 14, after 2 questions on special seating 
arrangements 
*Helmets will be stored : 
ο In the driving/crew compartment in holders 
ο In the driving/crew compartment in compartments 
ο In body compartments 
Committee Statement: Not all departments store their SCBAs in the driving/
crew compartment(s). Some store SCBAs in body compartments and may wish 
to store their helmets there also. Not all driving/crew compartment(s) have 
room to add helmet storage (especially commercial chassis without crew 
compartments).  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-99 Log #199  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(14.1.8.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-80 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   14.1.8.4* The following statement shall be included in the operator’s manual: 
“Fire helmets shall not be worn by persons riding in enclosed driving and crew 
areas. Fire helmets are not designed for crash protection and they will interfere 
with the protection provided by head rests. The reduction in head clearance 
creates a greater hazard to personal safety than the helmets will protect. The 
use of seat belts is essential to protecting fire fighters during driving.” 

14.1.8.4.1 If helmets are to be stored in the cab, the helmets shall be secured in 
the cab in compliance to section 14.1.11.2, stored in a cab compartment, or 
stored in a body compartment. 
Substantiation: With the addition of this new section for helmets in the 
standard, we must reinforce that helmets must be removed from the cab, 
properly secured to requirements of the standard or placed in a cab 
compartment. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-98 (Log #134). 
Committee Statement: The committee believes its action on public comment 
1901-98 (Log #134) addressees the submitters concerns. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-100 Log #133  Final Action: Reject 
(14.1.9.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: J. Gordon Routley, Champlain, NY 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-81, 1901-225 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   14.1.9.1 Each seating space shall have a minimum width of 22 in. (560 mm) 
28 in. (712 mm) at from the shoulder to the hip levels. 
14.1.9.4 Each seating space shall have a minimum unencumbered leg/foot 
room of 14 inches (356 mm), measured from the front face of the seat cushion. 
A minimum unencumbered leg/foot room of 24 inches (610 mm) shall be 
provided when seats are located face-to-face. 
Substantiation: The issue of safe seating areas and appropriate systems to 
secure firefighters in their seats has been studied and discussed extensively 
over the past year by the Safety Task Force of the 1901 Committee, the 
National Fallen Firefighters Foundation and the Safety, Health and Survival 
Section of the International Association of Fire Chiefs. The current standard 
allows for a spacing of 22 inches of width per seat, which allows 4-across 
seating in many fire apparatus cabs. Examination of many existing vehicles and 
numerous reports from users indicate that this minimum width allowance 
makes it impossible for larger firefighters to sit properly and comfortably in 
their seats. More importantly, the lack of room makes it difficult or impossible 
to reach and fasten their seatbelts. It is essential to address this problem as part 
of an overall strategy to ensure seat belt use. 
   Research conducted by Roger Lackore for the Fire Apparatus Manufacturers 
Association, based on measurements of 737 firefighters, indicates that the 95th 
percentile shoulder width for firefighters in the sample group was 23.3 inches, 
while the 95th percentile width across the arms was 27.5 inches. Based on this 
data, a minimum space of 28 inches should be required to allow the firefighters 
to sit with their arms in a natural position. The 28 inch width also allows 
sufficient room for the firefighter to reach and manipulate their seat belts. 
(NOTE: The 50th percentile would require 24 inches of width per seat ---- 
however this assumes that each firefighter is only “average” size.) 
   Anthropometric testing using laser scanning techniques, which is being 
conducted by Total Contact Inc. for the National Fallen Firefighters 
Foundation, has validated the basic measurements obtained in the FAMA study 
   When presented with this information during the proposal stage, the 
Committee noted: “ The ability for a fire fighter to enter the driving or crew 
riding area, get seated, and properly buckle the seat belt is critical. Studies of 
fire fighter size have shown that it is not possible to seat four of the largest fire 
fighters (95th percentile males) wearing their protective clothing side by side 
across the crew riding area without rubbing shoulders. Purchasers should 
consider specifying a seating configuration to ensure that all occupants will be 
able to be buckled into a seating position effectively and efficiently before the 
apparatus is moving. Alternate seating configurations that can be considered 
include three or two seats across the width of the riding area and facing seats.” 
   The Technical Committee’s conclusion was “Four-across seating is probably 
OK for most departments unless they have an abnormally high percentage of 
fire fighters who are above 95th percentile in shoulder width.” 
   The conclusion that “four across seating is probably OK” suggests that the 
original proposal was not adequately considered. We cannot assign seating in 
fire apparatus according to the size of the firefighters; nor can we assign crews 
to create a desirable mix of large, medium and small firefighters. We must 
provide seating areas that can safely accommodate real firefighters. Each seat 
must be able to safely accommodate a full-sized firefighter, wearing full 
protective clothing. 
The existing text does not address the issue of providing sufficient legroom for 
firefighters in front of seating positions. Several vehicles have been observed 
with face-to-face seats spaced so closely that the firefighters would have to 
interlock their legs. The minimum space of 14 inches for single seats and 24 
inches between face-to-face seats is needed to provide room for knees and 
boots.  
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
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Committee Statement: These values are excessively restrictive. The FAMA 
study showed the 95th percentile was 23.3 in. and the 50th percentile is 20.5 
in.. The current requirement of 22 inches is a reasonable balance given the 
remote probability of having four 95th percentile firefighters all lined up in the 
same crew area. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-101 Log #250  Final Action: Reject 
(14.3.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dave Weng, KME Fire Apparatus, Jack Terefinko, Jim Currin 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-83 
Recommendation: Delete the proposed Section 14.3.2. 
Substantiation: Cab structural testing in accordance with SAE J2420, SAE 
J2422, and ECE Regulation number 29 are not mandated standards by the 
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards, as such; commercial chassis 
manufacturers that include Mack, Volvo, Kenworth, Peterbuilt, Ford, and 
GMC, which build a significant percentage of NFPA 1901 apparatus, test to 
their own standards, not to the standards referenced above. From our 
discussions with these manufacturers, they have no plans to test their products 
to these standards. Requiring compliance will significantly reduce the 
commercial chassis models available for NFPA apparatus. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Fire fighters should be enclosed in a strong cab that 
has met recognized criteria for rollover and impact protection. Representatives 
from Mack, Volvo, Paccar, International, and Freightliner all sit on the SAE 
Cab Crashworthiness committee and participated in creating these standards. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-102 Log #214  Final Action: Reject 
(14.3.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jason S. Gerhardt, Intec Video Systems, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-84 
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows: 
   In addition to adjustable mirrors, all apparatus shall be equipped with a 
device to give a clear view of the area directly behind the apparatus. The 
device used is at the discretion of the fire department. The view shall be clear 
for the operator of the apparatus, viewable from the seated position in the 
operator’s position of the apparatus. 
Substantiation: I am responding to the proposal that is in regard to adjustable 
mirrors for apparatus. Gentlemen I understand the need for adjustable mirrors 
as I have driven many demo apparatus. I personally have had to exit the vehicle 
to adjust the mirror on the passenger side of the vehicle. The point that I want 
to make relates to your statements that in some cases the operator may be the 
only person in the vehicle. Given this case, I would like to raise concern for the 
spotter’s presence and participation if the operator needed to back the vehicle. 
The mirrors only show the left and right side of the apparatus, not what is 
directly behind the apparatus, no matter how adjustable the mirrors are from 
the driver’s seat.  
   The suggestion I would like to make is that if the need for adjustable mirrors 
in an apparatus for safety reasons has been substantiated, then why not 
complete the resolution to make it mandatory for the complete circumference 
of the apparatus to be visible from the operator’s seat. The apparatus is so large 
and typically operates in a setting that is only as orderly as an emergency 
condition will provide. There is great likelihood of untrained pedestrians in the 
area, sometimes in a state of panic. 
The following list of incidents of fire fighter fatalities; (and the cause of death), 
highlight my concern. Although required (though not always available) a 
spotter would not have made a difference. However I truly believe that a 
complete view of the perimeter of the apparatus would make a difference. I 
affirm that I am a sales representative for a company that would benefit from 
such a resolution becoming a standard in 1901. However I am also a person 
that has made many friends in the fire industry, and in my humble opinion if a 
camera system or other means of providing the same visible result, can prevent 
one injury or death – then I think it is certainly an item that should become 
standard on every new apparatus that is delivered in the United States. Cost is 
certainly not an issue as typical systems cost less than 1 percent of the overall 
apparatus price. 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This is a minimum standard. All apparatus have side 
view mirrors with remote control. Safe backing requires a spotter anyway. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-103 Log #141  Final Action: Accept 
(14.3.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Department 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   14.3.5 All primary rear view mirrors used by the driver shall be adjustable 
from the driver’s seat position. 
Substantiation: Change from “seat” to “position” better clarifies the intent. 
For example, if the driver’s seat is a bench seat, then any position on the seat 
could be interpreted as the driver’s seat. The intent of the requirement is for the 
driver to be able to adjust the mirrors without having to move/reach across the 
cab. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-104 Log #73  Final Action: Accept 
(15.7.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-87 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
15.7.1* Steps, platforms, or permanently attached access ladders shall be 
provided so that fire fighters have access to all working and storage areas of 
the fire apparatus. 
Substantiation: This change was lost when the committee edited out most of 
the previous proposal. It is needed to be consistent with the new terminology 
and the changes made to 15.7. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
   Make the same change in 15.7.1.1.1. 
Committee Statement: For consistency, the same change needs to be made in 
15.7.1.1.1. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-105 Log #64  Final Action: Accept 
(15.7.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   15.7.4* Slip Resistance. 
   15.7.4.1 All materials used for exterior surfaces designated as stepping, 
standing, and walking areas and all interior steps shall have a minimum slip 
resistance in any orientation of 0.68 when tested wet using the English XL 
tester in accordance with ASTM F 1679, Standard Test Method for Using a 
Variable Incidence Tribometer (VIT) the manufacturer’s instructions, or 0.52 
when tested wet using the Brungraber Mark II tester in accordance with ASTM 
F 1677, Standard Test Method for Using a Portable Inclinable Articulated Strut 
Slip Test (PIAST) the manufacturer’s instructions. 
15.7.4.2 All materials used for interior floors shall have a minimum slip 
resistance in any orientation of 0.58 when tested dry using the English XL 
tester in accordance with ASTM F 1679, Standard Test Method for Using a 
Variable Incidence Tribometer (VIT) the manufacturer’s instructions, or 0.47 
when tested dry using the Brungraber Mark II tester in accordance with ASTM 
F 1677, Standard Test Method for Using a Portable Inclinable Articulated Strut 
Slip Tester (PIAST) the manufacturer’s instructions. 
15.7.4.3 A standard Neolite® test sensor shall be used with both the English 
XL tester and the Brungraber Mark II tester. 
Substantiation: ASTM F 1677 and F1679 were withdrawn as active ASTM 
standards by action of the Committee of Standards (COS) on September 30, 
2006 for failure to include an approved precision statement (violating Section 
A21 of the Form and Style for ASTM Standards), and for including reference 
to proprietary apparatus where alternatives exist (violating Section 15 of the 
Regulations Governing ASTM Technical Committees). Although work is 
underway to develop new independent slip resistance tests that meet the 
requirements of ASTM and will be acceptable to ASTM, OSHA, and industry, 
these efforts are not yet complete. Once new tests are developed, the NFPA will 
need to develop new acceptance criteria based on these new tests. In the mean 
time, the testers previously used do come with full instructions and continue to 
be available and as good as they ever were. This section should probably be 
revised again for NFPA 1901-2013 to incorporate these new testing 
methodologies. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-106 Log #206  Final Action: Hold 
(15.7.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add text to read as follows: 
   15.7.4* Slip Resistance. 
15.7.4.1 The slip resistant material shall provide slip resistance for the expected 
duty cycle or life cycle of the vehicle. If the material cannot sustain such a duty 
cycle, the material or step surface shall be replaceable to maintain the slip 
resistant requirement on the apparatus.  
15.7.4* Slip Resistance Annex: When selecting stepping, standing, and 
walking surfaces, the purchaser should take into consideration the long-term 
use of the vehicle. The slip resistance of certain surfaces might deteriorate over 
time. It is also important for the fire department to properly maintain or replace 
slip-resistant materials as they deteriorate. 
Substantiation: Aluminum tread plate has been found to be inadequate to meet 
this standard over a period of time, due to the nature wear and tear 
characteristics of soft aluminum used in North America. Thus this new wording 
will assure that the material is replaceable on the apparatus or is of such a 
material that the purchaser will not have to replace such a material.  
Committee Meeting Action: Hold 
Committee Statement: The committee needs to study the feasibility of 
establishing duty cycles for materials used for stepping and standing surfaces 
as well as what is potentially replaceable. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-107 Log #140  Final Action: Reject 
(15.7.4.1.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows: 
   15.7.4.1.1 All materials used for exterior surfaces designated as stepping, 
standing, and walking areas shall have one square in. (254 mm) of open 
drainage for each ten square in. of surface. 
Substantiation: Exterior surfaces for stepping, standing, and walking should 
be designed so that liquids cannot pool/puddle and cause a slip hazard. In 
addition, perforations in such surfaces cause them to be inherently more slip 
resistant. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This is not practical on all surfaces, for example, some 
are on top of cabinetry that needs to remain water tight.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-108 Log #184  Final Action: Accept 
(15.9.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jared C. H. Johnson, 3M Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: I recommend revising Section 15.9.3 as identified below: 
   15.9.3* Reflective Striping. 
   15.9.3.1 A retroreflective stripe(s) shall be affixed to at least 50 percent of the 
cab and body length on each side, and at least 25 percent of the width of the 
front of the apparatus. 
   15.9.3.1.1 The stripe or combination of stripes shall be a minimum of 4 in. 
(100 mm) in total width. 
   15.9.3.1.2 A graphic design shall be permitted to replace all or part of the 
required striping material if the design or combination thereof covers at least 
the same perimeter length(s) required by 15.9.3.1. 
   15.9.3.2 At least of 50 percent of the rear vertical surfaces of the apparatus 
shall be equipped with a minimum of 4 in. alternating red and yellow, 
fluorescent yellow, or fluorescent yellow green and red chevron retroreflective 
striping sloping downward and away from the centerline of the vehicle at an 
angle of 45 degrees. 
   15.9.3.3 All retroreflective materials required by 15.9.3.1 and 15.9.3.2 shall 
conform to the requirements of ASTM D 4956, Standard Specification for 
Retroreflective Sheeting for Traffic Control, Type I or better. Section 6.1.1 for 
Type I Sheeting. All retroreflective materials used to satisfy the requirements of 
15.9.3.1 that are colors not listed in ASTM D 4956, Section 6.1.1, shall have a 
minimum coefficient of retroreflection of 10 with observation angle of 0.2° and 
entrance angle of -4°. Fluorescent yellow and fluorescent yellow green 
retroreflective materials used to meet the requirements of 15.9.3.2 shall 
conform to the minimum requirements specified for yellow Type I Sheeting in 
ASTM 4956 D, Section 6.1.1. Any printed or processed retroreflective film 
construction used to meet the requirements of 15.9.3.1 and 15.9.3.2 shall 
conform to the standards required of an integral colored film as specified in 
ASTM 4956 D, Section 6.1.1. 
Substantiation: Rationale for proposed changes to Section 15.9.3.2: 
   There are current highly retroreflective “yellow and red” chevron 

constructions on the rear of vehicles that do not meet the proposed 
requirements of Section 15.9.3.2, (for example, the included photo of a Plano 
fire pumper). ASTM 4956 D section 7.4 explicitly specifies daytime color 
range. The popular, highly visible fluorescent yellow and fluorescent yellow 
green colors do not meet this color definition of yellow Type I sheeting. 
Therefore, as worded currently, NFPA 1901 Section 15.9.3.2 prohibits the use 
of these fluorescent products. (Two examples are 3MTM Diamond GradeTM DG3 
Reflective Sheeting Fluorescent Yellow 4081 and Fluorescent Yellow Green 
4083. Please refer to the enclosed reflective color card for color differences 
between these products and standard yellow.) Specifying the accepted use of 
yellow, fluorescent yellow, and fluorescent yellow green products for the rear 
of emergency vehicles would maintain a “yellow-red” high contrast standard 
appearance to emergency vehicles throughout the country, while also allowing 
fire departments to use products that provide the added visibility and safety 
provided by fluorescent colors. (Non-fluorescent yellow products should also 
not be excluded from the standard, as there are no fluorescent Type I products 
in the marketplace. Current technology only allows for fluorescent 
retroreflective sheeting that is relatively stiff, making it difficult or impossible 
to apply to some vehicle constructions.) 
   Rationale for proposed changes to Section 15.9.3.3: 
   Because ASTM 4956 D is a Signage Sheeting standard, it has certain 
limitations outside the use of popular signage colors. Specifying ASTM 4956 D 
Section 6.1.1 specifically would reduce the product requirements to only 3 
requirements: 
   1. Minimum Coefficient of Retroreflection (“brightness” of reflected light at 
night), 
   2. Outdoor weathering standards (retaining a certain percentage of 
retroreflective “power” after 24 months outdoor weathering), and 
   3. Daytime luminance factor (“brightness” range of the product during the 
day). 
   This change would retain important requirements such as visibility at night 
and day even after weathering, but would remove the requirement for colors to 
fall within a specific color box (ASTM 4956 D section 7.4) allowing popular 
retroreflective sheeting colors such as dark red and light blue. However, there 
are other popular retroreflective sheeting colors such as gold and black that are 
not addressed by ASTM 4956 D and would therefore lack any retroreflective 
requirements. 3MTM ScotchliteTM Reflective Graphic Film Series 680 is a 
popular retroreflective product used on emergency vehicles. As can be seen in 
the included product bulletin, all film series 680 colors have typical coefficient 
of retroreflection standards of 10 or better. Setting the minimum at 10 for non-
specified colors ensures that a range of other popular “firefighting” colors 
(especially gold and black) can continue to be used on the sides and front of 
emergency vehicles and would also meet minimum retroreflective 
requirements. 
   Finally, ASTM 4956 D does not address any outdoor weathering or 
retroreflective properties for white retroreflective films that have been printed 
or otherwise colored. The final proposed change holds the same standards for 
film that has been screenprinted or digitally printed to ensure that it retains a 
minimum retroreflective value as well as some assurance of outdoor durability. 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Committee Statement: See committee action on public comment 1901-116 
(Log #198) and 1901-117 (Log #232) which further modifies 15.9.3.2.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-109 Log #251  Final Action: Reject 
(15.9.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dave Weng, KME Fire Apparatus, Jack Terefinko, Jim Currin 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-92 
Recommendation: Delete the proposed Section 15.9.3. Move to Annex. 
Substantiation: Road signage use of Chevron is to indicate an obstacle to 
avoid and drive around. Chevron on the rear of apparatus would indicate the 
apparatus is an obstacle to avoid and traffic should flow around it. This defeats 
the purpose of the vehicle blocking the right of way, and puts firefighters in 
harms way. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee feels the benefits of extra visibility 
outweigh the disadvantages.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-110 Log #122  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(15.9.3.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Tom Hillenbrand, Underwriters Laboratories Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-93 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   15.9.3.1 The stripe or combination of stripes shall be a minimum of 4 in. 
(100 mm) in total width and shall conform to the minimum requirements of 
ASTM D 4956, Standard Specification for Retroreflective Sheeting for Traffic 
Control, Type 1. The 4 in. wide stripe or combination of stripes is permitted to 
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be interrupted by small objects (i.e., receptacles, slats in roll up doors) provided 
the full stripe is seen as conspicuous when approaching the apparatus.  
Substantiation: Sometimes small objects interrupt the 4 in. wide stripping but 
when approaching the apparatus the striping stands out and is seen as 4 inches. 
Standard striping on rear roll up doors is typically three stripes on consecutive 
slats. Including the joints for the roll up door, the striping measures 4 inches 
wide from top to bottom. The actual width of the reflective materials is less 
than 4 inches.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Add new text as 15.9.3.1.2 to read as follows: 
   The 4 in. wide stripe or combination of stripes shall be permitted to be 
interrupted by objects (i.e., receptacles, cracks between slats in roll up doors) 
provided the full stripe is seen as conspicuous when approaching the apparatus.  
   Renumber current 15.9.3.1.2 as 15.9.3.1.3. 
Committee Statement: The committee is deleting the word “small” from the 
submitters recommended wording as that could be ambiguous and modifying 
the wording regarding slats to include the cracks between the slats and not the 
slats themselves. The committee feels the appropriate location for this 
requirement is after 15.9.3.1.1. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-111 Log #231  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(15.9.3.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   A retroreflective stripe(s) shall be affixed to at least 50 percent of the cab and 
body length on each side, excluding the pump panel area, and at least 25 
percent of the width of the front of the apparatus. 
Substantiation: This requirement is meant to treat the cab and body separately 
with the understanding that it is not practical to apply reflective material to the 
typical fire truck pump panel area that is covered by discharges, intakes, 
gauges, and controls. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise 15.9.3.1 to read as follows: 
   A retroreflective stripe(s) shall be affixed to at least 50 percent of the cab and 
body length on each side, excluding the pump panel areas, and at least 25 
percent of the width of the front of the apparatus. 
Committee Statement: The committee is accepting the submitter’s 
recommended wording except is making the words “pump panel areas” plural 
as there are generally areas on each side of the apparatus.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   STALNAKER, T.: The effect of this change would be to reduce the amount of 
reflective striping on the side of the apparatus. While I agree that it is often 
difficult to apply striping to the pump panel (although not impossible), I have 
yet to see any fire apparatus where the width of the pump panel is more than 
50% of the length of the apparatus. That is why the requirement is for 50%, not 
100% of the length. This reflective stripe is very important to the visibility, and 
thus safety, of the apparatus and should not be reduced. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-112 Log #12  Final Action: Reject 
(15.9.3.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: W. Kenneth Menke, III, PowerArc, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Needed appendix language from the author explaining why 
the specific percentage of reflective material, the defined pattern and the 
restricted color options, if requirement is approved. 
Substantiation: Appendix language is needed to explain why and how 50 
percent was established, along with the Chevron pattern and the restricted use 
of only yellow and red colors. Without supporting data, referencing tests, 
studies, or scientific data, there is no defensibility to this requirement. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: No proposal for change. 
   The 50 percent value was established after considerable discussion about the 
vertical surfaces that are available on apparatus. The chevron pattern was 
chosen because of its proven track record throughout the European Fire 
Service. The colors are restricted so that a standard image will emerge across 
the nation. Just as there are standards for temporary traffic control in the 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, there should be a standard 
appearance of vehicles that typically are the first to arrive at roadway 
emergencies.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-113 Log #13  Final Action: Reject 
(15.9.3.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: W. Kenneth Menke, III, PowerArc, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise as follows: 
   At least 50 percent of the rear vertical surface of the apparatus shall be 
equipped with a minimum 4 inch yellow and red alternating color chevron 
retroreflective striping sloping downward and away from the centerline of the 
vehicle at an angle of 45 degrees. 
Substantiation: Only allowing the use of red and yellow is color safety 
restrictive. If other colors are proven to have better conspicuity characteristics, 
they can not be used based on the standard. There is no data supporting that 
red/yellow is better than red/white, or blue/white. The substantiation 
recommends the use of yellow rather than white due to its fluorescence 
qualities. In ASTM D4956-05 Standard Specifications for Retroreflective 
Sheeting for Traffic Control, Fluorescent reflective tape also comes in yellow-
green and orange. ASTM data along with 3M studies shows that fluorescent 
yellow-green has better conspicuity characteristics than fluorescent yellow. As 
written, yellow-green can not be used. This goes against the initiative of 
making apparatus safer. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Several safety related organizations have urged NFPA 
to adopt a standardized color. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-114 Log #115  Final Action: Reject 
(15.9.3.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William McCombs, E-One 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: 15.9.3.2 At least 50% of the rear vertical surfaces of the 
apparatus shall be equipped with a minimum 4 inch alternating yellow and red 
chevron retro reflective striping, of alternating colors, sloping downward and 
away from the centerline of the vehicle at an angle of 45 degrees. 
Substantiation: The standard does not require a specific color in section 
15.9.3.1 for reflective striping on the front and sides of the apparatus. To be 
consistent with other sections of the standard the specific color of the rear 
chevron striping should not be called out. The rear chevron pattern can be 
effective with alternating colors that match the paint and striping configuration 
of the rest of the apparatus.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Several safety related organizations have urged NFPA 
to adopt a standardized color. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-115 Log #151  Final Action: Reject 
(15.9.3.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dean Mayhew, Fort Worth Fire Dept. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   15.9.3.2 At least 50 percent of the rear vertical surfaces of the apparatus shall 
be equipped with minimum 4 in. alternating contrasting colors. yellow and red 
chevron retroreflective striping sloping downward and away from the 
centerline of the vehicle at an angle of 45 degrees. 
Substantiation: Color or direction does not make it more visible. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Several safety related organizations have urged NFPA 
to adopt a standardized color. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-116 Log #198  Final Action: Accept 
(15.9.3.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   15.9.3.2 At least of 50% of the rear vertical surfaces of the apparatus shall be 
equipped with a (minimum of 4”) 6 inch alternating yellow and red chevron 
retro reflective striping sloping downward and away from the centerline of the 
vehicle at an angle of 45 degrees. 
Substantiation: Since the coverage area of the reflective material is the same, 
to help standardize the appearance of all apparatus….the width of the stripe 
should be 6”. Why should the width of the stripping be “variable” when there 
is no useful purposes of varying widths.  
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Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Committee Statement: See committee action on public comment 1901-108 
(Log #184) and 1901-117 (Log #232) which further modifies 15.9.3.2.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-117 Log #232  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(15.9.3.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-92 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   At least of 50% of the available rear vertical surfaces, visible from the rear of 
the apparatus shall be equipped with a minimum 4 inch alternating yellow and 
red chevron retroreflective striping sloping downward and away from the 
centerline of the vehicle at an angle of 45. 
Substantiation: Elimination of the word “of” was a grammatical change. 
Addition of the words “available” and “ visible from the rear” are to assist in 
clarifying the area on the apparatus that can be utilized to apply chevron 
striping. With the ability to have inset walls, hatch compartments, etc, at the 
rear of the apparatus, the text was updated to reflect the ability to utilize these 
type of surfaces for chevron striping applications. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Revise 15.9.3.2 to read as follows: 
   15.9.3.2 At least 50 percent of the rear-facing vertical surfaces, visible from 
the rear of the apparatus, excluding any pump panel areas not covered by a 
door, shall be equipped with retroreflective striping in a chevron pattern 
sloping downward and away from the centerline of the vehicle at an angle of 
45 degrees. 
   15.9.3.2.1 Each stripe in the chevron shall be a single color alternating 
between red and either yellow, fluorescent yellow, or fluorescent yellow green. 
   15.9.3.2.2 Each stripe shall be 6 in. (150 mm) in width.  
Committee Statement: Some apparatus have pumps mounted in the rear of the 
apparatus which may not be covered by doors. This presents a challenge to 
striping and the committee is allowing these areas to be excluded from the 
calculation.  
   Committee actions on paragraph 15.9.3.2 in public comment 1901-116 (Log 
#198) and 1901-108 (Log #184) have been incorporated in the committee 
action here and the text has been divided into 3 paragraphs to enhance 
understanding of the requirements.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-118 Log #234  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(15.10.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   The interior of a hose storage area is permitted to shall not be considered a 
designated stepping, standing, or walking surface to access top of body 
compartmentation and is not required to meet the slip resistance requirements 
outlined in 15.7.4 
Substantiation: This requirement was developed to clarify that hose storage 
areas are not required to utilize slip resistant material, as outlined in the 
proposed standard section 15.7.4. This section is not intended to state that the 
hose storage areas on top of the vehicle are prohibiting access to hatch 
compartments or top of body compartmentation. Providing slip resistance 
material in the hose bed is not advisable as it can be abrasive to the hose. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise 15.10.5 to read: 
   The interior of a hose storage area shall not be required to meet the slip 
resistance requirements outlined in 15.7.4. 
Committee Statement: This section deals with hose storage areas and the 
committee feels those areas should not be required to meet he requirements of 
15.74 even though people may have to walk on them as they reload hose as a 
slip resistant surface will damage the hose.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-119 Log #105  Final Action: Reject 
(15.11.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   15.11.2 When mounted on the apparatus, ground ladders shall not be subject 
to exposure to heat sources (such as engine heat) of 212°F (100°C) or greater 
that heat the ladder above 140°F (60°C). 
Substantiation: This wording was originally taken from NFPA 1932. If a 
ground ladder is exposed to 212°F heat, such as the air stream coming off the 
engine, it will be too hot to handle when removed from the apparatus. The 

problem is not the exposure temperature, but the resulting temperature of the 
ladder. 140°F is generally considered the limit for safe handling. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This requirement would be impossible to meet in hot 
climates where the ambient temp can reach 120 degrees and the sun heats the 
apparatus even hotter. Fire fighters should wear gloves which will protect them. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-120 Log #200  Final Action: Reject 
(15.11.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-97 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   15.11.2 When mounted on the apparatus, ground ladders shall not be subject 
to exposure to heat sources (such as engine heat) of 140 degree F (60 degree 
C). 212°F (100°C) or greater. [1932:4.1.3]  
Substantiation: Even though NFPA 1932 denotes 212 degrees, the ground 
ladder should not be heated to over 140 degrees F (60C) (warm to the touch) 
same as other sections in the standard dealing with hot surfaces. 212 degrees is 
too high for constantly heating of ladders within a body (such as heat from an 
exhaust system). 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This requirement would be impossible to meet in hot 
climates where the ambient temp can reach 120 degrees and the sun heats the 
apparatus even hotter. Fire fighters should wear gloves which will protect them. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-121 Log #183  Final Action: Reject 
(Chapter 16 and Chapter 18) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard L. Taylor, Penn Forest Township Fire Co. #1 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-99 
Recommendation: Do not eliminate Chapter 18. Do not modify Chapter 16. 
Substantiation: It appears we are attempting to include pumps that were not 
specifically designed for basic concept the 1901 standard was created for and 
has been THE standard for more than 100 years. Rather than lower the 
standards that have stood the test of time only for certain scenarios, I would 
suggest that Chapter 18 remain intact and the adjustments that Mr. Handwerk 
has proposed remain in Chapter 18 as “Industrial Supply Pumps”, not 
modifying regular “Fire Pumps”, Chapter 16. 
   Pumps of 2500 gallons per minute and larger are not practical in what would 
be conceived as normal, everyday firefighting as defined by Standard 1901. 
While in Annex E of the current edition recognizes “nontraditional types or use 
of fire apparatus”, we should not reduce the standards to accommodate them. 
This is not to say that I wish to protect less my fellow firefighters on the 
industrial side. In industrial situations were giant pumps are called for, the 
entire “attack” scenario is different than “municipal” and those firefighters 
have the training and the resources to do it. IF it is acceptable to them to have 
different standards for larger pumps and a “different” type of firefighting, do 
not do it in Chapter 16. 
   I should remind Mr. Handwerk, that the rating charts 2500 to 3500 gpm 
pumps published by his company do show the 165# and 250# spots are 
possible, but in the case of the larger capacities I would agree the horsepower 
requirements are not readily available. In a majority of cases when these pumps 
are used in a fire scenario they are being used in a pressurized situation, not 
draft. 
   In regards to pumps 4000 gpm and larger, these were designed to an entirely 
different NFPA standard and should not be adjusted to partially meet another 
standard. I am aware of a couple of situations where these pumps were 
mounted on a 1901 style pumper and the efforts were deemed unsuccessful. 
There are, however, dozens, if not hundreds of these pumps mounted on trailers 
and can be powered by engines with more than adequate horsepower. This 
should not mean we have to change the “Standard for Automotive Fire 
Apparatus” to accommodate them. The users seem to be happy with the 
performance they get from them under a different NFPA design specification. 
   If we allow exceptions for specialized pumps, that opens the door to do it 
again and it may undermine the confidence firefighters place in these 
specifications. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee has reviewed and revised the 
requirements for small and large pumps in chapter 16 but feels both can be 
addressed in a single chapter. See committee action on comment 1901-33 (Log 
#3). 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-122 Log #2  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(16.2.3, 16.2.4, and 16.13.4.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Gary Handwerk, Hale Products Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-99 
Recommendation: Add new wording to accommodate pumps over 2500 gpm 
as follows: 
   16.2.3 Pumping System Capability. 
16.2.3.1 The pumping system rated 2500gpm or less provided shall be capable 
of delivering the following:  
   (1) One hundred percent of rated capacity at 150 psi (1000 kPa) net pump 
pressure 
   (2) Seventy percent of rated capacity at 200 psi (1400 kPa) net pump 
pressure 
16.2.3.2 If the fire pump is rated at 2500 gpm (10,000 L/min) or less, the 
system shall also be capable of delivering (3) fifty percent of rated capacity at 
250 psi (1700 kPa) net pump pressure.  
16.2 NEW Pumping System Capability. 
16.2 NEW* The pumping system rated larger than 2500gpm provided shall be 
capable of delivering the following:  
   (1) One hundred percent of rated capacity at 100psi (700kPa) net pump 
pressure 
   (2) Seventy percent of rated capacity at150psi (1000 kPa) net pump pressure 
(3) fifty percent of rated capacity at 200 psi (1400 kPa) net pump pressure.  
   A.16.2 New  
   Some Pumps larger than 2500gpm may be tested to the same requirements as 
pumps rated at less than 2500gpm. Pump design and engine power will dictate 
when this can be accomplished. 
16.2.4 Pump Suction Capability. 
16.2.4.1* The pump manufacturer shall certify that the fire pump is capable of 
pumping 100 percent of rated capacity at 150 psi (1000 kPa) net pump pressure 
for pumps rated 2500gpm or less or at 100psi (700kpa) for pumps rated greater 
than 2500gpm from draft through 20 ft (6 m) of suction hose with a strainer 
attached under the following conditions:  
   (1) An altitude of 2000 ft (600 m) above sea level 
   (2) Atmospheric pressure of 29.9 in. Hg (101 kPa) (corrected to sea level) 
   (3) Water temperature of 60°F (15.6°C) 
   (4) Suction hose size and number of hose not to exceed those indicated in 
Table 16.2.4.1(a) 
   (5) Lift as indicated in Table 16.2.4(a) 
   (6) Friction and entrance loss in suction hose, including strainer, as given in 
or Table 16.2.4.1(c)  
16.2.4.2* The pump manufacturer shall certify that the pump is capable of 
pumping rated capacity at 150 psi (1000 kPa) net pump pressure for pumps 
rated 2500gpm or less or at 100psi (700kpa) for pumps rated greater than 
2500gpm at any of the following special conditions when these conditions are 
specified by the purchaser:  
   (1) At an elevation above 2000 ft (600 m) 
   (2) At lifts higher than those listed in Table 16.2.4.1(a), or through more than 
20 ft (6 m) of suction hose, or both 
   (3) For pumps having a rated capacity of 1500 gpm (6000 L/min) or larger, 
through a single suction hose only, or through the number of hose listed in 
Table 16.2.4.1(a) attached to one side of the apparatus only  
16.13.2.3.4 If the apparatus is equipped with a fire pump rated at greater than 
2500 gpm (10,000 L/min), the pump shall be subjected to a 3 hour pumping 
test from draft consisting of 2 hours of continuous pumping at rated capacity at 
a minimum of 100 psi (700 kPa) net pump pressure, followed by 1 hour of 
continuous pumping at a minimum of 70 percent of rated capacity at 200 psi 
(1400 kPa) net pump pressure. 
by ½ hour of continuous pumping at 70 percent of rated capacity at a minimum 
of 150 psi (1000 kPa) net pump pressure and ½ hour of continuous pumping at 
50 percent of rated capacity at a minimum of 200 psi (1400 kPa) net pump 
pressure. 
16.13.4.2 If the pump is rated at greater than 2500 gpm (10,000 L/min), the 
pressure control system on the pump shall be tested as follows:  
   (1) The pump shall be operated at draft, delivering rated capacity at a 
discharge gauge pressure of 100 psi (700 kPa). 
   (2) The pressure control system shall be set in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s instructions to maintain the discharge gauge pressure at 100 psi 
(700 kPa) ±5 percent. 
   (3) All discharge valves shall be closed not more rapidly than in 3 seconds 
and not more slowly than in 10 seconds. 
   (4) The rise in discharge pressure shall not exceed 30 psi (200 kPa) and shall 
be recorded. 
   (5) The original conditions of pumping rated capacity at a discharge gauge 
pressure of 100 psi (700 kPa) shall be reestablished. 
(6) The discharge pressure gauge shall be reduced to 90 psi (620 kPa) by 
throttling the engine fuel supply, with no change to the discharge valve settings, 
hose, or nozzles. 
(7) The pressure control system shall be set according to the manufacturer’s 
instructions to maintain the discharge gauge pressure at 90 psi (620 kPa) ±5 
percent. 
(8) All discharge valves shall be closed not more rapidly than in 3 seconds and 
not more slowly than in 10 seconds. 

(9) The rise in discharge pressure shall not exceed 30 psi (200 kPa) and shall 
be recorded. 
   (10) The pump shall be operated at draft, pumping 50 percent of rated 
capacity at a discharge gauge pressure of 200 psi (1400 kPa). 
   (11) The pressure control system shall be set in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s instructions to maintain the discharge gauge pressure at 200 psi 
(1400 kPa) ±5 percent. 
   (12) All discharge valves shall be closed not more rapidly than in 3 seconds 
and not more slowly than in 10 seconds. 
   (13) The rise in discharge pressure shall not exceed 30 psi (200 kPa) and 
shall be recorded.  
Substantiation: These changes allow for the 3500 gpm and larger pumps to be 
supplied, it also lets the customer have more chassis and engine options with a 
3000 gpm rating. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Revise 16.2.3.1 and 16.2.3.2 to read as follows: 
   16.2.3.1 If the pumping system is rated at 3000 gpm (12000 L/min) or less, it 
provided shall be capable of delivering the following:  
   (1) One hundred percent of rated capacity at 150 psi (1000 kPa) net pump 
pressure 
   (2) Seventy percent of rated capacity at 200 psi (1400 kPa) net pump 
pressure 
(3) Fifty percent of rated capacity at 250 psi (1700 kPa) net pump pressure.  
16.2.3.2* If the pumping system is rated at over 3000 gpm (12,000 L/min), it 
shall be capable of delivering the following:  
   (1) One hundred percent of rated capacity at 100 psi (700 kPa) net pump 
pressure 
   (2) Seventy percent of rated capacity at 150 psi (1000 kPa) net pump 
pressure 
   (3) Fifty percent of rated capacity at 200 psi (1400 kPa) net pump pressure.  
16.2.3.2 If the fire pump is rated at 2500 gpm (10,000 L/min) or less, the 
system shall also be capable of delivering fifty percent of rated capacity at 250 
psi (1700 kPa) net pump pressure.  
Add an annex to A.16.2.3.2 to read as follows: 
   Pumps larger than 3000 gpm (12,000 L/min) are used for specialized 
industrial fire fighting applications where the apparatus is typically supplied by 
a high pressure feed system.  
   Revise 16.2.4.1 to read as follows: 
The pump manufacturer shall certify that the fire pump is capable of pumping 
100 percent of rated capacity at 150 psi (1000 kPa) net pump pressure for 
pumps rated 3000 gpm (12,000 L/min) or less or at 100 psi (700 kpa) for 
pumps rated greater than 3000 gpm (12,000 L/min) from draft through 20 ft (6 
m) of suction hose with a strainer attached under the following conditions:  
   Revise 16.2.4.2 to read as follows:  
   The pump manufacturer shall certify that the pump is capable of pumping 
rated capacity at 150 psi (1000 kPa) net pump pressure for pumps rated 3000 
gpm (12,000 L/min) or less or at 100 psi (700 kpa) for pumps rated greater 
than 3000 gpm (12,000 L/min at any of the following special conditions when 
these conditions are specified by the purchaser:  
   Revise 16.13.1.1.2 to read as follows: 
If the fire pump is rated at 750 gpm (3000 L/min) or greater but not greater 
than 3000 gpm (12,000 L/min) 2500 gpm (10,000 L/min), the pumping engine 
overload test (see 16.13.3) shall be included. 
Revise 16.13.2.3.3 to read as follows: 
If the apparatus is equipped with a fire pump rated at 750 gpm (3000 L/min) or 
greater but not greater than 3000 gpm (12,000 L/min) 2500 gpm (10,000 L/
min), the pump shall be subjected to a 3 hour pumping test from draft 
consisting of 2 hours of continuous pumping at rated capacity at a minimum of 
150 psi (1000 kPa) net pump pressure, followed by ½ hour of continuous 
pumping at 70 percent of rated capacity at a minimum of 200 psi (1400 kPa) 
net pump pressure and ½ hour of continuous pumping at 50 percent of rated 
capacity at a minimum of 250 psi (1700 kPa) net pump pressure. 
   Revise 16.13.2.3.4 to read as follows: 
If the apparatus is equipped with a fire pump rated at greater than 2500 3000 
gpm (10,000 12,000 L/min), the pump shall be subjected to a 3 hour pumping 
test from draft consisting of 2 hours of continuous pumping at rated capacity at 
a minimum of 150 psi (1000 kPa) 100 psi (700 kPa) net pump pressure, 
followed by 1 hour of continuous pumping at a minimum of 70 percent of rated 
capacity at 200 psi (1400 kPa) net pump pressure. by ½ hour of continuous 
pumping at 70 percent of rated capacity at a minimum of 150 psi (1000 kPa) 
net pump pressure and ½ hour of continuous pumping at 50 percent of rated 
capacity at a minimum of 200 psi (1400 kPa) net pump pressure. 
   Revise 16.13.3 to read as follows: 
   Pumping Engine Overload Test. If the pump has a rated capacity of 750 gpm 
(3000 L/min) or greater but not greater than 3000 gpm (12,000 kPa) 2500 gpm 
(10,000 L/min), the apparatus shall be subjected to an overload test consisting 
of pumping rated capacity at 165 psi (1100 kPa) net pump pressure for at least 
10 minutes. 
   Revise 16.13.4.1 to read as follows: 
   If the pump is rated at 3000 gpm (12,000 kPa) 2500 gpm (10,000 L/min) or 
less, the pressure control system on the pump shall be tested as follows:  
   Revise 16.13.4.2 to read as follows 
   If the pumping system is rated at greater than 3000 2500 gpm (12,000 10,000 
L/min), the pressure control system on the pump shall be tested as follows:  
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   (1) The pump shall be operated at draft, delivering rated capacity at a 
discharge gauge pressure of 100 psi (700 kPa) 150 psi (1000 kPa). 
   (2) The pressure control system shall be set in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s instructions to maintain the discharge gauge pressure at 100 psi 
(700 kPa) 150 psi (1000 kPa) ±5 percent. 
   (3) All discharge valves shall be closed not more rapidly than in 3 seconds 
and not more slowly than in 10 seconds. 
   (4) The rise in discharge pressure shall not exceed 30 psi (200 kPa) and shall 
be recorded. 
   (5) The original conditions of pumping rated capacity at a discharge gauge 
pressure of 150 psi (1000 kPa) shall be reestablished. 
(6) The discharge pressure gauge shall be reduced to 90 psi (620 kPa) by 
throttling the engine fuel supply, with no change to the discharge valve settings, 
hose, or nozzles. 
   (7) The pressure control system shall be set according to the manufacturer’s 
instructions to maintain the discharge gauge pressure at 90 psi (620 kPa) ±5 
percent. 
   (8) All discharge valves shall be closed not more rapidly than in 3 seconds 
and not more slowly than in 10 seconds. 
   (9) The rise in discharge pressure shall not exceed 30 psi (200 kPa) and shall 
be recorded. 
(6 10) The pump shall be operated at draft, pumping 50 70 percent of rated 
capacity at a discharge gauge pressure of 200 psi (1400 kPa). 
   (7 11) The pressure control system shall be set in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s instructions to maintain the discharge gauge pressure at 200 psi 
(1400 kPa) ±5 percent. 
   (8 12) All discharge valves shall be closed not more rapidly than in 3 seconds 
and not more slowly than in 10 seconds. 
   (9 13) The rise in discharge pressure shall not exceed 30 psi (200 kPa) and 
shall be recorded.  
   Revise the definition of fire pump in 3.3.67 to read as follows: 
   Fire Pump. A water pump with a rated capacity of 250 gpm (1000 L/min) 
through 3000 gpm (12,000 L/min or greater at 150 psi (1000 kPa) net pump 
pressure, or a water pump with rated capacity over 3000 gpm (12,000 L/min) at 
100 psi (667 kPa) net pump pressure, that is mounted on a fire apparatus and 
used for fire fighting. 
Committee Statement: The committee has changed the break point for the 
requirements for industrial only applications from 2500 to 3000 gpm and 
developed a separate pump curve for the larger pumps as it is unrealistic to 
expect a pump greater than 3000 gpm on a fire apparatus to be able to meet the 
higher pump curve. While they need to be capable of drafting, these pumps are 
used for specialized industrial fire fighting applications where the apparatus is 
typically supplied by a high pressure feed system.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   STALNAKER, T.: This change is undesirable and unnecessary for the 
following reasons. For many years, a Fire Pump’s Rated Capacity has been 
based on the flow produced at 150 psi net pump pressure. It is widely known 
that when working from a pressurized source such as a hydrant and a lower net 
pump pressure the flow will be greater that the rated flow, and that when higher 
net pump pressures are required, the flow will be lower than the rated flow. By 
changing the rating definition above 3000 gpm, a dual standard is created and 
dual ratings defined for the exact same performance. For example, a 3000 gpm 
pump must flow: 
   3000 gpm at 150 psi 
   2100 gpm at 200 psi 
   1500 gpm at 250 psi 
   And it would flow more at lower pressures (i.e. 100 psi) 
   A 4286 gpm pump (yes this is an odd number, used for illustration only) 
under the new rating system would have to flow: 
   4286 gpm at 100 psi 
   3000 gpm at 150 psi 
   2146 gpm at 200 psi. 
   I would contend that this pump should be rated at 3000 gpm, and if desired 
additional testing could be requested to demonstrate its capacity at 100 psi (as 
could be requested for any pump), and literature or other materials could 
describe its flow capacity at 100 psi, or any other pressure point of interest to 
the purchaser and tested by the manufacturer. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-123 Log #10  Final Action: Reject 
(16.2.3.4.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Ralph Craven, Sunset, UT 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add text to read as follows: 
   The completed pumping system shall be capable of developing a vacuum of 
22 in. Hg (75 kPa) at altitudes up to 2000 ft (600 m) by means of the pump 
priming system in less than one minute and sustaining the vacuum for at least 5 
minutes with a loss not to exceed 10 in. Hg (34 kPa). 
Substantiation: Some air powered primers have minimal air compressors 
driving them and are incapable of achieving 22 in. Hg without draining the air 
tanks on the vehicle. You then must stop the test and wait for the compressor to 
build the air pressure back up and try again to achieve the 22 in. Hg. On some 

commercial chassis with small compressors this may take several attempts to 
achieve the 22 in Hg. I tested nine different vehicles with air powered primers 
and compressors less than 18 cfm and none of them could achieve the 22 in Hg 
without draining the air tanks. One truck with a 13 cfm compressor took 20 
minutes to get the 22 in Hg. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The intent of this requirement is to check the integrity 
of the completed pumping system and not a performance test of the priming 
system. The incident cited involved the usage of a compressor of less capacity 
than recommended by the priming device manufacturer. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-124 Log #62  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(Table 16.2.4.1(a)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete the word “maximum” on the title for suction hose 
size. 
   Delete the footnote. 
Substantiation: This table now applies only to the pump manufacturer’s 
certification of the pump capacity and that needs to be a single point with a 
specific suction configuration, not a variable. Maximum implies that something 
smaller would work. A certification that a pump will pump say 1250 gpm 
certified with a maximum of a 6” suction could imply that it would also do 
1250 gpm with a 5” suction (less than the maximum). 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Remove “maximum” and revise the title of the table to read:  
   “Suction Hose Size, No of suction lines, and Lift for Pump Manufacturer’s 
Suction Capability Certification”  
Committee Statement: The revised title clarify the use and purpose of the 
table.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-125 Log #30  Final Action: Reject 
(16.6) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: A. K. Rosenhan, Mississippi State, MS 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text as follows: 
   Valves (both suction and discharge) may leak and/or be inadvertently 
actuated. As a result, water and air may be trapped between the valve and a 
cap. In the case of discharge such trapped pressure will normally show up on 
the pump panel gauge. Such pressure will NOT show up on a suction line, at 
least at the pump panel. If a cap (suction or discharge) is to be removed, a 
screw cap will “weep” or leak a bit to warn the user there is pressure on the 
line (especially true with the newer slotted thread caps). However, with a Storz 
cap one may merely think the cap is hard to remove and it when it does come 
loose it comes off quite dramatically. 
   Many rear suctions are located high up on the rear, do not have pressure 
gauges, drains, or any method to determine if the line between the cap and the 
control valve at the pump panel is pressurized. As a result there may be some 
several feet of large diameter pipe that contains pressurized air and/or water. 
The loosening of a cap with water behind it is dangerous, but when there is any 
pressurized air in the system there is the potential for major (even fatal) injury 
to personnel as well as property damage. The discharge from such a situation is 
spectacular, in both terms of foot-lbs of loosed energy and forces generated. 
   While there are provisions in the existing 1901 for air release, drains, etc. the 
resulting hardware is usually under the running board (where the drain valve 
will, literally, drain) and the air release valve isn’t normally thought of by a 
pump operator until a supply line is being energized. Therefore neither air 
release or a drain which would release residual pressure is utilized. 
   I suggest that, as a start, ALL front and rear suction lines be provided with 
visible pressure gauges, convenient drain valves, or an indicator to warn the 
user of residual pressure in the line. There are numerous solutions to this 
problem, to include a check valve in the suction line (to be designed with 
minimum pressure loss and maybe even not completely tight. 
   There are numerous such incidents in the USA, apparently most if not all 
involving Storz caps, with at least two significant personnel injuries reported. 
Others have simply been lucky results. 
Substantiation: Personnel injury and/or property damage result from the rather 
dramatic flight of a cap propelled by compressed air. Eliminating trapped 
pressure (water, air, or both) would solve the problem, they are several 
technical fixes to do such automatically. But at least providing a warning to the 
user would greatly enhance safety and, hopefully, prevent such occurances. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: While the submitter has not proposed specific text, 
comment 1901-126 (Log #223) addresses the same issue. See committee action 
on that comment.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-126 Log #223  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(16.6.5.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Tom Mettler, Waterous Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows: 
   16.6.5.2 Bleeder valves for valved intakes not located at the pump operator’s 
panel shall be located where the bleeder valve controls are visible and 
operationally functional while the operator remains stationary at the valved 
intake position.  
Substantiation: Safety. Placing the bleeder valve at valved intakes that are not 
located at the pump operator’s position will allow operators to ensure the 
valved intake is relieved of pressure prior to removing a cap or closure from 
the intake. Incidents have occurred in the recent past where firefighters were 
injured while removing a cap or closure from a valved intake that was located 
away from the pump operator’s panel and their bleeder valve. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Add new text as 16.6.5.3 to read as follows: 
Bleeder valves for valved intakes 4-inch and larger not located at the pump 
operator’s panel shall be located where the bleeder valve controls are visible 
and operationally functional while the operator remains stationary at the valved 
intake position.  
Committee Statement: The committee is accepting the submitters 
recommendation but limiting the requirement to intakes 4-inch and larger 
which is where the problem is. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W.
 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-127 Log #93  Final Action: Accept 
(16.9.2 and 17.7.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   16.9.2 All gauges, discharge outlets, pump intakes, and controls shall be 
illuminated to a minimum lighting level of 5 fc (50 lx) in compliance with 
4.10.1. 
17.7.2 All gauges, instruments, discharge outlets, pump intakes, and controls 
located on the auxiliary pump operator’s panel shall be illuminated to a 
minimum lighting level of 5 fc (54 lx) in compliance with 4.10.1. 
Substantiation: Section 4.10.1 is a general requirement for all controls, 
switches, instruction plates, gauges, and instruments; so it is already applicable. 
It includes the same requirement for externally lit gauges, but also the correct 
specification for internally lit gauges. Referencing this section puts all the 
requirements in one place for all control panels on the apparatus. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W.
 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-128 Log #21  Final Action: Reject 
(16.10.1.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bob Neitzel, International Truck and EngineMarketing Manager-
Emergency Segment 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete 16.10.1.4 completely.  
Substantiation: This rule creates concerns. The 2000+ International chassis 
have electronic instruments and many computer controlled functions. Having 
the electronic speedometer read a vehicle speed when the vehicle is not in 
motion creates problems for various systems which include important safety 
systems. In the past this has been a nuisance with “ABS” system, in pump 
mode as the vehicle interpreted the speed reading with stationary wheels as a 
skid. The 2008 MY and beyond have additional significant safety functions that 
require vehicle speed as a determining input. Some of those vehicle speed 
signal dependant systems are: 
   1. Anti-lock brakes  
   2. Engine emission systems  
   3. Electronic Stability Control  
   4. Seat belt warning  
   5. Door open warning  
   6. Parking brake applied warning  
   7. Event data record  
   These conflicts and others are starting to show as we program the new 
chassis to meet the NFPA rules. This change will provide more accurate 
information to the operator while allowing the electronic safety systems to 
operate correctly. Given the degree of integrated electronics on the modern 
apparatus, this change provides the information sought by NFPA while 
maintaining vehicle electronics integrity.  

Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This is a long standing safety issue and chassis 
manufacturers should comply.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-129 Log #224  Final Action: Accept 
(16.10.1.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Tom Mettler, Waterous Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows: 
   16.10.1.5 Where the pump is driven by the chassis engine and an automatic 
chassis transmission through a split-shaft PTO, the chassis transmission shall 
shift to neutral upon engagement of the parking brake. 
Substantiation: Safety. This feature is available on available automatic 
transmissions and will help ensure successful engagement of the pump. There 
are known incidents where a pump shift has not been completed on a split-shaft 
PTO driven pump arrangement simply because the operator forgot to shift out 
of drive upon arrival at a fire scene. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Committee Statement: This will be added as 16.10.1.6. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-130 Log #22  Final Action: Reject 
(16.12.1.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Gary Handwerk, Hale Products Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   (4) A pumping engine coolant temperature indicator 
Substantiation: Some engine read oil temp instead of coolant (radiator). 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Engine ECU’s are selectable for either oil or coolant 
temperature and coolant temperature is more commonly recognized. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-131 Log #118  Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part 
(16.12.2.1(a) (New) and 16.13.10) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Tom Hillenbrand, Underwriters Laboratories Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-122 
Recommendation: Add new 16.12.2.1a to read: 
   Pump intake and pump discharge pressure gauges shall be checked for 
accuracy as specified in Section 16.13.10. 
   Add new section for Gauge Test: 
   16.13.10 Gauge Test 
   16.13.10.1 Pump intake and discharge pressure gauges shall be checked for 
accuracy while pumping at rated capacity at 150 psi (1000 kPa). 
   16.13.10.2 Any gauge that is off by more than 10 psi (70 kPa) from the 
calibrated test gauge shall be recalibrated, repaired, or replaced. 
   16.13.10.3 Each flowmeter shall be checked for accuracy while pumping 
water at rated capacity at 100 psi (1000 kPa).  
   16.13.10.4 Any flowmeter that is off by more than 10 percent shall be 
recalibrated, repaired, or replaced. 
Substantiation: There have been cases where gauges on the pump panel were 
not calibrated and did not read accurately. Without a check when the pump 
system test results are certified, it could be a year or better before anyone is 
aware that a gauge or flowmeter was off by a significant amount. The above 
text is consistent with NFPA 1911 for checking accuracy of gauges and 
flowmeters on aerial devices. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part 
   Put the text that is recommended as 16.13.10 in the document as 16.13.9 but 
change the title to “Gauge and Flowmeter Test. Renumber current 16.13.9 as 
16.13.10.  
Revise 16.13.1.1.1 to read as follows: 
The tests shall include at least the pumping test (see 16.13.2), the pressure 
control system test (see 16.13.4), the priming system tests (see 16.13.5), and 
the vacuum test (see 16.13.6) and the gauge and flowmeter test (see 16.13.9) 
Revise 16.13.1.2.1 to read as follows: 
The tests shall include at least the pumping test (see 16.13.2), the pressure 
control system test (see 16.13.4), the priming system tests (see 16.13.5), and 
the vacuum test (see 16.13.6) and the gauge and flowmeter test (see 16.13.9). 
Do not include text proposed as 16.12.2.1a. 
Committee Statement: By positioning the text proposed as 16.13.9, the testing 
is included when the pumping tests are occurring. Otherwise they fall under the 
manufacturers pre-delivery tests which do not currently require flowing water 
so the apparatus would have to be set up and pumped to test the gauges and 
flowmeters.  
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   The text requested to be inserted in 16.12.2.1a is not needed as changes to 
6.13.1.1.1 and 16.13.1.2.1 cover that issue.  
The title to proposed 16.13.10 is being changed as the test is for both gauges 
and flowmeters.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-132 Log #89  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(16.12.2.1.5.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-122 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   16.12.2.1.5.2 Analog gauges displaying the vacuum portion in greater than 
45 120 degrees of arc shall have an accuracy of 3½ percent or better on 
vacuum and 5 3½ percent or better on pressure over their entire respective 
scale. 
16.12.2.1.5.2.1 There shall be graduation lines on the vacuum side every 1 in. 
Hg (5 kPa) with major and intermediate graduation lines emphasized and 
figures at least every 10 in. Hg (50 kPa). 
Substantiation: There are currently two companies selling this type of gauges 
in the US. Both meet these revised requirements, but the tighter limits insure 
that any gauges offered for this purpose will actually serve the intended 
purpose, without sacrificing too much accuracy. The currently available gauge 
has accuracy of 1 division on vacuum (1” Hg of 30, 3 1/3% accuracy) and 1 
division on pressure (10 psi of 300, 3 1/3% accuracy). 3% accuracy is already 
allowed for digital gauges. The gauges have about 135 degrees of arc for the 
vacuum side. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Make the changes to 16.12.2.1.5.2 as proposed. 
   Add 16.12.2.1.5.3 to read as follows: 
   Analog gauges displaying the vacuum portion in greater than 120 degrees of 
arc shall have graduation lines on the vacuum side every 1 in. Hg (5 kPa) with 
major and intermediate graduation lines emphasized and figures at least every 
10 in. Hg (50 kPa). 
   Renumber 16.12.2.1.5.3 through 16.12.2.1.5.5 as 16.12.2.1.5.4 through 
16.12.2.1.5.6. 
Committee Statement: The committee is accepting the submitters 
recommendation but because the Manual of Style indicates that numbering 
cannot go to the seventh level, it is being rewritten so it can be numbered to the 
sixth level and retain its relationship with 16.12.2.1.5.2. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-133 Log #83  Final Action: Accept 
(16.12.2.1.5.4, 16.12.3.7.2, 17.11.1.2.2, 17.11.2.4.2, 16.12.2.1.6, 16.12.3.8.2, 
17.11.1.3.1, 17.11.2.5.1, 20.5.2.3, 20.5.3.2, 21.7.2.3, and 21.7.3.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   16.12.2.1.5.4, 16.12.3.7.2, 17.11.1.2.2, 17.11.2.4.2, 20.5.2.3, 21.7.2.3 
There shall be graduation lines showing at least every 10 psi (70 50 kPa), with 
major and intermediate graduation lines emphasized and figures at least every 
100 psi (700 500 kPa). 
16.12.2.1.6, 16.12.3.8.2, 17.11.1.3.1, 17.11.2.5.1, 20.5.3.2, 21.7.3.2 
Digital pressure gauges shall display pressure in increments of not more than 
10 psi (70 50 kPa) 
Substantiation: Most, but apparently not all, such conversion values were 
corrected with the 2003 edition of 1901 to be in accordance with the NFPA 
Manual of Style (MOS). Chapter 4 and Annex B.8.3 of the MOS provide 
extensive information on this subject. The MOS required that “The precision 
used to express a measurement shall not exaggerate the accuracy intended for 
the measurement.” (4.2.1.2) and “The converted value shall be rounded such 
that the last place digit of the converted value is equal to or less than the 
converted value of the intended precision. (See conversion steps outlined in 
B.8.3.)” It is not reasonable to expect an analog gauge to have lines at 70 kPa 
steps, or digital gauges to step by 70. Only 50 or 100 would make sense. 50 
would be the closest to the same pressure increment. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-134 Log #23  Final Action: Reject 
(16.12.2.1.5.5 and 16.12.3.7.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Gary Handwerk, Hale Products Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   “... ; and have internal mechanisms that are factory lubricated if applicable, 
for the life of the gauge.” 

Substantiation: Not all gauges require lubrication (including liquid filled). 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The Intent is accomplished by requiring “for the life of 
the gauge”.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-135 Log #201  Final Action: Accept 
(16.12.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-110 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   16.12.3 Discharge Outlet Instrumentation. 
   16.12.3.1 A flowmeter or a pressure gauge shall be provided for each 
discharge outlet 1½ in. (38 mm) or larger in size and shall be marked with a 
label to indicate the outlet to which it is connected. 
16.12.3.2* Any discharge outlet larger than 3 in. (75 mm) that is equipped with 
a flowmeter shall also be provided with a pressure gauge. 
Substantiation: All individual discharges shall be provided with a pressure 
gauge, however, if provided with a flowmeter a pressure gauge should be also 
be provided for safety reasons.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-136 Log #82  Final Action: Accept 
(16.12.3.6 and 17.11.2.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   16.12.3.6 Flowmeters shall display flow in increments no greater than 10 
gpm (38 50 L/min). 
17.11.2.3 Flowmeters shall display flow in increments not greater than 10 gpm 
(38 50 L/min).  
Substantiation: Most, but apparently not all, such conversion values were 
corrected with the 2003 edition of 1901 to be in accordance with the NFPA 
Manual of Style (MOS). Chapter 4 and Annex B.8.3 of the MOS provide 
extensive information on this subject. The MOS required that “The precision 
used to express a measurement shall not exaggerate the accuracy intended for 
the measurement.” (4.2.1.2) and “The converted value shall be rounded such 
that the last place digit of the converted value is equal to or less than the 
converted value of the intended precision. (See conversion steps outlined in 
B.8.3.)” It is not reasonable to expect a digital gauge to go in steps of 30 L/
min. Even 40 would not make sense. A gauge would go in steps or 10, 20, or 
50 L/min. 50 would be the most reasonable equivalent to 10 gpm. 
This number could be made smaller, as the major US vendor of fire service 
flowmeters in both gpm and L/min produces flowmeters that increment by 1 (at 
low flows) and 10 (at higher flows), whether in gpm or L/min. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-137 Log #215  Final Action: Reject 
(16.13.1.2.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Sherrie Matterness, Underwriters Laboratories Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   The test results shall be certified by the apparatus manufacturer. An 
independent 3rd party certification organization shall witness the tests and 
certify the test results. 
Substantiation: Mini pumpers and initial attack vehicles often times provide a 
quick initial response to a fire scene. Fire pumps on these vehicles should be 
certified by a 3rd party testing company as they have the same importance for 
proper operation as pumps greater than 750 gpm - especially where the pump is 
required to meet extended continuous duty applications until other vehicles 
arrive on the scene. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Mobile water supply apparatus and rescue trucks with 
pumps of this size are usually not used in a continuous duty application and the 
option for independent 3rd party testing is in the annex and suggested for 
extended duty applications.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-138 Log #202  Final Action: Reject 
(16.13.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-126 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   16.13.2 Pumping Test. 
   16.13.2.1 Conditions for Test. 
   16.13.2.1.1 The test site shall be adjacent to a supply of clear debris-free 
water at least 4 ft (1.2 m) deep, and close enough to allow the suction strainer 
to be submerged at least 2 ft (0.6 m) below the surface of the water when 
connected to the pump by 20 ft (6 m) of suction hose. 
16.13.2.1.2* Tests shall be performed when conditions are as follows:  
(1) Air temperature: 0°F to 110°F (-18°C to 43°C) 
   (2) Water temperature: 35°F to 90°F (2°C to 32°C) 
(3) Barometric pressure: 29 in. Hg (98.2 kPa), minimum (corrected to sea 
level)  
Substantiation: a) Not in all cases can the test water be “clear”, non-clear 
water is common in many areas of the USA. 
   b) In certain conditions, the water and air temperatures may vary from these 
noted temperatures. I feel that 34 degree water or 120 degree test conditions 
could be found in several areas of the North America. We should reconsider the 
noted ranges for conditions found in various areas of USA and Canada. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee wants to stay with the term “clear” as 
“debris free” is not defined. The submitter has not provided specific changes 
desired for air or water temperature. See action on comment 1901-139 (Log 
#217) for a change in water temperature.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-139 Log #217  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(16.13.2.1.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: James Johannessen, Underwriters Laboratories Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   (1) Air temperature: 0°F to 110°F (-18°C to 43°C) 
   (2) Water temperature: 35°F to 90°F (2° to 32°C) 110°F (2°C to 43°C) 
   (3) Barometric pressure: 29 in. Hg (98.2 kPa), minimum (corrected to sea 
level). 
Substantiation: Many times during the certification test the water temperature 
exceeds 90°F without any adverse effects on the outcome of the test. If the 
90°F limit is enforced many manufacturers may not be able to test in the 
warmer months or environments. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Keep temperatures as they currently exist in 16.13.2.1.2 but add a new 
16.13.2.1.3 to read as follows: 
   16.13.2.1.3 If it is necessary to perform the test outside the air or water 
temperature ranges stated in 16.13.2.1.2 and the pump passes the certification 
test, the test results shall be acceptable.  
   Add an annex to 16.13.2.1.2(4) to read as follows: 
   A.16.13.2.1.2(4) The suction lift capability of a fire pump is certified by the 
pump manufacturer for specific conditions of altitude above sea level, 
atmospheric pressure, water temperature, and friction and entrance loss caused 
by the flow of water through the intake strainers and hose as stated in 16.2.4.1. 
As the temperature of the water increases and barometric pressures decreases, 
the suction lift capability of the fire pump is reduced. While the minimum lift 
of the test site for the pumping test is 3 feet, the test site configuration must not 
provide a vertical lift that exceeds the suction lift capability of the pump as a 
result of elevated water temperatures and reduced barometric pressure. See 
Table A.16.13.2.1.2(4) 
 

  Renumber 16.13.2.1.3 and 16.13.2.1.4 as 16.13.2.1.4 and 16.13.2.1.5. 
Committee Statement: The proposed annex to 16.13.2.1.2 is being rewritten 
and a permissible condition to be included in the body of the standard as annex 
material cannot modify requirements in a standard.  
   Elevated water temperatures affects the lift capability of the fire pump but is 
acceptable if the pump passes the required tests. The annex material helps 
clarify the situation when performing the pumping test at conditions outside 
those stated in the standard.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-140 Log #216  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(16.13.2.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Sherrie Matterness, Underwriters Laboratories Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows: 
   16.13.2.3.2 Engine Speed Check. A check of the governed speed of the 
engine shall be made and recorded after the last pump test reading is taken. 
16.13.2.3.3 If the engine speed is not within 2 percent of the governed speed as 
recorded on the manufacturer engine curve the manufacturer shall adjust the 
engine speed to within acceptable limits. 
Substantiation: NFPA 1911, 2007 Edition requires the engine speed check on 
in-service vehicles to compare to original test data from when the vehicle was 
tested as new. NFPA 1901 currently does not require this check as part of the 
certification test. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Add new text as 16.13.2.3.3 to read as follows: 
   16.13.2.3.3 Engine Speed Check.  
   16.13.2.3.3.1 A check of the no-load governed speed of the engine shall be 
made and recorded. 
   16.13.2.3.3.2 If the engine speed is not within 2 percent of the rated no-load 
governed speed as recorded on the manufacturer engine curve, the 
manufacturer shall adjust the engine speed to within acceptable limits. 
   Renumber existing 16.13.2.3.3 through 16.13.2.3.5.4 as 16.13.2.3.4 through 
16.13.2.3.6.4. 
Committee Statement: Changes to the proposed language clarifies the engine 
speed to be checked. The time at which the test is performed is not relevant and 
corresponds with NFPA 1911. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-141 Log #207  Final Action: Reject 
(16.13.2.3.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Patrick Ginnaty-Moore, Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   16.13.2.3.3 If the apparatus is equipped with a fire pump rated at 750 gpm 
(3000 L/min) or greater but not greater than 2500 gpm (10,000 L/min), the 
pump shall be subjected to a 3 hour pumping test from draft consisting of 2 
hours of continuous pumping at rated capacity at a minimum of 150 psi (-0 +5 
psi) (1000 kPa (-0 +35 KPa)) net pump pressure, followed by 1/2 hour of 
continuous pumping at 70 percent of rated capacity at a minimum of 200 psi 
(-0 +5 psi) (1400 kPa (-0 +35 kPa)) net pump pressure and 1/2 hour of 
continuous pumping at 50 percent of rated capacity at a minimum of 250 psi 
(-0 +5 psi) (1700 KPa (-0 +35 kPa)) net pump pressure. 
Substantiation: The current language does not set an allowance for 
maintaining the net pump pressure; it implies that there is no upper limit to 
where a particular test setting may be established. This leads to a variation in 
the actual test settings that may be applied at different manufacturers. This 
change in the language will set a realistic allowance and assure that all 
manufacturers meet the same standard in testing. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The requirement to hold minimum pressures assures 
adequate performance of the apparatus.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

Table A.16.13.2.1.2(4) Effect of Water Temperature and Barometric Pressure on Suction Lift  Capability
Water Temperature Effect on Lift   Barometric Pressure Effect on Lift

60°F (16°C) 0 ft (0 m) 29.9 in-Hg (101.3 kPa) 0 ft (0 m)
90°F (32°C) -1 ft (-0.3 m) 29.0 in-Hg (98.2 kPa) -1 ft (-0.3 m)
110°F (43°C) -2.3 ft (-0.7m)
120°F (49°C) -3.3 ft (-1.0 m)
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-142 Log #208  Final Action: Reject 
(16.13.2.3.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Patrick Ginnaty-Moore, Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   16.13.2.3.4 If the apparatus is equipped with a fire pump rated at greater than 
2500 gpm (10,000 L/min), the pump shall be subjected to a 3 hour pumping 
test from draft consisting of 2 hours of continuous pumping at rated capacity at 
a minimum of 150 psi (-0 +5 psi) (1000 kPa (-0 +35 KPa)) net pump pressure, 
followed by 1 hour of continuous pumping at 70 percent of rated capacity at a 
minimum of 200 psi (-0 +5 psi) (1400 kPa (-0 +35 kPa)) net pump pressure.  
Substantiation: The current language does not set an allowance for 
maintaining the net pump pressure; it implies that there is no upper limit to 
where a particular test setting may be established. This leads to a variation in 
the actual test settings that may be applied at different manufacturers. This 
change in the language will set a realistic allowance and assure that all 
manufacturers meet the same standard in testing. This will also maintain 
consistency with the proposed change in 16.13.2.3.3. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The requirement to hold minimum pressures assures 
adequate performance of the apparatus.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-143 Log #209  Final Action: Reject 
(16.13.2.3.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Patrick Ginnaty-Moore, Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   16.13.2.3.5 If the apparatus is equipped with a fire pump rated at 750 gpm 
(3000 L/min), the pump shall be subjected to a 50 minute pumping test from 
draft consisting of 1/2 hour of continuous pumping at rated capacity at a 
minimum of 150 psi (-0 +5 psi) (1000 kPa (-0 +35 KPa)) net pump pressure, 
followed by 10 minutes of continuous pumping at 70 percent of rated capacity 
at a minimum of 200 psi (-0 +5 psi) (1400 kPa (-0 +35 kPa)) net pump 
pressure and 10 minutes of continuous pumping at 50 percent of rated capacity 
at a minimum of 250 psi (-0 +5 psi) (1700 KPa (-0 +35 kPa)) net pump 
pressure. 
Substantiation: The current language does not set an allowance for 
maintaining the net pump pressure; it implies that there is no upper limit to 
where a particular test setting may be established. This leads to a variation in 
the actual test settings that may be applied at different manufacturers. This 
change in the language will set a realistic allowance and assure that all 
manufacturers meet the same standard in testing. This will also maintain 
consistency with the proposed change in 16.13.2.3.3. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The requirement to hold minimum pressures assures 
adequate performance of the apparatus.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-144 Log #210  Final Action: Reject 
(16.13.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Patrick Ginnaty-Moore, Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   16.13.3 Pumping Engine Overload Test. If the pump has a rated capacity of 
750 gpm (3000 L/min) or greater but not greater than 2500 gpm (10,000 L/
min), the apparatus shall be subjected to an overload test consisting of pumping 
rated capacity at 165 psi (-0 +5 psi) (1100 kPa (-0 +35 kPa)) net pump pressure 
for at least 10 minutes. 
Substantiation: The current language does not set an allowance for 
maintaining the net pump pressure; it implies that the test must be held at 
exactly the nominal test setting. This change in the language will set a realistic 
allowance and assure that all manufacturers meet the same standard in testing. 
This will also maintain consistency with the proposed changed in 16.13.2.3.3. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The requirement to hold minimum pressures assures 
adequate performance of the apparatus.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-145 Log #211  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(16.13.5.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Patrick Ginnaty-Moore, Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows: 
   16.13.5.5 An additional 15 seconds shall be permitted in order to meet the 
requirements of 16.13.5.3 and 16.13.5.4 when the pump system includes an 
auxiliary 4 in. (100 mm) or larger intake pipe having a volume of 1 ft3 (0.03 
m3) or more. The additional 15 seconds shall not apply to these intake pipes 
when a gate valve is installed that, when closed, reduces the pipe volume 
between the fire pump and the gate to less than 1 ft3 (0.03 m3). 
Substantiation: When conducting fire pump system certification tests, 
manufacturers have argued that the allowable time to prime the pump is 
increased by 15 seconds if they have intake piping as described in 16.13.5.5. 
However, it seems that the intent of the standard is to allow additional time 
simply because this piping is installed. If the piping is gated, and the valve is 
closed, the additional volume does not exist for the purpose of the priming test. 
The proposed language would clarify this case. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Add new text as 16.13.5.5.1 to read as follows: 
   16.13.5.5.1 The additional 15 seconds shall not apply to valved intake pipes 
such that when the valve is closed, the pipe volume between the fire pump and 
the valve is reduced to less than 1 ft3 (0.03 m3). 
Committee Statement: The description currently used in the standard 
“valved”. Gate valve is a specific type of valve and as written, other types of 
valves commonly used would be exempt from the proposed requirement. Other 
changes are editorial. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-146 Log #84  Final Action: Accept 
(16.13.8.4 and A.16.13.8) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-132 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
16.13.8.4 If the apparatus is equipped with a stationary pump driven through 
transfer case PTO, the test shall verify that the engine speed control at pump 
operator’s panel cannot be advanced when either of the following conditions 
exist. 
(1) The chassis transmission is in neutral, the transfer case is in neutral, the 
parking brake is off, and the pump shift in the driving compartment is in the 
road position. 
(2) The chassis transmission is in neutral, the transfer case is engaged, the 
parking brake is off, and the pump shift in the driving compartment is in the 
road position. 
(3) The chassis transmission has been placed in the position for pumping as 
indicated on label provided in the driving compartment, the parking brake is 
on, and the pump shift in the driving compartment is in the road position. 
A.16.13.8 The test of the engine speed advancement interlock system should 
verify proper functioning for the conditions of chassis transmission(s), parking 
brake and pump shift status indicated in Tables A.16.13.8(a), A.16.13.8(b), and 
A.16.13.8(c), and A.16.13.8(d). Testing should be performed with a qualified 
person positioned in the driving compartment and a qualified person verifying 
engine speed control status at the pump operator’s panel. Shifting of the pump 
transmission/PTO should be done in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
instructions.  See Table A.16.13.8(d) on the following page. 
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Substantiation: Section 16.13.8 requires an Engine Speed Advancement 
Interlock Test, with no conditions for the test only being required in certain 
cases. 16.13.8.1, 16.13.8.2, and 16.13.8.3 then go on to define the conditions 
and procedures for some, but not all, of the pump drive configurations as 
described in 16.10.2 through 16.10.9. Pumps driven through a transfer case 
PTO are described in 16.10.8 and 16.10.9, but no interlock test is defined for 
these pumps. In these cases a pump tester would be required to perform an 
Engine Speed Interlock Test without instructions on what or how to test. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-147 Log #85  Final Action: Accept 
(17.9.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   17.9.3* If a separate pumping engine is provided, it shall meet the 
requirements of 12.2.1.1, 12.2.1.2, 12.2.1.7, 12.2.2, 12.2.3.1, 2.2.3.2, 12.2.4, 
12.2.5, 12.2.6, 13.2, 13.4.3, 13.4.4, 13.4.4.1, 13.4.4.3, 13.4.4.4, 13.4.5, and 
13.5, and 13.6. 
Substantiation: The exhaust requirements of 12.2.6 should also apply to 
auxiliary engine driven pumps. 
   The moisture and temperature exposure requirements of the electrical system 
should also apply to auxiliary engine driven pumps. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-148 Log #119  Final Action: Accept 
(17.11.1.4, 17.11.2.6, and 17.11.2.6.1 (New) ) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Tom Hillenbrand, Underwriters Laboratories Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new paragraphs to verify accuracy of gauges: 
   17.11.1.4 Master discharge pressure gauges shall be checked for accuracy 
while pumping at rated capacity. Any gauge that is off by more than 10 psi (70 
kPa) from the calibrated test gauge shall be recalibrated, replaired, or replaced. 
   17.11.2.6 Discharge outlet pressure gauges shall be checked for accuracy 
while pumping at rated capacity. Any gauge that is off by more than 10 psi (70 
kPa) from the calibrated test gauge shall be recalibrated, repaired, or replaced. 
   17.11.2.6.1 Each flowmeter shall be checked for accuracy while pumping 
water at rated capacity. Any flometer that is off by more than 10 percent shall 
be recalibrated, repaired, or replaced. 

Substantiation: There have been cases where pressure gauges on the pump 
panel were not calibrated and did not read accurately. Without a chech when 
the pump system test results are certified, it could be a year or better before 
anyone is aware that a gauge or flowmeter was off by a significant amount. 
The above text is consistent with NFPA 1911 for checking accuracy of gauges 
and flowmeters on aerial devices. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-149 Log #204  Final Action: Accept in Part 
(18.2.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   18.2.2* The water tanks shall have a means to permit flushing cleaning of the 
tank. 
A.18.2.2 Water tanks should have provisions that would allow for complete 
inside cleaning for flushing. The purchaser should indicate in the specifications 
if access to the interior of the tank is required. If so the access means shall 
provide quick and easy access to all areas of the interior of the tank for 
cleaning or repairs.  
Substantiation: a) Flushing is not a means of removing ALL objects in the 
tank (sand, stones, etc).  
   b) Cleaning is totally different than flushing.  
   c) Thus a removable top or cover that will allow access to all areas of the tank 
“should be” provided for cleaning of the tank.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Part 
   Revise 18.2.2 to read as recommended. 
   Revise the first sentence of A.18.2.2 as recommended but do not add the third 
sentence.  
Committee Statement: The third sentence of the annex is not being added as 
“Quick and easy access” is not definable. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-150 Log #205  Final Action: Accept in Part 
(18.4.2.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add text to read as follows: 
   18.4.2.2* The vent/overflow outlet shall be designed to direct any water to 
behind the rear axle so as not to interfere with rear tire traction. 
A.18.4.2.2 A vent/overflow outlet is necessary so that over pressurization does 
not occur within the tank while it is being filled. However, water is likely to 
spill out of the vent/overflow while the fire apparatus is moving (e.g., 
accelerating, decelerating, or cornering). The fill tower and vent/overflow 

Table A.16.13.8(d) Stationary Pump Driven through Transfer Case PTO
Chassis Transmission 

Gear Selected
Transfer 
Case 

Parking 
Brake 
Status

Pump Shift Status  
(Driving Compartment)

Engine Speed Control at 
Pump Operator’s Panel

Test 
Point

N Neutral or 
Engaged

On Road Yes ²

N Neutral Off Road No ✔
N Engaged Off Road No ✔
N Neutral or 

Engaged
On “Pump Engaged”  Yes ²

N Neutral or 
Engaged

Off “Pump Engaged”  No

Pump Gear¹ Neutral On “Pump Engaged”  “OK 
to Pump”

Yes

Pump Gear¹ Engaged On “Pump Engaged”  “OK 
to Pump”

No

Pump Gear¹ Neutral or 
Engaged

Off “Pump Engaged” No

Pump Gear ¹ Neutral or 
Engaged

On Road No ✔

Pump Gear¹ Neutral or 
Engaged

Off Road No

Any gear other than N and 
Pump Gear¹ 

Neutral or 
Engaged

On or Off Road or 
“Pump Engaged”

No

¹Chassis transmission shift selector placed in position for pumping as indicated on label provided in the driving compartment.
²Applies only for those apparatus that have “Throttle Ready” indication on pump operator’s panel when the chassis transmission is in 
Neutral and Parking Brake engaged. If there is no “Throttle Ready” indication, there is no engine speed control at Pump Operator’s 
panel.
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outlet should be arranged so that water spillage is minimized and is directed 
behind the rear tires.  
The purchaser may wish to specify a sealed water tank and overflow system 
design that will eliminate water “spill” while the vehicle is in motion. The 
spillage of water on to a highway surface could create a very dangerous 
condition in all operating temperatures. 
Substantiation: Overflow and venting designs are now available to prevent 
spillage of water on to highways while the vehicle is in motion. This new 
verbiage will allow the purchaser to specify such equipment for a safer 
operation of the vehicle. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Part 
   Add the first sentence of the submitters recommendation.  
Committee Statement: The verbiage in the second sentence draws a 
unsubstantiated conclusion. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-151 Log #74  Final Action: Accept 
(19.2.2 (New), 19.7.2, and 19.13.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   19.2.2 The rated vertical height of an aerial ladder shall be at least 50 ft (15 
m) and shall be measured in a vertical plane vertically with the ladder at 
maximum elevation and extension from the outermost rung of the outermost fly 
section to the ground. 
19.7.2 The rated vertical height of the elevating platform shall be measured in a 
vertical plane vertically from the top surface of the platform handrail to the 
ground, with the platform raised to its position of maximum elevation. 
   19.13.2 The rated vertical height of the water tower shall be measured in a 
vertical plane vertically from the discharge end of the nozzle to the ground, 
with the nozzle raised to its position of maximum elevation. 
Substantiation: Every line is in some vertical plane. A line in a vertical plane 
does not have to be vertical, but vertical is certainly what is intended here. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-152 Log #159  Final Action: Reject 
(19.2.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: James A. Salmi, Crimson Fire 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: At the end of the sentence delete “its maximum horizontal 
reach” and replace with “the position used to determine rated vertical height”. 
Substantiation: Current rating system has worked effectively. Ratings are easy 
to understand and if reduced failures. (See comments to 3.3.146) 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-153 Log #233  Final Action: Reject 
(19.2.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   The rated horizontal reach of an aerial ladder shall be measured in a 
horizontal plane from the centerline of the turntable rotation to the outermost 
rung of the outermost fly section with the aerial ladder extended to its 
maximum horizontal reach required to obtain the rated vertical height. 
Substantiation: By adding to words “required to obtain the rated vertical 
height,” all aerial ladder products will be measured the same. This also 
eliminates the ability for an aerial to be stopped short of full extension due to 
stability issues with the product, restricting the horizontal reach. Operators of 
aerial devices are expecting the maximum horizontal reach to be equivalent to 
the aerial extension required to obtain the maximum vertical reach. 

Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-154 Log #19  Final Action: Reject 
(19.2.3, A.19.2.3, 19.3.1, 19.7.3, A.19.7.3, 19.8.1, 19.8.2, 19.13.3, A.19.13.3, 
19.17.5(3), 19.24.2.4(1), (2), (3), and 19.24.2.9.3(1), (2), (3)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kenneth L. Koch, Sutphen Corporation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-148 
Recommendation: Revised wording for Aerial Devices. 
   19.2.3 the rated horizontal reach of an aerial ladder shall be measured in a 
horizontal plane from the centerline of the turntable rotation to the outermost 
rung on the outermost fly section with the ladder extended to its maximum 
horizontal reach to the configuration of the ladder used to measure its rated 
vertical height in 19.2.2. 
   A.19.2.3 The rated horizontal reach of the aerial ladder could be less than the 
extended length of the aerial that is used to determine the rated vertical height. 
This may be necessary to maintain the defined stability requirements as 
outlined in Section 19.21. 
19.3.1 The rated capacity of the aerial ladder shall be a minimum load of 250 
lb (114 kg) carried on the outermost rung of the turntable rotation to the outer 
edgeof the outermost fly section with the ladder placed in the horizontal 
position at maximum extension in the configuration used to measure its rated 
vertical height in 19.2.2.  
19.7.3 The rated horizontal reach of the aerial platform shall be measured in a 
horizontal plane from the centerline of the turntable rotation to the outer edge 
of the platform hand rail, with the platform extended to its maximum horizontal 
reach the configuration used to measure its rated vertical height in 19.7.2. 
A.19.7.3 The rated horizontal reach of the aerial platform may be less than 
extended length of the aerial that is used to determine vertical height. This may 
be necessary to maintain stability requirements as outlined in Section 19.21. 
19.8.1 The rated capacity of the elevating platform shall be a minimum of 750 
lb (340 kg) with no water in the water delivery system, with the elevating 
platform placed in the horizontal position at maximum extension in the 
configuration used to measure rated vertical height in 19.7.2, with the 
stabilizers fully deployed. 
   19.8.2 The rated capacity of the elevating platform shall be a minimum of 
500 lb (227 kg) with the water delivery system full of water but not 
discharging, with the elevating platform placed in the horizontal position at 
maximum extension in the configuration used to measure rated vertical height 
in 19.7.2 and with the stabilizers fully deployed. 
   19.13.3 The rated horizontal reach of the water tower shall be measured in a 
horizontal plane from the centerline of the turntable rotation to the end of the 
nozzle, with the water tower extended to its maximum horizontal reach in the 
configuration used to measure rated vertical height in 19.13.2. 
   A.19.13.3 The rated horizontal reach of the water tower could be less than 
the extended length of the water tower that is used to determine vertical height. 
This may be necessary to maintain the defined stability requirements as 
outlined in Section 19.21. 
   19.17.5* An interlock system shall be provided to prevent the following: 
(3) Operation of the aerial device into an unstable position when the aerial 
device can be operated with the stabilizers not fully deployed on at least one 
side of the vehicle 
(3) Rotation of the aerial device over the short jacked side(s) 
   19.24.2.4 Systems that allow the aerial device to be operated when the 
stabilizers are not fully deployed shall be tested in three positions: 
   (1) Stabilizers at the minimum extension as defined by the manufacturer. 
   (2) Stabilizers extended to the midpoint of the minimum extension and full 
extension. 
   (3) Stabilizers fully deployed. 
   19.24.2.9.3 Systems that allow the aerial device to be operated when the 
stabilizers are not fully deployed shall be tested in three positions: 
   (1) Stabilizers at the minimum extension as defined by the manufacturer. 
   (2) Stabilizers extended to midpoint of the minimum extension and full 
extension 
   (3) Stabilizers fully deployed. 
Substantiation: The proposed changes to the Aerial Section of the Standard 
are to recognize the current expectations and the now practiced usage of Aerial 
devices by the fire service. Since the introduction of a minimum tip load in the 
1991 Issues of NFPA 1904 for the horizontal reach of aerial devices the fire 
service has developed a reliance on this new ability for the use of the aerial 
device. Structural fire fighting in suburban areas with single story structures 
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with large street set backs is one issue with over water rescue following close 
behind. With the reduced envelope provisions for Aerial devices in the 
proposed 2009 Edition of NFPA 1901 the fire service is likely to respond to a 
fire or rescue scene and discover they have only a half ladder or aerial platform 
and cannot reach objects they could reach with the provisions for aerial devices 
included in the 1901 Standards since 1991. 
   The proposed changes would also put back into the standard the requirement 
that an interlock be provided to prevent rotation over the short jacked side(s). 
This will prevent the catastrophic failures, tip over or the ladder breaking, that 
could result from a failure to act or failure to act fast enough by the extension 
control systems that limit the envelope of the aerial device to meet the stability 
and rated capacity requirements of the 1901 standards since 1991. This is a 
major safety consideration. 
   The changes to the 2009 Edition of NFPA 1901 proposed in the above 
comment section return the requirements for horizontal reach of aerial devices 
to that has been part of the 1901 standards since 1991. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: I have spent considerable time studying the European aerial 
standard DIN EN 14043 and comparing it to both our current standard, and our 
planned 2009 revisions. 
After careful study, I am convinced that we have made a serious error.  
Our current standard ensures device stability by setting a minimum safety 
factor at maximum horizontal extension. This safety factor then naturally 
improves as the device is elevated. Although we have no criteria in our 
standard to account for the actions of wind, ice build-up, or the inertial forces 
of starting and stopping the device, the natural improvement in safety factor as 
the device is elevated makes up for these omissions. 
   The European standard does account for both wind and inertia. This is an 
essential aspect of using envelope control, because the safety margin of a 
device using envelope control does not increase as is elevated, in fact it may 
actual decrease. The affect of wind and inertia safety factors increases as the 
device is elevated, so a European device must account for these loads in their 
application of envelope control. 
Our mistake for 2009 is that we have adopted the European idea of envelope 
control and short-jacking without adopting criteria for wind and inertial forces. 
Our 2009 standard allows a device to be designed to minimum standards that 
would not only be much less safe in stability than our current standard, it 
would also be less safe than a device designed to the European standard. 
   I attempted to quantify the math. It is a difficult study, because there are so 
many variables involved. The example I have provided uses real values from a 
typical aerial device. This example is a heavy 1901 type device where I 
hypothetically allow short jacking and add envelope control. 
   The European approach is to design lighter devices that can reach higher. 
Although I have not run the numbers, I believe that the results of a lighter 
device, if designed to our 2009 standard, would be even less safe. As the device 
becomes lighter, the affect of inertia is reduced, but the relative affect of wind 
loading will increase. 
I am told that the European record of aerial device safety is very good. I have 
no reason to dispute this and am not criticizing their approach. 
   What we have done to our 1901 standard, however, is a serious blunder. If we 
want a standard that allows a European style device, then we need to stop in 
our tracks, regroup, and write criteria that ensures that any device designed to 
the standard will be at least equal in safety to the European criteria. We may 
even wish to consider strengthening the stability criteria by considering ice 
loading, and by thinking through the wind load we feel is appropriate for US 
conditions (EN 14043 considers wind load of 28 mph). 
Understanding the sense of urgency that was expressed in Denver, I volunteer 
my companies time and effort to re-address this issue in whatever schedule the 
committee feels is desirable. I would welcome a forum where experts in DIN 
EN 14043 could help us work through the details so that our final standard is 
one that would be safe in all regards. 
Also submitted is my explanation of the stability question, as well as a list of 
other aspects of the European standard that we should consider including in 
1901. Supporting material available for review at NFPA headquarters.
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-155 Log #86  Final Action: Accept 
(19.2.13) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   19.2.13* Where a breathing air system is provided, it shall supply breathing 
air for a minimum of one person at the secondary aerial ladder operator’s 

position and shall meet the requirements of 19.2.13.1 through 19.2.13.7 
19.2.13.8. 
19.2.13.1 If a secondary operator’s position is provided, the breathing air 
system shall provide air for a minimum of one person at the secondary 
operator’s position. 
Renumber existing 19.2.13.1 through 19.2.13.7. 
A.19.2.13 Air may be supplied to a secondary operator’s position at the tip of 
the aerial, to the tip of an aerial without a secondary operator’s position, and/or 
the turntable operator’s position. If the fire department expects to engage in 
operations where they will need to supply remote breathing air from the system 
on the aerial ladder to fire fighters working away from the end of an aerial 
ladder, such as during a rescue operation in a fuel or chemical tank, coal bin, or 
silo storage tower, it will be necessary to be able to supply breathing air for at 
least two persons. 
Substantiation: 19.2.13 requires that if a breathing air system is provided, it 
must supply air to a secondary operator’s position, thus implying that such a 
position, with the controls described in 19.5.4, must exist. This precludes either 
providing air just to the turntable operator of an aerial ladder that does not have 
a secondary operator’s position, or providing air to the tip of an aerial ladder 
that does not have controls at that position. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-156 Log #160  Final Action: Reject 
(19.3.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: James A. Salmi, Crimson Fire 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: In the third sentence, delete “at maximum extension” and 
replace with “the horizontal extension used to determine rated vertical height. 
Substantiation: See comments on 3.3.146 and 19.2.3. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-157 Log #41  Final Action: Accept 
(19.3.1, 19.8.1, and 19.8.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-148 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   19.3.1 The rated capacity of the aerial ladder shall be a minimum load of 250 
lb (114 kg) carried on the outermost rung of the outermost fly section with the 
aerial ladder placed in the horizontal position at maximum horizontal extension 
and with the stabilizers fully deployed. 
19.8.1 The rated capacity of the elevating platform shall be a minimum of 750 
lb (340 kg), with no water in the water delivery system, with the elevating 
platform placed in the horizontal position at maximum horizontal extension, 
with the stabilizers fully deployed. 
19.8.2 The rated capacity of the elevating platform shall be a minimum of 500 
lb (227 Kg) with the water delivery system full of water but not discharging, 
with the elevating platform placed in the horizontal position at maximum 
horizontal extension and with the stabilizers fully deployed. 
Substantiation: The revised wording is consistent with the terminology in the 
definition of Rated Capacity in 3.3.143 (new 3.3.146). It clarifies that the 
extension referred to is the maximum allowed horizontal extension, not the 
maximum extension used to determine the vertical height. This is also 
consistent with the new annex items A.19.2.3 and A.19.7.3. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-158 Log #32  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(19.3.1.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William McCombs, E-One 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   19.3.1.1 The rated capacity shall not be reduced remain constant throughout 
the entire operating envelope of the aerial ladder. 
Substantiation: The current wording can be interpreted to imply that the rated 
capacity cannot be increased as the aerial is elevated to higher operating angles 
or is retracted to a shorter extension distance. I believe the intent is to say as a 
minimum, the 250# tip load capability has to be maintained at any position of 
operation.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise 19.3.1.1 to read as follows: 
   The minimum rated capacity shall remain constant throughout the entire 
operating envelope of the aerial ladder. 
   Revise 19.8.3 to read as follows: 
   The elevating platform shall be capable of operating in any position while 
carrying its rated capacity. 
Committee Statement: The change to 19.3.1.1 is for consistency with action 
taken on public comment 1901-159 (Log #164). 
   The committee is also clarifying that the rated capacity of elevating platforms 
cannot be reduced in any area of its operating envelope. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-159 Log #164  Final Action: Accept 
(19.3.1.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete text as follows:  
   The minimum rated capacity shall remain constant throughout the entire 
operating envelope of the aerial ladder. 
Substantiation: Adding the word minimum is to clarify that the minimum 
rated capacity shall remain constant throughout the entire operating envelope of 
the ladder. Many manufacturers allow for increased capacities as the aerial is 
elevated through distributed loadings, but the minimum is what needs to be 
verified for stability and functional operation throughout the full envelope of 
the aerial ladder. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-160 Log #158  Final Action: Reject 
(19.3.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: James A. Salmi, Crimson Fire 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete “at maximum extension” and replace with “the 
horizontal extension used to determine rated vertical height”. 
Substantiation: See comments on 3.3.146 and 19.2.3. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-161 Log #165  Final Action: Reject 
(19.7.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   The rated horizontal reach of an elevating platform shall be measured in a 

horizontal plane from the centerline of the turntable rotation to the outer edge 
of the platform handrail with the elevating platform extended to its maximum 
horizontal reach required to obtain the rated vertical height. 
Substantiation: By adding to words “required to obtain the rated vertical 
height,” all elevating platform products will be measured the same. This also 
eliminates the ability for an elevating platform to be stopped short of full 
extension due to stability issues with the product, restricting the horizontal 
reach. Operators of aerial devices are expecting the maximum horizontal reach 
to be equivalent to the aerial extension required to obtain the maximum vertical 
reach. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-162 Log #63  Final Action: Hold 
(19.7.6.2.2 (New) ) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new text after existing 19.7.6.2.1, renumber 19.7.2.2.2 
and following. 
   19.7.6.2.2 The railing design shall be capable of withstanding a force of 225 
lbf (1000 N) applied at any point from any direction without permanent 
deformation. 
Substantiation: The text is copied from 19.18.1.1 (turntable railing) and from 
OSHA railings requirements. Certainly the railing around an aerial platform is 
at least as critical as the railing around the turntable. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold 
Committee Statement: This is new material that has not had the benefit of 
public review. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-163 Log #157  Final Action: Reject 
(19.7.7.2.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: James A. Salmi, Crimson Fire 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add to end of sentence: 
   “...or to supply pressure levels adequate to recharge SCBA tanks. 
Substantiation: The current language does not allow the recharge of SCBA at 
the tip of the aerial device. This can be very advantageous to the department to 
reduce refill times. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: There is a danger with high pressure air lines running 
through the aerial device that could be damaged from other equipment or heat. 
Also, this contradicts the SCBA fill requirements outlined in the standard. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-164 Log #156  Final Action: Reject 
(19.8.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: James A. Salmi, Crimson Fire 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: In third sentence delete “at maximum extension” and 
replace with “the horizontal extension used to determine rated vertical height.” 
Substantiation: See comments on 3.3.146 and 19.2.3. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-165 Log #166  Final Action: Reject 
(19.8.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   The rated capacity of the elevating platform shall be a minimum of 750 lb 
(340 kg), with no water in the water delivery system, with the elevating 
platform placed in the horizontal position at its maximum extension required to 
obtain the maximum rated vertical height, with the stabilizers fully deployed. 
Substantiation: This wording was added to keep this consistent with the 
wording proposed in 19.7.3. Rated capacities shall be defined by the operating 
parameters of the elevating platform, and as outlined in 19.7.3, maximum 
horizontal extension is being defined as the maximum horizontal extension 
required to obtain the maximum rated vertical height. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-166 Log #167  Final Action: Reject 
(19.8.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   The rated capacity of the elevating platform shall be a minimum of 500 lb 
(227 kg), with the water delivery system full of water but not discharging, with 
the elevating platform placed in the horizontal position at its maximum 
extension required to obtain the maximum rated vertical height, with the 
stabilizers full deployed. 
Substantiation: This wording was added to keep this consistent with the 
wording proposed in 19.7.3. Rated capacities shall be defined by the operating 
parameters of the elevating platform, and as outlined in 19.7.3, maximum 
horizontal extension is being defined as the maximum horizontal extension 
required to obtain the maximum rated vertical height. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-167 Log #31  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(19.8.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William McCombs, E-One 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   19.8.3 The rated capacity as determined in 19.8.1 and 19.8.2 shall not be 
reduced remain constant throughout the entire operating envelope of the 
elevating platform. 
Substantiation: The current wording can be interpreted to imply that the rated 
capacity cannot be increased as the platform is elevated to higher operating 
angles or is retracted to a shorter extension distance. I believe the intent is to 
say as a minimum, the rated load capability has to be maintained at any 
position of operation.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise 19.8.3 to read as follows: 
   The elevating platform shall be capable of operating in any position while 
carrying its rated capacity. 
Committee Statement: The committee is clarifying that the rated capacity of 
elevating platforms cannot be reduced in any area of its operating envelope. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-168 Log #168  Final Action: Reject 
(19.13.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   The rated horizontal reach of the water tower shall be measured in a 
horizontal plane from the centerline of the turntable rotation to the end of the 
nozzle, with the water towed extended to its maximum horizontal reach, as 
required to obtain the rated vertical height. 
Substantiation: By adding to words “required to obtain the rated vertical 
height,” all water towers will be measured the same. This also eliminates the 
ability for a water tower to be stopped short of full extension due to stability 
issues with the product, restricting the horizontal reach. Operators of aerial 
devices are expecting the maximum horizontal reach to be equivalent to the 
aerial extension required to obtain the maximum vertical reach. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Technology has been developed that will allow for this 
limited operational envelope that has been utilized in aerial device markets 
throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-169 Log #87  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(19.16.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   19.16.3 A permanently installed monitor with a nozzle(s) capable of covering 
a discharge range of at least 300 gpm to 1000 gpm (1100 L/min to 4000 L/min) 
shall be provided at the top of the water tower and supplied by the permanent 
water system. For water towers with peak capacities in excess of 1000 gpm 
(4000 L/min), the minimum flow must be no more than 1/3 of the maximum 
flow. 
Substantiation: This section requires a variable gallonage nozzle, or multiple 
nozzles that can be changed to provide different flows, that go at least as low 
as 300 gpm and as high as 1000 gpm. This can be done with a variable 
gallonage automatic nozzle as long as the maximum flow desired is 1000 to 
1500 gpm, or in some cases 2000 gpm. For very large flow water towers 
(section 19.16.3.2 suggests that some are over 3500 gpm), large flow automatic 
nozzles will not go down to 300 gpm. Most 2000 gpm automatic nozzles will 
only go down to 500 gpm. 3000 GPM nozzles only go down to a minimum of 
1000 gpm, and larger nozzles have even higher minimums. At the larger nozzle 
sizes, they are typically bolted on, so it is not possible to just change the 
automatic nozzle for a smaller straight tip. 
   Some available automatic or changeable nozzle flows are: 250-1250, 
500-2000, 300-1000, 300-1250, 500-2000, 150-1250, 300-2000, 250-1000, 
250-1500, 500-2000, 1000-3000, 1000-6000, 2000-10000, and 4000-14000. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise text to read as follows: 
   19.16.3 A permanently installed monitor with a nozzle(s) capable of a 
discharge rate of at least 1000 gpm (4000 L/min) shall be provided at the top of 
the water tower and supplied by the permanent water system. 
Committee Statement: The current wording forces the water tower to be 
equipped with a variable gallonage nozzle. The intent is that the monitor and 
nozzle be capable of supplying 1000 gpm. Some fire departments want to use 
straight stream tips on the monitor. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-170 Log #240  Final Action: Reject 
(19.16.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Grady North, Crash Rescue Equipment Service, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: A permanently installed monitor with a nozzle(s) capable 
of covering a discharge range of at least 300 gpm to 1000 gpm (1100 L/min to 
4000 L/min) shall be provided at the top of the water tower and supplied by the 
permanent water system.  
For water towers fitted with multiple monitors located at different vertical 
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heights on the water tower boom, the manufacturer shall specify the monitor to 
be utilized for the water flow tests. 
Substantiation: Aerial water towers are now on the market that have multiple 
monitors located at different vertical heights on the water tower boom. The 
monitors are designed to flow simultaneously to allow the operator to attack 
fires at different levels on the structure or to have one master stream fighting 
the fire and another master stream protecting exposures. The manufacturer 
specifies a total combined flow rate for all nozzles. The wording addition 
would eliminate the confusion for testing as a single monitor could be specified 
for use in all of the performance tests. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The standard requires a minimum of 1000 gpm at the 
tip of the boom.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-171 Log #148  Final Action: Accept 
(19.17.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Ric Ems, Crested Butte Fire Protection District 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: I propose retaining the wording as printed in ROP A2008, 
Log #CP5. 
Substantiation: We are a ski community with hilly terrain, residential and 
multistory buildings in tight surroundings. We tested a number of aerials and 
ultimately determined we required a unit with short jack capabilities and a 
short wheelbase. We have enjoyed excellent success with the unit we 
purchased, and I strongly encourage NFPA to adopt this technology, which I 
understand is used by nearly every fire department in the world, outside of 
North America. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-172 Log #149  Final Action: Accept 
(19.17.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Harold Boer, Rosenbauer America 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: As an apparatus manufacturer and Fire Chief of my local 
community I respect that NFPA accept the changes in ROP A2008, Log #CP5. 
Substantiation: Sort-jacking is a REQUIREMENT of European standards, and 
has been safely used in apparatus throughout the world for decades. There are 
situations where short-jacking is required, and will ultimately save lives and 
property, which is the goal of our industry, and NFPA. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-173 Log #150  Final Action: Accept 
(19.17.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Mark McDougal, Nantucket Fire Department 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Maintain same verbiage in ROP A2008, Log #CP5. 
Substantiation: Our community is comprised of many tight streets similar to 
most all of Cape Cod, and can not accommodate large or WIDE aerial devices. 
By having an aerial which allows safe operations within a partially jacked set 
up is mandatory for fire & rescue needs. Our current aerial was purchased for 
this reason. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-174 Log #152  Final Action: Accept 
(19.17.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Peter Forend, Oak Bluffs Fire Dept. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: None given. 
Substantiation: Oak Bluffs and another Island fire department are currently 
using aerial platforms that can (and are required) to set-up without needing to 
be fully jacked narrow jack spread are key features in our congested towns.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-175 Log #169  Final Action: Reject 
(19.17.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-56 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   An interlock system shall be provided to prevent the following: 
   1. Rotation of the aerial device until the stabilizer(s) is in a configuration to 
meet the stability requirements of Section 19.21 
   2. Movement of the stabilizer unless the aerial device is in the travel position 
   3. Operation of the aerial device into an unstable position when the aerial 
device can be operated with the stabilizers not fully deployed on at least one 
side of the vehicle. Operation of the aerial over the side that does not have the 
stabilizer(s) fully extended. 
Substantiation: The proposed changes to the multiple sections within the 
Aerial Chapter of the 2009 Edition of NFPA 1901 are now allowing aerials to 
be operated without the stabilizers being fully extended on the side in which 
the aerial is positioned. With the new standard, the systems will allow the aerial 
to operate within a reduced reach envelope when stabilizers are not fully 
deployed, requiring the aerial operator to review additional systems to 
determine the operational envelope of the aerial. This additional review step 
will increase the risk of the operator overlooking or ignoring the change in 
operational envelope, increasing the risk of not being able to utilize the device 
for the designed reach at the scene. With the introduction of the minimum tip 
load standard in the 1991 Edition of NFPA 1904, aerial operation was 
prohibited on the side in which the stabilizers were not fully deployed. The 
proposed changes to the wording require a system which guarantees that once 
the stabilizers are deployed, the operator will understand whether the aerial can 
or can not be operated over either side of the apparatus; which is a simple, full-
proof method of operation. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-176 Log #239  Final Action: Reject 
(19.17.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Delwin Smeal, Smeal Fire Apparatus 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-148 
Recommendation: Do not remove A.20.17.5 from the pamphlet. I suggest the 
committee consider adding this entire appendix clause to section 19 of the 
pamphlet. 
Substantiation: Section 19.17.11 and Section 19.18.7 require backup systems 
in case of component failure. A case can be made as to where manual overrides 
for all interlocks can be just as important as these two sections of Chapter 19. 
There is no such thing as 100 percent dependable component on a fire 
apparatus. Electrical components in particular are subject to problems and 
sometimes failure through the life of an apparatus. Technology has allowed 
aerial manufacturers to provide a great many interlock systems designed to 
enhance the safety of and the operation capabilities of aerial devices. None of 
which are absolutely guaranteed never to fail. Manual overrides, allow 
operation of the machine should a component malfunction occur. They also 
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provide the operator to override interlocks if a dire straight situation arises: 
such as a possible building collapse. Example: During routine maintenance 
check, a problem with the stabilizer system is noticed. Trouble shooting and 
communication with the aerial manufacture leads the mechanic to a faulty 
switch. The faulty switch in question is part of the rotation interlock system of 
a particular aerial. The system is designed to keep the arrival from being lifted 
out of the bed-rest if proper deployment of all stabilizers is not achieved and 
read by the interlock system. Even when stabilizers have been properly set, this 
faulty switch does not allow the interlock system to allow the aerial to be 
raised. The fire department and manufacturer deem the problem to be a “keep 
the truck in service” problem. The manufacturer sends a new switch overnight 
direct to the fire department for switch replacement upon package arrival. Later 
that day a large fire requires the use of the aerial operations. In this particular 
instance, aerial operations are available to the fire department - only because of 
the use of manual override systems that was provided on the truck by the 
manufacturer. Will fire departments have such ability on aerials without such 
override systems? 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee does not think the standard should 
encourage the use of overrides to disable safety systems. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-177 Log #248  Final Action: Accept 
(19.17.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Eric Bast, Fountain Fire Department 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Keep the wording proposed in Committee Proposal 
1901-148 (Log #CP5). 
Substantiation: Many fire departments including mine, have recognized the 
value of automatic control systems to limit operations to only safe positions. 
This in turn allows safe operations to a short, jacked side of an aerial device 
which can be very desirable in some events. I thank the NFPA apparatus 
committee for recognizing this and modifying the 1901 standard to include this 
type of aerial device. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-178 Log #170  Final Action: Reject 
(19.17.6.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete text as follows: 
   For aerial devices that can be operated with the stabilizers not fully deployed, 
an indicator shall be located at the operators position to allow the operator to 
determine the maximum extension in relation to the angle of elevation and the 
extended length of the stabilizers. 
Substantiation: The proposed changes to the multiple sections within the 
Aerial Chapter of the 2009 Edition of NFPA 1901 are now allowing aerials to 
be operated without the stabilizers being fully extended on the side in which 
the aerial is positioned. With the new standard, the systems will allow the aerial 
to operate within a reduced reach envelope when stabilizers are not fully 
deployed, requiring the aerial operator to review additional systems to 
determine the operational envelope of the aerial. This additional review step 
will increase the risk of the operator overlooking or ignoring the change in 
operational envelope, increasing the risk of not being able to utilize the device 
for the designed reach at the scene. With the introduction of the minimum tip 
load standard in the 1991 Edition of NFPA 1904, aerial operation was 
prohibited on the side in which the stabilizers were not fully deployed. The 
proposed changes to the wording require a system which guarantees that once 
the stabilizers are deployed, the operator will understand whether the aerial can 
or can not be operated over either side of the apparatus; which is a simple, full-
proof method of operation. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 

Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-179 Log #42  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(19.17.6.5, 19.24.2.4, and 19.24.2.9.3)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-148 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   19.17.6.5 For aerial devices that can be operated over the same side with the 
stabilizers not fully deployed, an indicator shall be located at the operator’s 
position to allow the operator to determine the maximum extension in relation 
to the angle of elevation and the extended length of the stabilizers. 
19.24.2.4 Systems that allow the aerial device to be operated over the same 
side with when the stabilizers are not fully deployed shall be tested in three 
positions:  
   (1) Stabilizers at the minimum extension as defined by the manufacturer. 
   (2) Stabilizers extended to midpoint of the minimum extension and full 
extension. 
   (3) Stabilizers fully deployed. 
19.24.2.9.3 Systems that allow the aerial device to be operated over the same 
side with when the stabilizers are not fully deployed shall be tested in three 
positions:  
   (1) Stabilizers at the minimum extension as defined by the manufacturer. 
   (2) Stabilizers extended to midpoint of the minimum extension and full 
extension. 
   (3) Stabilizers fully deployed. 
Substantiation: I believe this indicator and testing is only required with an 
interlock system that allows limited operation over the same side with the 
stabilizers not fully deployed. On aerial devices with the traditional interlock 
system that just prevents any operation over the short-jacked side, there is not 
currently such an indicator or testing and I do not think they are needed in this 
case. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Accept the submitters recommended changes except delete the word “same” 
in the phrase “over the same side” 
Committee Statement: The aerial device needs to be tested in these 
configurations anytime the design allows operation with the stabilizers not fully 
extended, whether it is over the same side or the opposite side. This clarifies 
existing text.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-180 Log #212  Final Action: Accept 
(19.22.2.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Patrick Ginnaty-Moore, Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   All testing shall be performed by American Society for Nondestructive 
Testing (ASNT) Level II or Level III NDT technicians, or by an ASNT Level 1 
NDT technicians or trainees under the direct supervision of an onsite Level II 
or Level III NDT technician, all of whom have been certified in the test 
methods used in accordance with ASNT CP-189, Standard for Qualification 
and Certification of Nondestructive Testing Personnel. 
Substantiation: The current wording implies that personnel conducting 
nondestructive testing are certified by ASNT. This is not true - Certification of 
NDT personnel is performed by (and is the responsibility of) the employer. All 
certification is to be conducted under the requirements of ASNT CP-189. The 
new language will clarify this relationship. 
   The current language will not allow NDT trainees to perform NDT work in 
order to gain the experience necessary to gain certification to Level I or Level 
II. It also will not allow for inspection work by Level III technicians. The new 
language will correct this situation. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-181 Log #213  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(19.22.2.5 (New) ) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Patrick Ginnaty-Moore, Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new text and table as follows: 
   19.22.2.5 Personnel certified under ASNT CP-189 may conduct NDT Testing 
with limited certifications, so long as the certifications meet the training and 
experience requirements listed in Table 19.22.2.5, and any applicable 
requirements in Appendix B of ASNT CP-189. The personnel shall be certified 
as a Limited Level II, and the certification card shall indicate that a limited 
certification has been issued in the given technique. 
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Substantiation: Revisions in the current (2006) edition of ASNT CP-189 do 
allow for Limit Level II certifications in several NDT techniques. These 
include thickness measurements using Ultrasonic Testing (UT), which is 
employed in testing aerial devices. Personnel who only use one technique 
within an NDT method, (ex.: AC Yoke, Visible Dry Powder within the 
Magnetic Particle method) do not need all of the work experience hours 
required in the NDT method to gain full competency in the technique. In order 
to allow for Limited Certifications for the NDT techniques used specifically on 
aerial devices, NFPA 1901 should include this revision. It will assure that all 
NDT providers must meet the same minimum requirements, rather than 
allowing individual providers to set their own minimum requirements. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Accept the submitter’s recommendation but modify the table to require 60 
hours rather than 160 hours of experience for limited certification for ultrasonic 
straight beam (A-scan) flaw detection. 
Committee Statement: The 160 hours was reported after the fact as a 
typographical mistake. Field experience has shown that persons with 60 hours 
of practice under the guidance of a certified NDT Level II can perform the 
ultrasonic straight beam (A-scan) flaw detection without a problem. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-182 Log #88  Final Action: Accept 
(19.23.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-18 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
19.23.1 Plates Instruction plates and signs that provide operational directions, 
warnings, and cautions shall be installed in positions visible to the operator(s). 
Substantiation: This change was made throughout the document and the 
definition was changed, but this section got missed in the original proposal. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-183 Log #155  Final Action: Reject 
(19.24.2.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: James A. Salmi, Crimson Fire 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Section can be deleted based on changes proposed to 
19.2.3, 4.3.1, 19.3.2, 19.3.1, 19.8.1. 
Substantiation: Testing of aerial devices becomes very complicated when 
outriggers can be partially deployed and range of motion is computer 
controlled. By maintaining current rating system this complication along with 
many levels of electronic technology and sensors are eliminated. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-184 Log #171  Final Action: Reject 
(19.24.2.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete text as follows: 
   Systems that allow the aerial device to be operated when the stabilizers are 
not fully deployed shall be tested in three positions: 
1. Stabilizers at the minimum extension as defined by the manufacturer. 
2. Stabilizers extended to midpoint of the minimum extension and full 
extension. 
3. Stabilizers fully deployed. 
Substantiation: The proposed changes to the multiple sections within the 
Aerial Chapter of the 2009 Edition of NFPA 1901 are now allowing aerials to 
be operated without the stabilizers being fully extended on the side in which 
the aerial is positioned. With the new standard, the systems will allow the aerial 
to operate within a reduced reach envelope when stabilizers are not fully 
deployed, requiring the aerial operator to review additional systems to 
determine the operational envelope of the aerial. This additional review step 
will increase the risk of the operator overlooking or ignoring the change in 
operational envelope, increasing the risk of not being able to utilize the device 
for the designed reach at the scene. With the introduction of the minimum tip 
load standard in the 1991 Edition of NFPA 1904, aerial operation was 
prohibited on the side in which the stabilizers were not fully deployed. The 
proposed changes to the wording require a system which guarantees that once 
the stabilizers are deployed, the operator will understand whether the aerial can 
or can not be operated over either side of the apparatus; which is a simple, full-
proof method of operation. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-185 Log #154  Final Action: Reject 
(19.24.2.9.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: James A. Salmi, Crimson Fire 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete section. 
Substantiation: See comments on 19.24.2.4. Old rating system does not allow 
multiple outrigger positions. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

Table 19.22.2.5
Evaluation Technique Required 

Training 
(Hours)

Required Experience 
Minimum Hours in Method

Magnetic Particle – AC Yoke, Visible Dry Powder 8 120
Liquid Penetrant – Water Washable or Solvent Removable, Visible Dye, 
Penetrant

8 100

Visual Inspection – Eye, Aided by Magnifiers and Measuring Tools 8 100
Ultrasonic Straight Beam (A-scan) Flaw Detection 40 160
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Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-186 Log #172  Final Action: Reject 
(19.24.2.9.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete text as follows: 
   Systems that allow the aerial device to be operated when the stabilizers are 
not fully deployed shall be tested in three positions: 
1. Stabilizers at the minimum extension as defined by the manufacturer. 
2. Stabilizers extended to midpoint of the minimum extension and full 
extension. 
3. Stabilizers fully deployed. 
Substantiation: The proposed changes to the multiple sections within the 
Aerial Chapter of the 2009 Edition of NFPA 1901 are now allowing aerials to 
be operated without the stabilizers being fully extended on the side in which 
the aerial is positioned. With the new standard, the systems will allow the aerial 
to operate within a reduced reach envelope when stabilizers are not fully 
deployed, requiring the aerial operator to review additional systems to 
determine the operational envelope of the aerial. This additional review step 
will increase the risk of the operator overlooking or ignoring the change in 
operational envelope, increasing the risk of not being able to utilize the device 
for the designed reach at the scene. With the introduction of the minimum tip 
load standard in the 1991 Edition of NFPA 1904, aerial operation was 
prohibited on the side in which the stabilizers were not fully deployed. The 
proposed changes to the wording require a system which guarantees that once 
the stabilizers are deployed, the operator will understand whether the aerial can 
or can not be operated over either side of the apparatus; which is a simple, full-
proof method of operation. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-187 Log #188  Final Action: Hold 
(20.1.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William M. Ballantyne, Hypro Corporation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-152 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   20.1.1* If tThe fire apparatus is shall be equipped with a proportioning 
system for foam or other water additives, it and shall comply with the 
applicable sections of this chapter. 
Substantiation: Approximately 50% of Line of Duty Deaths occur while on 
scene. Studies prove (Palmdale Study, Fire Chief Magazine, August, 2001), 
that the use of Class A foam and CAFS on Class A fuels, (97% of all fires), 
will reduce the time to knockdown by 50-75%. Furthermore, fires can be 
extinguished from a safer distance. Use of water additives will reduce the 
exposure time of firefighters and victims to the hazardous environment, thereby 
reducing injury, loss of life and property damage. 
In addition, water additives reduce the possibility of a rekindle, thereby 
reducing the need for engine companies to return to the scene.By reducing the 
need for return visits, the number of injuries and deaths occurring en route or 
returning from the scene will likely be reduced as well. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold 
Committee Statement: This comment is being held because it is presenting a 
concept that has not had the benefit of public review. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-188 Log #113  Final Action: Hold 
(20.6.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   20.6.3 The foam concentrate tank shall be provided with a fill tower or 

expansion compartment having a minimum area of 12 sq. in. (7500 sq. mm) 
and having a volume of not less than 1 percent of the total tank volume. 
   20.6.3.1 The fill tower opening shall be protected by a completely sealed 
airtight cover. 
   20.6.3.2* The cover shall be attached to the fill tower by mechanical means. 
   20.6.3.3 The fill opening shall incorporate a removable screen with a mesh 
not to exceed 1/4” in. (6 mm) and shall be arranged so that foam concentrate 
from a 5 gal (19 L) container can be dumped directly to the bottom of the tank 
to minimize aeration without the use of funnels or other special devices. 
   20.6.3 The foam concentrate tank shall be designed so that it is filled from 
ground level. 
Substantiation: The current wording provides for tank filling from the top of 
the apparatus. Apparatus should be designed there is minimal need to climb on 
top. When foam concentrate is present, the surface areas become extremely 
slick. This increases the likelihood of slipping and falling. This comment is 
based on discussion at the Apparatus Maintenance Section at FRI in Atlanta in 
August 2007. 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold 
Committee Statement: This comment is being held because it is presenting a 
concept that has not had the benefit of public review.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-189 Log #90  Final Action: Accept 
(20.9.3.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   20.9.3.1 If an in-line eductor system is provided on the apparatus, the 
following information shall also be provided on the plate: 
(1) Maximum hose length using 11/2 in., 13/4 in., and 2 in. (38 mm, 44 45 
mm, and 51 52 mm) hose 
Substantiation: These are trade sizes and need to match the available sizes of 
metric hose, not the true numerical conversions. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-190 Log #1  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(22.2.1.2 and 22.15.7.3.7) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John Doperalski, E-One 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-163 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   22.2.1.2 Any fixed line voltage power source shall produce electric power at 
the rated voltage +/- 5 10 percent when producing power at all levels between 
no load and full rated power. 
   22.15.7.3.7 Voltage shall be maintained within +/- 5 10 percent of the voltage 
stated on the power source specification label during the entire test. 
Substantiation: In a joint meeting of the FAMA Low Voltage Technical Sub 
Committee and the FAMA High Voltage Technical Sub Committee it was 
unanimously voted to reject this proposal, which in essence tightens the voltage 
specification of any fixed line voltage power source by 50 percent. The current 
1901 standard requires a voltage tolerance level of +/- 10 percent of rated 
voltage, whereas this proposal reduces it to +/- 5 percent. 
   In attendance during this joint meeting were 37 individuals representing over 
twelve (12) Fire Apparatus Manufacturers, five (5) manufacturers of line 
voltage devices, and the three (3) top generator suppliers in the fire industry. 
Following is a summary of the comments stated by each concerned group of 
manufacturers for rejecting this proposal: 
   ● The manufacturers of line voltage devices stated that they have had no 
reported problems with their device running at +/- 10 percent of rated voltage 
and have not experienced any premature failures of their devices due to 
voltages levels in this range.  
   ● The manufacturers of generators (fixed line voltage power sources), stated 
that they normally hold a tolerance of +/- 5 percent, however at the extreme 
ranges of operation of their generators, the tolerance level may approach +/- 10 
percent. They stated that they are capable of producing generators that will 
hold tolerances of less than +/- 5 percent, however, there will be an increased 
cost that will be handed down to the Fire Apparatus manufacturers, and thus 
the customers. They also stated that they have not experienced any recurring or 
substantial complaints by customers due to the fact that generators are running 
at +/- 10 percent of rated voltage 
   ● The Vehicle Manufacturers stated that lowering the tolerance level to +/- 5 
percent would adversely affect third party testing and cause more retests of 
generators that had exceeded the new tolerance level during test. 
   In summary, there have not been any recurring or substantial problems caused 
by the voltage tolerance level of fixed line voltage power sources producing 
voltages at +/- 10 percent of rated voltage. This includes any problems with 
line voltage sources or line voltage devices. There are some concerns that 
lower voltages may adversely affect the starting of large inductive motors, 
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however, good engineering practices should intervene and the design of the 
entire system should be sufficient to accommodate the starting of these motors. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Accept the submitters changes but also change +/- 5 percent to +/- 10 percent 
in A.22.4.3.1(9). 
Committee Statement: The change in A.22.4.3.1(9) is for consistency with the 
changes made in the other 2 paragraphs.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   STALNAKER, T.: The proposal to make the change from +/- 10% to +/- 5% 
was approved unanimously in March. All manufacturers of generators use on 
fire apparatus publish specifications on their equipment listing an output 
voltage tolerance of +/- 5% or better, some +/- 1% or better.  
   At +10% of rated voltage, a light bulb will last ½ to ¼ as long as its rated life. 
All incandescent bulb manufacturers that publish voltage vs. life data agree on 
this profound effect. Few users would identify that the reason they are 
changing light bulbs frequently is that the generator is running at too high a 
voltage, but that will seriously effect the life of these bulbs. 
   At -10% voltage at the generator, a 120 volt motor such as a smoke fan could 
be running at a voltage as low as 102 volts at the end of a cord reel, lower at 
the end of an additional extension cord. When starting, current increases and 
thus voltage drop increases. Starting voltage could drop below 90 volts which 
is very hard on the motor and may even prevent the motor from starting at all 
before it burns out. Again the user is unlikely to identify the true cause of his 
burned out motor since the generator is obviously “working”. 
   The effect of the +/- 10% tolerance is to allow these few generators that are 
operating out of published specification to get past the testing and out into the 
field where the user then has no backing from NFPA 1901 to get them fixed 
back to an acceptable voltage range. The purpose of testing is to identify 
equipment that is not performing properly and get it fixed at the factory before 
it goes out into the field and is unable to perform as needed for the end user. 
   Any generating equipment that is performing to the current manufacturer’s 
published specifications will meet the +/- 5% standard without modification or 
added cost. The +/- 5% tolerance should remain in NFPA 1901. 
 
 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-191 Log #222  Final Action: Reject 
(22.2.1.2 and 22.15.7.3.7) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Rick Tighe, Sutphen Towers 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-163 
Recommendation: Please delete the change concerning grounding from NFPA 
1901 
Substantiation: Sutphen Towers is not in favor of changing the grounding and 
bonding requirements for truck mounted generators. We want truck mounted 
generators to be wired and operate exactly the same as Residential and 
Commercial electrical distribution systems. We want firefighters that are 
familiar with electrical distribution to NOT encounter any differences and 
potentially dangerous situations while operating truck mounted generators. 
Following existing NEC standards will prevent this. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Neither of these sections have anything to do with 
grounding. See committee action on public comment 1901-196 (Log #218). 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-192 Log #110  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(22.2.1.2 and 22.16.5.3.6) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John Doperalski, E-One 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-163 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   22.2.1.2 Any fixed line voltage power source shall produce electric power at 
the rated voltage +/- 5 10 percent when producing power at all levels between 
no load and full rated power. 
   22.16.5.3.6 Voltage shall be maintained within +/-5 10 percent of the voltage 
stated on the power source specification label during the entire test. 
Substantiation: In a joint meeting of the FAMA Low Voltage Technical Sub 
Committee and the FAMA High Voltage Technical Sub Committee it was 
unanimously voted to reject this proposal, which in essence tightens the voltage 
specification of any fixed line voltage power source by 50% The current 1901 
standard requires a voltage tolerance level of +/- 10% of rated voltage, whereas 
this proposal reduces it to +/- 5%. 
   In attendance during this joint meeting were 37 individuals representing over 
twelve (12) Fire Apparatus Manufacturers, five (5) manufacturers of line 
voltage devices, and the three (3) top generator suppliers in the fire industry. 
Following is a summary of the comments stated by each concerned group of 
manufacturers for rejecting this proposal: 
   ●The manufacturers of line voltage devices stated that they have had no 
reported problems with their device running at +/- 10% of rated voltage and 
have not experienced any premature failures of their devices due to voltages 

levels in this range.  
   ●The manufacturers of generators (fixed line voltage power sources), stated 
that they normally hold a tolerance of +/- 5%, however at the extreme ranges 
of operation of their generators, the tolerance level may approach +/- 10%. 
They stated that they are capable of producing generators that will hold 
tolerances of less than +/- 5%, however, there will be an increased cost that 
will be handed down to the Fire Apparatus manufacturers, and thus the 
customers. They also stated that they have not experienced any recurring or 
substantial complaints by customers due to the fact that generators are running 
at +/- 10% of rated voltage. 
   ●The Vehicle Manufacturers stated that lowering the tolerance level to +/- 
5% would adversely affect third party testing and cause more re-tests of 
generators that had exceeded the new tolerance level during test.  
   In summary, there have not been any recurring or substantial problems caused 
by the voltage tolerance level of fixed line voltage power sources producing 
voltages at +/- 10% of rated voltage. This includes any problems with line 
voltage sources or line voltage devices. There are some concerns that lower 
voltages may adversely affect the starting of large inductive motors, however, 
good engineering practices should intervene and the design of the entire system 
should be sufficient to accommodate the starting of these motors. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Accept the submitters changes but also change +/- 5 percent to +/- 10 percent 
in A.22.4.3.1(9). 
Committee Statement: The change in A.22.4.3.1(9) is for consistency with the 
changes made in the other 2 paragraphs.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   STALNAKER, T.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-190. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-193 Log #246  Final Action: Accept 
(22.3, 22.4, and 22.8) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Steve Englund, Cummins Power Generation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-164 
Recommendation: Delete all new language indicating a required or preferred 
status for floating neutral. 
Substantiation: No evidence has been presented in this proposal that there is a 
difference in injury experience between isolated and bonded neutral systems 
used in fire apparatus or similar vehicle applications. 
   The standard should have a relationship to established practice unless there is 
empirical evidence (injury experience) to suggest a change will be beneficial. 
Established practice is neutral bonded at the power source and generally in a 
manner where it cannot be reconnected by the installer due to physical 
constraints as built by the power source manufacturer and/or due to the 
requirements of the power source control system operation. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Committee Statement: The committee action on public comment 1901-196 
(Log #218) accomplishes what the submitter is requesting. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-194 Log #220  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(22.3.1.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Lisa Breu, Oshkosh Truck Corporation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-164 
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows: 
   23.3.1.3 If a supplementary grounding electrode (ground rod) is provided, it 
shall be provided in accordance with Section 250.62, “Grounding Electrode 
Conductor Material”; Section 250.118, “Types of Equipment Grounding 
Conductors”; and Section 250.54, “Supplementary Grounding Electrodes,” of 
NFPA 70. 
Substantiation: This section should remain in the standard. NFPA 1901 may 
not want to recommend providing a ground rod, however, removing this 
section means that if a ground rod is installed, NFPA 1901 does not address the 
standards to be followed for its installation.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Add a new annex paragraph as the second paragraph in A.22.3.1 to read as 
follows: 
   Use of a ground rod on apparatus is not recommended. If used, requirements 
of NFPA 70 article 250 should be followed. These requirements are very 
difficult to achieve in a portable application. 
Committee Statement: The committee feels it does not need to forbid a 
ground rod, but does not feel the need to provide requirements for something 
that the NEC specifically says is not needed. Also, these sections do not 
provide applicable or useful information. 250.62 allows copper, aluminum, or 
copper clad aluminum. A rod that could be repeatedly pushed into the ground 
by hand by a firefighter before starting his generator and then pulled out again 
would probably need to be made out of a stiffer material to withstand multiple 
insertion/removal cycles. 250.118 is about grounding conductors (various 
wiring for the safety ground (green) wire and enclosures, not about ground 
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rods. 250.54 is about what requirements do not apply to supplementary 
grounding electrodes and does not provide any requirements for these ground 
rods since the requirements only apply to the other required “non-
supplementary” ground rods. When ground rods are required, it is not practical 
for a fire truck to provide a ground rod to meet those requirements. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-195 Log #114  Final Action: Accept 
(22.3.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John W. McDonald, US General Services Administration 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Eliminate the new wording regarding unbonding the 
neutral from the generator frame and use the previous wording. 
Substantiation: No documented testing has been furnished concerning the 
unbonding of the neutral from the generator frame. Testing would insure that 
the outcome of an unbonded neutral would make the apparatus line voltage 
system safer. 
   Harrison, Onan, Smart Power and AMPS have not performed any testing for 
an unbonded neutral system. Onan stated that their current design would not 
allow them to unbond the neutral from the generator frame. 
   After speaking with FAMA’s high voltage technical committee chairman, they 
also are concerned with the lack of laboratory controlled testing of an 
unbonded neutral system. They support the bonding of the neutral and ground 
in the generators on fire apparatus. 
   To require a change that has not been proven through controlled laboratory 
testing is inappropriate. A minimum standard is not the place to test 
experimental theories.  
   Should the NEC committee and the FAMA committee change their 
recommendations on bonding neutrals, the 1901 committee could incorporate 
those changes in our documents. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Committee Statement: The committee action on public comment 1901-196 
(Log #218) accomplishes what the submitter is requesting. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-196 Log #218  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(22.3.2, 22.4.9, 22.8.1.2, 22.8.2.3, and 22.3.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Lisa Breu, Oshkosh Truck Corporation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-164 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   22.3.2 Bonding. 
22.3.2.1 The neutral conductor of the power source shall be bonded to the 
vehicle frame. 
22.3.2.2 The neutral bonding connection shall occur only at the power source. 
22.3.2.1* No current carrying conductor shall be connected to the generator 
frame, vehicle frame, or vehicle body. 
A.22.3.2.1 The entire electrical system is isolated from the vehicle and the 
earth, unlike power supplied from a public utility. With an isolated power 
source, the only way to get a shock path through the body is to get a 
connection to both current carrying wires in the electrical circuit. Touching any 
one wire will not create a path for electrical shock, even if the person is 
touching the vehicle or the earth. This is much like the bird sitting on a high 
tension electrical cable without getting shocked. This provides a safer electrical 
system since touching the vehicle, electrical equipment housings, or the earth 
does not create a connection to the live electrical circuit as it does with a 
system with a bonded neutral. 
22.3.2.2 If a connection between one of the current carrying conductors 
(neutral) and the power source frame, case, or the protective ground wire is 
made within the power source and can not be broken or if the fire apparatus 
line voltage electrical system is intended to serve as an emergency generator 
for a building electrical system, a grounded neutral system shall be permitted. 
A.22.3.2.2 Supplying a building electrical system from a fire truck is not 
recommended, both because it commits the apparatus to this task but also 
because it requires significantly different grounding, at least while being used 
for this application, in accordance with the National Electrical Code section 
250.20, “Alternating-Current Circuits and Systems to Be Grounded,” and other 
applicable sections of NFPA 70. 
22.3.2.2.1 In this case, the neutral conductor of the power source shall be 
bonded to the vehicle frame. 
22.3.2.2.2 The neutral bonding connection shall occur only at the power 
source. 
22.3.2.2.3 If the neutral must be bonded to the frame, the power source 
specification label shall include the following warning: Warning: One current 
carrying conductor of this line voltage electrical system is connected to the 
vehicle frame and body. 
22.3.2.3 In addition to the bonding required for the low voltage return current, 
each body and each driving or crew compartment enclosure shall be bonded to 
the vehicle frame by a copper conductor. 
22.3.2.3.1 The conductor shall have a minimum amperage rating, as defined in 

Section 310.15, “Ampacities for Conductors Rated 0–2000 Volts,” of NFPA 70, 
of 115 percent of the rated amperage on the power source specification label. 
22.3.2.3.2 A single conductor that is sized to meet the low voltage and line 
voltage requirements shall be permitted to be used.  
22.4.9 If there is permanent wiring on the apparatus that is designed to be 
connected to the power source, a power source specification label that is 
permanently attached to the apparatus at the operator’s control station shall 
provide the operator with the information detailed in Figure 22.4.9.  
 
Power Source Specifications 
 
   Operational Category    Continuous Duty 
Rating 
   Rated voltages(s) and type (ac or dc) 
   Phase 
   Rated frequency 
Rated amperage 
   Continuous rated watts 
   Power Source engine speed 
(Proper notice per 22.4.9.1 or 22.4.9.2) 
22.4.9.1 If the line voltage electrical system is isolated from the vehicle, the 
power source specification label shall include a the notice at the bottom of the 
label that reads: “This line voltage electrical system is fully isolated. No 
current carrying conductors are bonded to the vehicle chassis or body.” 
22.4.9.2 If the line voltage electrical system is not isolated from the vehicle, the 
power source specification label shall include a the warning at the bottom of 
the label that reads: “Warning: One current carrying conductor of this line 
voltage electrical system is connected to the vehicle frame and body.” 
22.8.1.2 The neutral conductor from the shoreline inlet shall be bonded to the 
vehicle frame. 
22.8.2.3 If the power source is isolated from the vehicle frame and body, the 
neutral conductor shall be switched through the transfer switch to maintain the 
isolation. 
A.22.3.3 Ground Fault Circuit Breakers may provide some very limited 
protection from electrical shock, but experience in the fire service has pointed 
out several disadvantages with using them.  
 ● With an isolated line voltage system as required in section 
22.3.2.1, a potential path through a person to either the earth ground or the 
vehicle body does not create a shock hazard. It is almost impossible to create a 
condition that will trip a GFCI connected to an isolated line voltage system. 
 ● Due to the presence of water in the fireground environment, 
GFCIs are much more prone to trips due to leakage currents that do not involve 
personnel, and thus do not present a safety risk. In an isolated system this 
leakage to ground will not occur, through a water path or through a firefighter.  
22.3.3.2 In special service vehicles incorporating a lavatory, sink, toilet, 
shower, or tub; 120 volt, 15- or 20-ampere outlets within 6 feet (1.8 meters) of 
these fixtures shall have ground fault circuit interrupter protection if they can 
be powered from an external source (shoreline) or if the neutral is bonded to 
the vehicle frame. 
A.22.1 Update the revised diagram in A. 22.1. 
Substantiation: The FAMA Technical Committee includes generator, 
appliance, and vehicle manufacturers. We spoke to electricians and engineers in 
other fields (i.e. yacht manufacturers), did research on the internet, and 
reviewed other standards such as those for RV’s. Based on this research, the 
FAMA Technical Committee supports bonding the neutral and ground in 
generators on fire apparatus. NFPA 1901 currently requires bonding the ground 
and neutral. Proposal 164 changes the requirement to specify isolating the 
neutral and ground. The committee opposes this proposed change for several 
reasons: 
   ● Safety and GFCI operation 
   ● Adherence to the National Electrical Code 
   ● Generator availability and operation 
   ● Commonality with existing systems. 
   Personnel safety is always a concern with an electrical system. An isolated 
neutral arrangement can reduce the likelihood of failure, but can impose safety 
risks as well. The isolated neutral and ground requires two faults in the wiring 
to disable the electrical system. If either the hot or neutral touch the truck body, 
the electrical system will not shut down. If someone is touching the truck body, 
however, they may become a conductor between the electrical system and earth 
ground. This is possible if the truck is pumping water from a hydrant (the water 
and piping become a conductor between earth and the truck) and there is a 
second wiring fault. Reference Figures 1 and 2 for possible faulty wiring 
situations that would cause a shock.  
   Another safety issue is the proper operation of GFCI breakers or receptacles. 
Without the neutral and ground bond, the GFCI may not trip as intended. If a 
GFCI were used in the circuit shown in Figure 1, the GFCI would still sense 
the current flow in the neutral and may not trip. A breaker of any type, 
including GFCI, may not trip if there is not a good path for the fault current to 
flow back to the breaker. Less resistance in the path to the breaker (i.e. direct 
wire/chassis connection versus thru earth), results in higher current flow and 
quicker breaker tripping.  
   NFPA 70, National Electrical code (NEC) requires vehicle mounted 
generators that are part of a separately derived system and have a neutral 
conductor to bond the neutral to the generator frame and vehicle frame. A 
separately derived system is defined as a system that does not have direct 
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electrical connections to other systems. A vehicle (fire apparatus) mounted 
generator meets this definition. Reference NEC sections 250.34 “Portable and 
Vehicle Mounted Generators,” 250.20(D) “Alternating-Current Circuits and 
Systems to Be Grounded; Separately Derived System,” 250.26 “Conductor to 
Be Grounded – Alternating Current Systems,” and 250.30 “Grounding 
Separately Derived Alternating-Current Systems” for specific text. The 
proposal 164 submitter had discussions with NEC committee members whom 
state that this was not intended to apply to vehicle-mounted generators 
supplying cord connected loads. Review of discussion forums on the internet 
and discussion with electricians and vehicle engineers reveals that this may be 
a common misinterpretation. A formal interpretation by the NEC would be 
ideal before moving ahead with wiring contrary to text in the NEC, however, 
the NEC does not perform formal interpretations. The FAMA Technical 
Committee feels NFPA 1901 should not go against the commonly accepted 
NEC interpretation and practice of bonding the neutral and ground.  
   Many generators and regulators used on fire apparatus are designed to 
operate with the neutral and ground bonded. Some generators may not work 
properly in an isolated neutral system. It is possible for the generator 
manufacturers to provide generators without bonding, but this would require 
installing generators designed specifically for fire industry. This would increase 
cost compared to using off-the-shelf generators already designed for vehicle 
applications such as fire apparatus, utility vehicles, and RVs. Many portable 
generators are sold with the ground and neutral bonded. Due to the low 
quantities used by the fire industry it may be difficult to buy these generators 
modified with the neutral and ground disconnected. If the OEM disconnects the 
neutral and ground bond, it may void the warranty. There is a provision in the 
proposed change for systems that can not be isolated to be installed as bonded 
systems. This allows for variation between vehicles. This could increase safety 
risks and maintenance difficulties. Two vehicles purchased at the same time 
from the same manufacturer could be wired different. One may have a bonded 
system and the other isolated if they have different generators. 
   Ships have been referenced as an example of isolated neutral and ground 
systems. A common application for isolated neutral and ground is military 
ships. Military ships often use an isolated neutral arrangement. This reduces the 
likelihood of a system failure. The isolated neutral and ground requires two 
faults in the wiring to disable the electrical system. These ships, however, have 
monitor panels to show if a short has occurred and personnel assigned to 
review the panel on a regular basis. Many non-military water craft such as 
yachts and pleasure craft bond the neutral and ground. The Code of Federal 
Regulations Title 46 – Shipping, section 111.05-17, requires neutral to be 

grounded (bonded). The bonding occurs at the panel/switch board instead of 
the generator and there may be special wiring or isolators to prevent the current 
flow thru the hull. This is to prevent hull degradation due to galvanic corrosion 
(a result of current flow through the water). Not only is it common for water 
craft to bond the neutral and the ground, RV’s and utility vehicles (similar to 
fire apparatus) bond the neutral and ground. Again, the FAMA Technical 
Committee feels NFPA 1901 should not go against the commonly accepted 
practice of bonding the neutral and ground. 
   Components of fire apparatus are often maintained by vehicle technicians or 
members of a volunteer department. These people rely on their experience 
wiring other applications such as RV’s, utility trucks, boats, and buildings. 
Most users will expect the fire apparatus to be wired and operate the same as or 
similar to these other applications. This is not true if the neutral and ground are 
not bonded. This could increase safety risks and maintenance difficulties.  
   Electrical systems have intrinsic safety risks. Both bonded and isolated 
neutral-ground systems have situations in which someone may get a shock. 
While it is true that a single fault in an isolated system may not cause a shock 
path, this is offset by other factors: 
   ● Isolated neutral and ground is not common to other wiring in U.S. - i.e. 
buildings, RV’s, utility trucks, boats.  
   ● The commonly accepted interpretation of NEC is the requirement to bond 
the neutral and ground. 
   ● Firefighters and truck technicians will believe the system is wired like other 
common systems such as buildings, RV’s, utility trucks, boats.  
   ● Special generator models will be required for the fire service. 
   As a result of these issues, the FAMA Technical Committee recommends 
rejecting the changes to NFPA 1901 section 23.3.2, Bonding, as specified in 
proposal 164. The committee believes it is possible to have circumstances that 
allow a shock situation with bonding or not bonding the ground and the 
neutral.  We do not believe there is an increase in safety to offset the known 
issues and safety risks as well as the unknown operation of generators and 
appliances designed to operate with a bonded neutral and ground. 
   The changes to sections 23.4.9, 23.8.1.2, 23.8.2.3, A23.3.3, and 23.3.3.2 are a 
result of not changing to an isolated neutral-ground. 
 
   

 Figure 1 from “Fault Protection for Portable and Vehicle-Mounted 
Generators and Welders,” Facilities Instructions, Standards, and 
Techniques Volume 5-13, United States Department of the Interior Bureau 
of Reclamation, Boulder CO, March 1998. 
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   Figure 2 from “Fault Protection for Portable and Vehicle-Mounted Generators 
and Welders,” Facilities Instructions, Standards, and Techniques Volume 5-13, 
United States Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation, Boulder CO, 
March 1998. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Make the changes recommended by the submitter. Also make the following 
changes: 
   On figure A.22.1 make the following changes: 
   Under “Generator Frame” change the text to read “Neutral of power source 
bonded to generator frame”. 
   In both the “Shore powered equipment” and “Dual powered equipment” 
examples, remove the line from N to the “Bonded to vehicle frame” 
   Change the values “144 in. (3660 mm)” to “12 ft (3.7 m)” in 2 places. 
   The resulting figure will appear as shown on the following page.  
  Add an additional paragraph to the end of A.22.3.1 to read: 
   Supplying a building electrical system from a fire truck is not recommended, 
both because it commits the apparatus to this task and because it requires a 
significantly different grounding scheme, at least while being used for this 
application, in accordance with NFPA 70, the National Electrical Code, section 
250.20, “Alternating-Current Circuits and Systems to Be Grounded”, section 
250.30, “Grounding Separately Derived Alternating-Current Systems”, and 
other applicable sections of NFPA 70. In this situation, the grounding allowed 
by section 250.34 is no longer applicable. 

   Renumber 22.3.1.3 as 22.3.1.5 and add two new paragraphs to read: 
   22.3.1.3 The grounded current-carrying conductor (neutral) shall be insulated 
from the equipment-grounding conductors and from the equipment enclosures 
and other grounded parts. 
   22.3.1.4 The neutral conductor shall be colored white or gray in accordance 
with Section 200.6, “Means of Identifying Grounded Conductors,” of NFPA 
70. 
   Revise 22.7.2.2 to read as follows: 
   Transfer equipment, including transfer switches, shall operate such that all 
ungrounded conductors of one power source are disconnected before any 
ungrounded conductors of the second power source are connected. 
   Do not delete 22.7.2.3 in the draft but revise the text to read as follows: 
If the power source is isolated from the vehicle frame and body, the neutral 
conductor shall be switched through the transfer switch to maintain the 
isolation. 
   Do not delete A.22.3.3(4) but revise it to read: 
   (4) Due to the presence of water in the fireground environment, GFCIs are 
much more prone to trips due to leakage currents that do not involve personnel 
Committee Statement: The additional changes more completely implement 
the intent of the submitter and the other submitters of related comments. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-197 Log #6  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(22.3.2, 22.4.9, 22.8.1.2, and 22.8.2.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Lisa Breu, Oshkosh Truck Corporation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-164 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   22.3.2 Bonding. 
22.3.2.1 The neutral conductor of the power source shall be bonded to the 
vehicle frame. 
22.3.2.2 The neutral bonding connection shall occur only at the power source. 
22.3.2.1* No current carrying conductor shall be connected to the generator 
frame, vehicle frame, or vehicle body. 
A.22.3.2.1 The entire electrical system is isolated from the vehicle and the 
earth, unlike power supplied from a public utility. With an isolated power 
source, the only way to get a shock path through the body is to get a 
connection to both current carrying wires in the electrical circuit. Touching any 
one wire will not create a path for electrical shock, even if the person is 
touching the vehicle or the earth. This is much like the bird sitting on a high 
tension electrical cable without getting shocked. This provides a safer electrical 
system since touching the vehicle, electrical equipment housings, or the earth 
does not create a connection to the live electrical circuit as it does with a 
system with a bonded neutral. 
22.3.2.2 If a connection between one of the current carrying conductors 
(neutral) and the power source frame, case, or the protective ground wire is 
made within the power source and can not be broken or if the fire apparatus 
line voltage electrical system is intended to serve as an emergency generator 
for a building electrical system, a grounded neutral system shall be permitted. 
A.22.3.2.2 Supplying a building electrical system from a fire truck is not 
recommended, both because it commits the apparatus to this task but also 
because it requires significantly different grounding, at least while being used 
for this application, in accordance with the National Electrical Code section 
250.20, “Alternating-Current Circuits and Systems to Be Grounded,” and other 
applicable sections of NFPA 70. 
22.3.2.2.1 In this case, the neutral conductor of the power source shall be 
bonded to the vehicle frame. 
22.3.2.2.2 The neutral bonding connection shall occur only at the power 
source. 

22.3.2.2.3 If the neutral must be bonded to the frame, the power source 
specification label shall include the following warning: Warning: One current 
carrying conductor of this line voltage electrical system is connected to the 
vehicle frame and body. 
22.3.2.3 In addition to the bonding required for the low voltage return current, 
each body and each driving or crew compartment enclosure shall be bonded to 
the vehicle frame by a copper conductor. 
22.3.2.3.1 The conductor shall have a minimum amperage rating, as defined in 
Section 310.15, “Ampacities for Conductors Rated 0–2000 Volts,” of NFPA 70, 
of 115 percent of the rated amperage on the power source specification label. 
22.3.2.3.2 A single conductor that is sized to meet the low voltage and line 
voltage requirements shall be permitted to be used.  
22.4.9 If there is permanent wiring on the apparatus that is designed to be 
connected to the power source, a power source specification label that is 
permanently attached to the apparatus at the operator’s control station shall 
provide the operator with the information detailed in Figure 22.4.9.  
 
Power Source Specifications 
 
   Operational Category    Continuous Duty 
Rating 
   Rated voltages(s) and type (ac or dc) 
   Phase 
   Rated frequency 
Rated amperage 
   Continuous rated watts 
   Power Source engine speed 
(Proper notice per 22.4.9.1 or 22.4.9.2) 
22.4.9.1 If the line voltage electrical system is isolated from the vehicle, the 
power source specification label shall include a the notice at the bottom of the 
label that reads: “This line voltage electrical system is fully isolated. No 
current carrying conductors are bonded to the vehicle chassis or body.” 
22.4.9.2 If the line voltage electrical system is not isolated from the vehicle, the 
power source specification label shall include a the warning at the bottom of 
the label that reads: “Warning: One current carrying conductor of this line 
voltage electrical system is connected to the vehicle frame and body.” 
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22.8.1.2 The neutral conductor from the shoreline inlet shall be bonded to the 
vehicle frame. 
22.8.2.3 If the power source is isolated from the vehicle frame and body, the 
neutral conductor shall be switched through the transfer switch to maintain the 
isolation. 
A.22.3.3 Ground Fault Circuit Breakers may provide some very limited 
protection from electrical shock, but experience in the fire service has pointed 
out several disadvantages with using them.  
 ● With an isolated line voltage system as required in section 
22.3.2.1, a potential path through a person to either the earth ground or the 
vehicle body does not create a shock hazard. It is almost impossible to create a 
condition that will trip a GFCI connected to an isolated line voltage system. 
 ● Due to the presence of water in the fireground environment, 
GFCIs are much more prone to trips due to leakage currents that do not involve 
personnel, and thus do not present a safety risk. In an isolated system this 
leakage to ground will not occur, through a water path or through a firefighter.  
A.22.1 Update the revised diagram in A. 22.1.  
Substantiation: The FAMA Technical Committee includes generator, 
appliance, and vehicle manufacturers. We spoke to electricians and engineers in 
other fields (i.e. yacht manufacturers), did research on the internet, and 
reviewed other standards such as those for RV’s. Based on this research, the 
FAMA Technical Committee supports bonding the neutral and ground in 
generators on fire apparatus. NFPA 1901 currently requires bonding the ground 
and neutral. Proposal 164 changes the requirement to specify isolating the 
neutral and ground. The committee opposes this proposed change for several 
reasons: 
   ● Safety and GFCI operation 
   ● Adherence to the National Electrical Code 
   ● Generator availability and operation 
   ● Commonality with existing systems. 
   Personnel safety is always a concern with an electrical system. An isolated 
neutral arrangement can reduce the likelihood of failure, but can impose safety 
risks as well. The isolated neutral and ground requires two faults in the wiring 
to disable the electrical system. If either the hot or neutral touch the truck body, 
the electrical system will not shut down. If someone is touching the truck body, 
however, they may become a conductor between the electrical system and earth 
ground. This is possible if the truck is pumping water from a hydrant (the water 
and piping become a conductor between earth and truck) and there is a second 
wiring fault. Reference Figures 1 and 2 for possible faulty wiring situations 
that would cause a shock. 
   Another safety issue is the proper operation of GFCI breakers or receptacles. 
Without the neutral and ground bond, the GFCI may not trip as intended. If a 
GFCI were used in the circuit shown in Figure 1, the GFCI would still sense 
the current flow in the neutral and may not trip. A breaker of any type, 
including GFCI, may not trip if there is not a good path for the fault current to 
flow back to the breaker. Less resistance in the path to the breaker (i.e. direct 
wire/chassis connection versus thru earth), results in higher current flow and 
quicker breaker tripping. 
   NFPA 70, National Electrical Code (NEC) requires vehicle mounted 
generators that are part of a separately derived system and have a neutral 
conductor to bond the neutral to the generator frame and vehicle frame. A 
separately derived system is defined system is defined as a system that does not 
have direct electrical connections to other systems. A vehicle (fire apparatus) 
mounted generator meets this definition. Reference NEC sections 250.34 
“Portable and Vehicle Mounted Generators,” 250.20(D) “Alternating-Current 
Circuits and Systems to Be Grounded; Separately Derived System,” 250.26 
“Conductor to Be Grounded – Alternating Current Systems,” and 250.30 
“Grounding Separately Derived Alternating-Current Systems” for specific text. 
The proposal 164 submitter had discussions with NEC committee members 
whom state that this was not intended to apply to vehicle-mounted generators 
supplying cord connected loads. Review of discussion forums on the internet 
and discussion with electricians and vehicle engineers reveals that this may be 
a common misinterpretation. A formal interpretation by the NEC would be 
ideal before moving ahead with wiring contrary to text in the NEC, however, 
the NEC does not perform formal interpretations. The FAMA Technical 
Committee feels NFPA 1901 should not go against the commonly accepted 
NEC interpretation and practice of bonding the neutral and ground. 

   Many generators and regulators used on fire apparatus are designed to 
operate with the neutral and ground bonded. Some generators may not work 
properly in an isolated neutral system. It is possible for the generator 
manufacturers to provide generators without bonding, but this would require 
installing generators designed specifically for the fire industry. This would 
increase cost compared to using off-the-shelf generators already designed for 
vehicle applications such as fire apparatus, utility vehicles, and RVs. Many 
portable generators are sold with the ground and neutral bonded. Due to the 
low quantities used by the fire industry it may be difficult to buy these 
generators modified with the neutral and ground disconnected. If the OEM 
disconnects the neutral and ground bond, it may void the warranty. There is a 
provision in the proposed change for systems that can not be isolated to be 
installed as bonded systems. This allows for variation between vehicles. This 
could increase safety risks and maintenance difficulties. Two vehicles 
purchased at the same time manufacturer could be wired different. One may 
have a bonded system and the other isolated if they have different generators. 
   Ships have been referenced as an example of isolated neutral and ground 
systems. A common application for isolated neutral and ground is military 
ships. Military ships often use an isolated neutral arrangement. This reduces the 
likelihood of a system failure. The isolated neutral and ground requires two 
faults in the wiring to disable the electrical system. These ships, however, have 
monitor panels to show if a short has occurred and personnel assigned to 
review the panel on a regular basis. Many non-military water craft such as 
yachts and pleasure craft bond the neutral and ground. The Code of Federal 
Regulations Title 46 – Shipping, section 111.05-17, requires neutral to be 
grounded (bonded). The bonding occurs at the panel/switch board instead of 
the generator and there may be special wiring or isolators to prevent the current 
flow thru the hull. This is to prevent hull degradation due to galvanic corrosion 
(a result of current flow through the water). Not only is it common for water 
craft to bond the neutral and the ground, RV’s and utility vehicles (similar to 
fire apparatus) bond the neutral and ground. Again, the FAMA Technical 
Committee feels NFPA 1901 should not go against the commonly accepted 
practice of bonding the neutral and ground. 
   Components of fire apparatus are often maintained by vehicle technicians or 
members of a volunteer department. These people rely on their experience 
wiring other applications such as RV’s, utility trucks, boats, and buildings. 
Most users will expect the fire apparatus to be wired and operate the same as or 
similar to these other applications. This is not true if the neutral and ground are 
not bonded. This would increase safety risks and maintenance difficulties. 
   Electrical systems have intrinsic safety risks. Both bonded and isolated 
neutral-ground systems have situations in which someone may get a shock. 
While it is true that a single fault in an isolated system may not cause a shock 
path, this is offset by other factors: 
   ● Isolated neutral and ground is not common to other wiring in U.S. - i.e. 
buildings, RV’s, utility trucks, boats. 
   ● The commonly accepted interpretation of NEC is the requirement to bond 
the neutral and ground. 
   ● Firefighters and truck technicians will believe the system is wired like other 
common systems such as buildings, RV’s, utility trucks, boats. 
   ● Special generator models will be required for the fire service. 
   As a result of these, the FAMA Technical Committee recommends rejecting 
the changes to NFPA 1901 section 23.3.2, Bonding, as specified in proposal 
164. The committee believes it is possible to have circumstances that allow a 
shock situation with bonding or not bonding the ground and the neutral. We do 
not believe there is an increase in safety to offset the known issues and safety 
risks as well as the unknown operation of generators and appliances designed 
to operate with a bonded neutral and ground. 
   The changes to sections 23.4.9, 23.8.1.2, and 23.8.2.3 are a result of not 
changing to an isolated neutral-ground. 
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   Figure 1 from “Fault Protection for Portable and Vehicle-Mounted Generators 
and Welders,” Facilities Instructions, Standards, and Techniques Volume 5-13, 
United States Department of Interior Bureau of Reclamation, Boulder CO, 
March 1998. 
 
  

  
    
 
Figure 2 from “Fault Protection for Portable and Vehicle-Mounted Generators 
and Welders,” Facilities Instructions, Standards, and Techniques Volume 5-13, 
United States Department of Interior Bureau of Reclamation, Boulder CO, 
March 1998. 
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Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-196 (Log #218). 
Committee Statement: This is the same issue as public comment 1901-196 
(Log #218) and committee action on that comment addresses the submitters 
concerns.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-198 Log #135  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(22.3.2, 22.4.9, 22.8.1.2, and 22.8.2.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William McCombs, Emergency One, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   22.3.2 Bonding. 
22.3.2.1 The neutral conductor of the power source shall be bonded to the 
vehicle frame. 
22.3.2.2 The neutral bonding connection shall occur only at the power source. 
22.3.2.1* No current carrying conductor shall be connected to the generator 
frame, vehicle frame, or vehicle body. 
A.22.3.2.1 The entire electrical system is isolated from the vehicle and the 
earth, unlike power supplied from a public utility. With an isolated power 
source, the only way to get a shock path through the body is to get a 
connection to both current carrying wires in the electrical circuit. Touching any 
one wire will not create a path for electrical shock, even if the person is 
touching the vehicle or the earth. This is much like the bird sitting on a high 
tension electrical cable without getting shocked. This provides a safer electrical 
system since touching the vehicle, electrical equipment housings, or the earth 
does not create a connection to the live electrical circuit as it does with a 
system with a bonded neutral. 
22.3.2.2 If a connection between one of the current carrying conductors 
(neutral) and the power source frame, case, or the protective ground wire is 
made within the power source and can not be broken or if the fire apparatus 
line voltage electrical system is intended to serve as an emergency generator 
for a building electrical system, a grounded neutral system shall be permitted. 
A.22.3.2.2 Supplying a building electrical system from a fire truck is not 
recommended, both because it commits the apparatus to this task but also 
because it requires significantly different grounding, at least while being used 
for this application, in accordance with the National Electrical Code section 
250.20, “Alternating-Current Circuits and Systems to Be Grounded,” and other 
applicable sections of NFPA 70. 
22.3.2.2.1 In this case, the neutral conductor of the power source shall be 
bonded to the vehicle frame. 
22.3.2.2.2 The neutral bonding connection shall occur only at the power 
source. 
22.3.2.2.3 If the neutral must be bonded to the frame, the power source 
specification label shall include the following warning: Warning: One current 
carrying conductor of this line voltage electrical system is connected to the 
vehicle frame and body. 
22.3.2.3 In addition to the bonding required for the low voltage return current, 
each body and each driving or crew compartment enclosure shall be bonded to 
the vehicle frame by a copper conductor. 
22.3.2.3.1 The conductor shall have a minimum amperage rating, as defined in 
Section 310.15, “Ampacities for Conductors Rated 0–2000 Volts,” of NFPA 70, 
of 115 percent of the rated amperage on the power source specification label. 
22.3.2.3.2 A single conductor that is sized to meet the low voltage and line 
voltage requirements shall be permitted to be used.  
22.4.9 If there is permanent wiring on the apparatus that is designed to be 
connected to the power source, a power source specification label that is 
permanently attached to the apparatus at the operator’s control station shall 
provide the operator with the information detailed in Figure 22.4.9.  
 
Power Source Specifications 
   Operational Category    Continuous Duty 
Rating 
   Rated voltages(s) and type (ac or dc) 
   Phase 
   Rated frequency 
Rated amperage 
   Continuous rated watts 
   Power Source engine speed 
(Proper notice per 22.4.9.1 or 22.4.9.2) 
22.4.9.1 If the line voltage electrical system is isolated from the vehicle, the 
power source specification label shall include a the notice at the bottom of the 
label that reads:  
“This line voltage electrical system is fully isolated. No current carrying 
conductors are bonded to the vehicle chassis or body.” 
22.4.9.2 If the line voltage electrical system is not isolated from the vehicle, the 
power source specification label shall include a the warning at the bottom of 
the label that reads: “Warning: One current carrying conductor of this line 
voltage electrical system is connected to the vehicle frame and body.” 
22.8.1.2 The neutral conductor from the shoreline inlet shall be bonded to the 
vehicle frame. 

22.8.2.3 If the power source is isolated from the vehicle frame and body, the 
neutral conductor shall be switched through the transfer switch to maintain the 
isolation. 
Update the revised diagram in A. 22.1.  
Substantiation: 1) Most generators used in the fire service already have the 
neutral bonded to ground inside the generator frame. We would have to special 
order generators to not be set up this way. 
   2) Shore lines plugged into almost every truck are already wired this way in 
the station. 
   3) Some manufactures commonly install ground fault circuit breakers. For the 
ground fault circuit breakers to work correctly the neutral needs to be bonded 
to ground in the generator. 
   4) Anytime a truck is intended to supply power to an external source such as 
a large rescue or command vehicle” it must also have the neutral bonded to 
ground.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-196 (Log #218). 
Committee Statement: This is the same issue as public comment 1901-196 
(Log #218) and committee action on that comment addresses the submitters 
concerns.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-199 Log #14  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(22.3.2 and 22.3.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Stephen Wilde, Certified Fleet Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Remove new wording in 22.3.2 and 22.3.3 as shown. This 
would eliminate the new wording regarding unbonding the neutral from the 
generator frame and use the previous wording. 
   22.3.2 Bonding. 
   22.3.2.1 The neutral conductor of the power source shall be bonded to the 
vehicle frame. 
   22.3.2.2 The neutral bonding connection shall occur only at the power 
source. 
   22.3.2.1* No current carrying conductor shall be connected to the generator 
frame, vehicle frame, or vehicle body. 
   A.22.3.2.1 The entire electrical system is isolated from the vehicle and the 
earth, unlike power supplied from a public utility. With an isolated power 
source, the only way to get a shock path through the body is to get a 
connection to both current carrying wires in the electrical circuit. Touching any 
one wire will not create a path for electrical shock, even if the person is 
touching the vehicle or the earth. This is much like the bird sitting on a high 
tension electrical cable without getting shocked. This provides a safer electrical 
system since touching the vehicle, electrical equipment housings, or the earth 
does not create a connection to the live electrical circuit as it does with a 
system with a bonded neutral. 
   22.3.2.2 If a connection between one of the current-carrying conductors 
(neutral) and the power source frame, case, or the protective ground wire is 
made within the power source and can not be broken or if the fire apparatus 
line voltage electrical system is intended to serve as an emergency generator 
for a building electrical system, a grounded neutral system shall be permitted. 
   A.22.3.2.2 Supplying a building electrical system from a fire truck is not 
recommended, both because it commits the apparatus to this task but also 
because it requires significantly different grounding, at least while being used 
for this application, in accordance with the National Electrical Code section 
250.20, “Alternating Current Circuits and Systems to Be Grounded,” and other 
applicable sections of NFPA 70. 
   22.3.2.2.1 In this case, the neutral conductor of the power source shall be 
bonded to the vehicle frame. 
   22.3.2.2.2 The neutral-bonding connection shall occur only at the power 
source. 
   22.3.2.2.3 If the neutral must be bonded to the frame, the power source 
specification label shall include the following warning: Warning: One current 
carrying conductor of this line voltage electrical system is connected to the 
vehicle frame and body. 
22.3.2.3 In addition to the bonding required for the low voltage return current, 
each body and each driving or crew compartment enclosure shall be bonded to 
the vehicle frame by a copper conductor. 
   22.3.2.3.1 The conductor shall have a minimum amperage rating, as defined 
in Section 310.15, “Ampacities for Conductors Rated 0-2000 Volts,” of NFPA 
70, of 115 percent of the rated amperage on the power source specification 
label. 
   22.3.2.3.2 A single conductor that is sized to meet the low voltage and line 
voltage requirements shall be permitted to be used. 
   22.3.3* Ground Fault Circuit Interrupters. 
 
   A.22.3.3 Ground Fault Circuit Breakers may provide some very limited 
protection from electrical shock, but experience in the fire service has pointed 
out several disadvantages with using them. 
   ● They introduce the possibility of unwanted trips that shut off electricity and 
thus lights or other power being used for emergency operations. 
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   ●The risk of electrical shock due to a fault through a firefighter to ground 
(earth) is much less in the typical fireground situation with a vehicle mounted 
generator than it is with utility supplied power because the vehicle mounted 
generator is not connected to an earth ground, thus the potential shock path 
through a firefighter to the earth generally does not have the necessary path 
back to the generator to produce a shock. 
● With an isolated line voltage system as required in section 22.3.2.1, a 
potential path through a person to either the earth ground or the vehicle body 
does not create a shock hazard. It is almost impossible to create a condition 
that will trip a GFCI connected to an isolated line voltage system. 
   ● Due to the presence of water in the fireground environment, GFCIs are 
much more prone to trips due to leakage currents that do not involve personnel, 
and thus do not present a safety risk. In an isolated system this leakage to 
ground will not occur, through a water path or through a firefighter. 
● GFCIs are also not compatible with 120/240 volt 4 wire cord reels frequently 
used in the fire service unless the GFCI is located at the end of the cord reel. 
This location does have the advantage that it puts the reset function closer to 
the user, but it also exposes the delicate electronics of the GFCI to water and 
physical damage. 
   ● Since most outlets used in the fire service are twist lock instead of standard 
household plugs, the inexpensive GFCIs integrated with an outlet cannot be 
used, requiring much ore expensive circuit breaker GFCIs or stand alone 
GFCIs. The manufacturers of some ventilation fans state they should not be 
used on circuits with GFCIs. 
Substantiation: The problem with unbonding the neutral from the generator 
frame is that there appears to be little or no testing by the generator 
manufacturers or any other testing firm that I could find. Testing would insure 
that the outcome of an unbonded neutral would make the apparatus line voltage 
system safer. I have contacted Harrison, Onan, Smart Power and AMPS, none 
of these generator manufacturers have performed any testing for an unbonded 
neutral system. Onan stated that their current design would not allow them to 
unbond the neutral from the generator frame. 
   After speaking with FAMA’s high voltage technical committee chairman, they 
also are concerned with the lack of laboratory controlled testing of an 
unbonded neutral system. They support the bonding of the neutral and ground 
in the generators on fire apparatus. 
   I also searched OSHA and the NEC code and I could not find any 
recommendations for an unbonded neutral and ground in a mobile application. 
   To require a change that has not been proven would seem to be irresponsible. 
Whether or not the unbonding of the neutral and the ground might make the 
line voltage system safer, must be substantiated by testing. I’m not sure why 
the electrical task group decided to recommend this change. If the reason for 
this change was to help eliminate the opportunity of getting an electric shock, 
maybe the use of ground-fault circuit interrupters, which OSHA requires on all 
constructions sites as listed in 1926.404(b)(1)(ii), would be a simpler and 
proven alternative. 
   OSHA regulation 1926.404(b)(1)(ii) states, 
   Ground-fault circuit interrupters. All 120-volt, single-phase 15- and 
20-ampere receptacle outlets on construction sites, which are not a part of the 
permanent wiring of the building or structure and which are in use by 
employees, shall have approved ground-fault circuit interrupters for personnel 
protection. Receptacles on a two-wire, single-phase portable or vehicle-
mounted generator rated not more than 5 kW, where the circuit conductors of 
the generator are insulated from the generator frame and all other grounded 
surfaces, need not be protected with ground-fault circuit interrupters OSHA 
does allow construction sites to use a Assured equipment grounding conductor 
program in place of the GFCI’s if the employer does not want to use the 
GFCIs. 
   The appearance of a safer system (unbonded neutral) could be deceptive and I 
do not think the NFPA 1901 committee should require a change that has not 
been proven by extensive and controlled testing. If and when the NEC 
committee and/or the FAMA committee change their recommendations on 
bonding neutrals or unbonding neutrals, then the 1901 committee could revisit 
this change. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-196 (Log #218). 
Committee Statement: This is the same issue as public comment 1901-196 
(Log #218) and committee action on that comment addresses the submitters 
concerns.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-200 Log #247  Final Action: Accept 
(22.3.2.2.3 and 22.4.9.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Steve Englund, Cummins Power Generation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-164 
Recommendation: In 22.3.2.2.3 and 22.4.9.2 WARNING should be deleted. 
Messages declaring the status of the neutral should be informational and do not 
require a precaution. 
Substantiation: No evidence has been presented in this proposal that there is a 
difference in injury experience between isolated and bonded neutral systems 
used in fire apparatus, and fact it is the ISOLATED system that this proposal 
aims to make as preferred that should come with a precautionary statement 

because if it is adopted as the standard, the ISOLATED system will be the new/
odd configuration that may require a special message so that the other wiring 
systems on t he vehicle can be adapted to make sure the neutral is isolated 
throughout all vehicle wiring systems and components. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Committee Statement: The committee action on public comment 1901-196 
(Log #218) accomplishes what the submitter is requesting. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-201 Log #116  Final Action: Reject 
(22.12.9 (New) ) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Roy Kampmeyer, Power Electronic Systems, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new text as follows: 
   22.12.9 Where a non-hardwired distribution box is inserted at end of the cord 
of a fixed cord reel connector, it shall have the properties of 22.12.9.1. 
   22.12.9.1 The distribution box shall contain a GFCI supplying all the 
receptacles on the box. This GFCI shall be a high reliability all electronic 
device or equal to provide the greatest protection to the user. 
Substantiation: The problem is death of a firefighter by cardiac arrest caused 
by fibrillation of heart due to electrical leakage currents from equipment being 
used on the fireground. 
   This problem will be resolved by the Comment above. A portable GFCI/
juntion box must be placed directly at the point where tools and equipment are 
attached to the truck. The GFCI receptacle on the truck for 120 VAC 
distribution throughout the truck is inadequate to support safety to long cables 
because the cables may be at fault, not the tools. Likewise, the GFCI/breaker 
for the cable on the reel should be at the end of the cable, not at the beginning 
nearest the power source. 
   Compare the solution to that required now by OSHA at construction sites. A 
portable GFCI is required for the same reasons. Firefighters are in a worse 
environment than construction workers, so they need more protection. 
   See article in August, 2006 of Fire Engineering “why and How the GFCI 
Protects Firefighters,” page 136, written by the undersigned. Also it is shown 
as a white paper on the Fire Engineering web site. 
   It should be noted that after autopsy, cardiac arrest is assumed to be caused 
by age, drugs, health conditions, etc. Since electrocution by small electrical 
currents only shows up as cardiac arrest, and nothing shows on the body, it is 
ignored. Lets keep from guessing and protect the firefighter regardless. Safety 
is paramount. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: If the distribution box is not hardwired, it is loose 
equipment and not under the jurisdiction of this committee. 
   The standard does address GFCI’s in section 22.3.3. The feeling of the 
committee is that they should be allowed, but not required.  
   Terms such as “high reliability” and “greatest protection” are undefined and 
not allowed in standards language. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-202 Log #25  Final Action: Reject 
(22.15.7.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Paul J. Newton, Harrison Hydra-Gen Ltd. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   22.15.7.3 Test Procedure. 
   22.15.7.3.1 The prime mover shall be started from a cold start condition and 
the unloaded voltage and frequency shall be recorded. 
   22.15.7.3.2 The line voltage electrical system shall be loaded to at least 100 
percent of the main breaker amperage rating or the total of the connected 
branch circuit breaker amperage ratings, whichever is less. continuous rated 
wattage stated on the power source specification label. Testing with a resistive 
load bank shall be permitted. 
   22.15.7.3.3 The power source shall be operated in the manner specified by 
the apparatus manufacturer as documented on instruction plates or in operation 
manuals. 
   22.15.7.3.4 The power source shall be operated at a minimum of 100 percent 
of the main breaker amperage rating or the total of the connected branch circuit 
breaker amperage ratings, whichever is less, continuous rated wattage as stated 
on the power source specification label for a minimum of 2 hours. 
   22.15.7.3.4.1 The load shall be adjusted to maintain the output wattage 
amperage at or above the main breaker amperage rating or the total of the 
connected branch circuit breaker amperage ratings whichever is less, 
continuous rated wattage during the entire 2 hour test. 
   22.15.7.3.4.2 The following conditions shall be recorded at least every 1/2 
hour during the test. 
   (1) The power source output voltage, frequency, and amperes 
   (2) The prime mover’s oil pressure, water temperature, and transmission 
temperature, if applicable 
   (3) The power source hydraulic fluid temperature, if applicable 
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   (4) The ambient temperature and power source air inlet temperature 
   22.15.7.3.4.3 The following conditions shall be recorded once during the test 
for power sources driven by dedicated auxiliary internal combustion engines. 
   (1) Altitude 
   (2) Barometric pressure 
   (3) Relative humidity 
   22.15.7.3.5 If the generator is driven by the chassis engine and the generator 
allows for operation at variable speeds, the chassis engine speed shall be 
reduced to the lowest RPM allowed for generator operation and the voltage and 
frequency shall be recorded. 
   22.15.7.3.6 The load shall be removed, and the unloaded voltage and 
frequency shall be recorded. 
   22.15.7.3.7 Voltage shall be maintained within ±5 percent of the voltage 
stated on the power source specification label during the entire test. 
   22.15.7.3.8 Frequency shall be maintained within ±3 Hz of the frequency 
stated on the power source specification label during the entire test. 
Substantiation: Many installations on Fire Apparatus are going out with main 
breaker ratings above the rated capacity of the generator. This is happening 
because we are testing the output of the generator without regards to the total 
installed system on the apparatus. 10 kW generators are going out with 40 amp, 
45 amp and 50 amp main brakes. Since we are testing on the generator output, 
which in the case of a 10 kW is 42 amps, the system is never tested to what the 
system capacity actually will allow. We are in essence, retesting what the 
generator manufacturer has already tested. 
   We don’t verify the rated horsepower output of the engine or the rated torque 
of the transmission, but instead test the systems that are connected to the 
engine and transmission to ensure the engine and transmission are capable of 
supporting load on the apparatus. The systems may exceed or be less than the 
rated horsepower and torque’s and the test is to verify that the system as a 
whole works or fails. 
   The same approach needs to take place with the high voltage system. The 
entire chapter is about Line Voltage Systems, not generators. The system 
should be tested with the load banks going through and testing to the main 
breaker amperage rating or the total of the branch circuit’s amperage rating 
when a main breaker is not installed. This is what the actual system will be 
allowed to draw during an incident. 
   Failure to test the system is resulting in generator failures due to the excess 
amperage above and beyond the rated amperage output. This has caused 
failures during the testing process at the apparatus manufacturer and at the 
customer. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This section is a certification test of the power source, 
and that power source is rated as specified on the power source specification 
label. The testing should be to this specification. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-203 Log #143  Final Action: Reject 
(23.6.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William Proft, Pierce Manufacturing Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Chair-level work surfaces shall be 28 in. to 30 in. (710 mm 
to 760 mm) above the floor. 
   Recommend that this text be moved to the Appendix and be revised as 
follows: 
   Chair-level work surfaces are often set between 28 in. and 30 in. (710 mm to 
760 mm) above the floor. This is a recommended guideline which can be 
adjusted as necessary when adjustable-height chairs are used. It is necessary to 
maintain a comfortable distance from the top of the seat cushion to the work 
surface. 
Substantiation: The numbers originally provided in the 2003 edition of the 
standard are too restrictive. Adjustable height chairs make it possible to vary 
the work surface location relative to the floor. In fact, from an ergonomic 
standpoint it makes more sense to identify a range of distance from the seat 
cushion to the work surface rather than from the floor to the work surface. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The currently required height is common in the current 
industry. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-204 Log #144  Final Action: Reject 
(23.6.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William Proft, Pierce Manufacturing Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Standup work surfaces shall be 36 in. to 40 in. (900 mm to 
1000 mm) above the floor. 
   Recommended that this text be moved to the Appendix and be revised as 
follows: 
   Standup work surfaces should be set at a height that is comfortable for the 
operator’s use. It is recommended that this height be set between 36 in. and 44 

in. (900 mm and 1100 mm) above the floor. However, this should be adjusted 
as necessary to meet specific user requirements. 
Substantiation: The numbers originally provided in the 2003 edition of the 
standard are too restrictive. Exterior storage space can and does affect the 
interior surfaces, resulting in floor to work surface distances outside the 
numbers provided in the standard. The numbers should be recommendations 
only rather than specific requirements. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The currently required height is common in the current 
industry. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-205 Log #121  Final Action: Reject 
(23.12(6) (New) ) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Tom Hillenbrand, Underwriters Laboratories Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   23.12.6 Power operated light masts shall meet the requirements of and be 
installed as required by new Section 23.13. 
Substantiation: Include requirements for power-operated light masts for 
command and communication vehicles. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The new section referenced was not added. In 
addition, it is new material that has not been through a public review process.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-206 Log #120  Final Action: Hold 
(23.13 (New) ) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Tom Hillenbrand, Underwriters Laboratories Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   23.13 Power Operated Camera Masts. Where power operated camera 
masts are supplied, the requirements in 23.13 through 23.13, shall apply. 
   23.13.1 The mast shall be designed to sustain the intended tip load with at 
least a 125 percent safety factor. 
   23.13.2 The mast shall withstand a minimum of a 50 mph (80 kph) wind in a 
raised, unguyed position. 
   23.13.3 In the event of a failure of the tower’s raising system while the tower 
is deployed or being deployed, a means shall be provided to limit the rate of 
descent in order to prevent injury to equipment or personnel. 
   23.13.4 A secondary means of control shall be provided to allow for 
emergency lowering of the mast. 
   23.13.5 Where the tower is powered by the chassis air brake system, the air 
supply shall be from an auxiliary air circuit that is equipped with a pressure 
protection valve and an auxiliary air tank(s). 
   23.13.6 The hazard warning light required in Section 13.11 shall be 
illuminated whenever the camera tower is not in the slowed position. 
   23.13.7 The operational envelope of the mast shall be automatically 
illuminated whenever the mast assembly is being raised, lowered, or rotated. 
Substantiation: Add new Section 23.12 to cover requirements for power 
operated camera masts. Requirements should be similar to Section 23.15 for 
Power-Operated Light Masts with the exception of not including requirements 
associated with line-voltage safety. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold 
Committee Statement: This comment is being held because it is presenting a 
concept that has not had the benefit of public review.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-207 Log #187  Final Action: Reject 
(24.5.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Ray Lambert, American Air Works 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Place an exclusion for ASME vessels on part 24.5.5. 
Substantiation: ASME vessels do not have to be hydro-tested, as required for 
DOT cylinders by DOT, and therefore, I believe the twelve month limitation 
should be removed. ASMEs never have to be hydrostatic tested as long as they 
are used in the same service. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee feels it is important to install new air 
tanks on new fire apparatus. This requirement was developed to eliminate the 
installation of old air tanks on new vehicles. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-208 Log #102  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(24.5.8.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   24.5.8.3 Gauges shall be provided to allow for monitoring pressures from the 
air storage system or individual air tanks specified by the authority having 
jurisdiction. 
24.5.8.3.1 For systems that are only capable of bulk filling, a single gauge shall 
be provided. 
24.5.8.3.2 For systems capable of cascade filling, gauges shall be provided for 
each individually controlled tank or set of tanks. 
Substantiation: The existing wording is very unclear about what the AHJ is 
specifying. The sentence says they specify air tanks, but the sentence is about 
gauges. I believe the new wording clarifies what the requirement should say. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Revise 24.5.8.3 to read as follows: 
   24.5.8.3 Gauges shall be provided to allow for monitoring pressures from the 
air storage system or individual air tanks. 
24.5.8.3.1 For systems that are only capable of bulk filling, a minimum of a 
single gauge shall be provided. 
24.5.8.3.2 For systems capable of cascade filling, gauges shall be provided for 
each individually controlled tank or set of tanks. 
Committee Statement: The committee is accepting the submitter’s changes 
but is adding “a minimum of “ to the requirement in 24.5.8.3.1 as some bulk 
fill systems have multiple tanks and the users request additional gauges based 
on number of tanks.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-209 Log #96  Final Action: Accept 
(24.8.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   24.8.2 When a cascade system is installed without a compressor, an air 
control panel and system piping arrangement shall allow the operator to 
perform the following functions: 
Substantiation: A cascade system may be installed with an on-board 
compressor, and this is covered in section 24.8.1. The change improves 
readability and understanding. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-210 Log #180  Final Action: Reject 
(24.9.7.1.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Michael Sayre, Bauer Compressors, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   If the enclosed air fill station is for SCBA cylinders, the test shall include 
pressurizing an SCBA cylinder that is capable of holding at least 88 ft3 (2492L) 
of air at 4500 PSI and inducing a failure. The failure shall occur when the 
pressure in the cylinder is no less than 4500 PSI (31,025 KPa). Failure can be 
induced by, but not limited to, linear shape charges on the cylinder, or 
machining the cylinder to weaken the wall. 
Substantiation: There can be confusion as to how the cylinder will rupture at 
the working pressure. The current verbiage implies that the bottle should be 
pressurized to failure which in theory would be much higher than the working 
pressure and prohibited by the cylinder burst disc. This addition would indicate 
that some form of additional preparation would be needed to induce a failure. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The standard should not define how to induce a 
failure. The standard requires that the tanks be brought to failure at or above 
4500 psi. It is up to the manufacturer or testing company to determine how to 
do that.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-211 Log #181  Final Action: Reject 
(24.9.7.1.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Michael Sayre, Bauer Compressors, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   If the enclosed air fill station is for SCBA cylinders, the test shall include 
pressurizing an SCUBA cylinder that is capable of holding at least 80 ft3 
(2492L) of air at 3000 PSI and inducing a failure. The failure shall occur when 

the pressure in the cylinder is no less than 3000 PSI (20,685 KPa). Failure can 
be induced by, but not limited to, linear shape charges on the cylinder, or 
machining the cylinder to weaken the wall. 
Substantiation: There can be confusion as to how the cylinder will rupture at 
the working pressure. The current verbiage implies that the bottle should be 
pressurized to failure which in theory would be much higher than the working 
pressure and prohibited by the cylinder burst disc. This addition would indicate 
that some form of additional preparation would be needed to induce a failure.‚ 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The standard should not define how to induce a 
failure. The standard requires that the tanks be brought to failure at or above 
4500 psi. It is up to the manufacturer or testing company to determine how to 
do that.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-212 Log #182  Final Action: Reject 
(24.9.7.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Michael Sayre, Bauer Compressors, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   All test shall be witnessed and the test results certified by an independent 
third-party testing organization. 
Substantiation: There are no certification guidelines or requirements. If it 
should be a certification organization, we must provide specific testing criteria 
so we can adequately meet the intent of the specification. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The standard has existing requirements for a third 
party certification organization in 4.7 and therefore there is no need to replace 
the word certification with testing. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-213 Log #66  Final Action: Reject 
(24.14.6) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   24.14.6 The contractor shall deliver the apparatus shall be delivered with all 
air tanks, piping, hose, reels, and other fixed equipment charged with breathing 
air to a gauge pressure of at least 40 psi (275 kPa). 
Substantiation: It is not necessary to define who delivers the apparatus but 
rather what the requirement is for air in the system when the apparatus is 
delivered.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee feels it is important to define someone 
as responsible and leaving the existing wording establishes that responsibility. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-214 Log #98  Final Action: Accept 
(25.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   25.2* Winch Wire or Synthetic Rope. 
   25.2.1 The winch shall have a minimum wire rope or synthetic rope length of 
75 ft (22 m). 
25.2.2 The wire rope or synthetic rope shall be of a type and size recommended 
by the winch manufacturer. 
25.2.3 The wire rope or synthetic rope assembly, including all hardware such 
as clevises, hooks, and snatch blocks provided for attachment to the winch, 
shall have a design load rating greater than the line pull capacity of the winch. 
Substantiation: All three requirements of 25.2 should apply whether the rope 
is wire or synthetic. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-215 Log #103  Final Action: Accept 
(25.3.1.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new section 25.3, renumber following sections. 
25.3* The winch shall be equipped with a clutch assembly to permit free 
spooling and quick removal of the wire or synthetic rope. 
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25.3.1 The free spooling clutch shall be accessible without reaching under the 
apparatus. 
25.3.2 If the winch is installed under the apparatus or not visible to the 
operator, the free spooling clutch control shall be remotely controlled. 
A.25.3 A fast-idle switch might also be useful to provide additional electric or 
hydraulic power. The switch should be interlocked with the neutral position of 
the transmission and to the parking brake to prevent accidental movement of 
the apparatus. 
Delete existing 25.3.1.3 (electric winches) and 25.4.5 (for hydraulic winches) 
25.3.1.3 A free-spooling clutch shall be provided in addition to the remote 
control device if the winch is not visible to the operator. 
25.4.5* The winch shall be equipped with clutch assembly to permit free 
spooling and quick removal of wire or synthetic rope. 
A.25.4.5 A fast-idle switch should also be provided. The switch should be 
interlocked with the neutral position of the transmission to prevent accidental 
movement of the apparatus. 
25.4.5.1 This control shall be accessible without reaching under the apparatus. 
25.4.5.2 If the winch is installed under the apparatus, it shall be remotely 
controlled. 
Substantiation: Both electric and hydraulic winches have the same need for a 
free-spooling clutch. The description under electric winches is poorly worded 
or incorrect. The revised wording moves the requirement to the general section 
and cleans up the wording problems. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-216 Log #104  Final Action: Reject 
(25.4.6) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   25.4.6 The hydraulic winch engagement controls shall be located in the 
driving compartment. 
25.4.6.1* A “Hydraulic Winch Engaged” indicator shall be provided in the 
driving compartment to indicate that the hydraulic pump engagement has been 
successfully completed. 
25.4.6.2 An “OK to Operate Winch” indicator shall be provided in the driving 
compartment to indicate that the winch is engaged, that the transmission is in 
the proper gear (automatic transmissions only), and that the parking brake is 
engaged. 
25.4.6.3 An interlock system shall be provided to prevent advancement of the 
engine speed in the driving compartment or at any operator’s panel unless the 
transmission is in neutral and the parking brake is engaged, or the apparatus is 
in the “OK to Operate Winch” mode. 
25.4.6.2 If a high idle function is provided at any operator’s panel, a “Throttle 
Ready” indicator shall be provided that lights only when the parking brake is 
engaged, and the transmission is in neutral or the driveline is disconnected 
from the drive wheels. 
25.4.6.2.1 An interlock system shall prevent the advancement of the engine 
speed with the high idle unless the Throttle Ready indicator is on. 
Substantiation: This arrangement of “OK to Operate Winch” seems to indicate 
that the winch can not be used to assist in moving the apparatus, which would 
normally involve the parking brake off and transmission in gear. A 30,000 
pound hydraulic winch might well be expected to do this task, and there is not 
really a reason to preclude it. The real concern is to not allow a high idle 
function on an exterior panel to be operated when the truck is still in drive 
mode with no operator in the truck. This change fixes the problem without 
bypassing the safety issue. The wording is based on the pump interlocks for the 
same purpose. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee feels that people should not be in the 
cab when the winch is being operated because it is an unsafe location if the 
cable should break. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-217 Log #203  Final Action: Reject 
(Chapter 26) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Alan Saulsbury, Fire Spec Services, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-124 
Recommendation: Add text to read as follows: 
   Chapter 26 Trailers 
26.1 (*) General. For the purposes of this standard, trailers transporting 
equipment or other vehicles under emergency response conditions shall be 
considered as fire apparatus and any components on the trailer designed to 
support emergency services operations shall meet the applicable requirements 
defined in Section 4.5. 

26.1 (*) General. Annex: Many trailer manufacturers may have restrictions on 
use of trailers in emergency response conditions. If this is applicable, the trailer 
should be operated within the limitations of the trailer manufacturer and the 
purchaser may still use various sections of this standard as they apply to air 
systems, electrical requirements, reflective stripping, etc. If the trailer has such 
manufacturer restrictions, they should be labeled on the front of the trailer in 
appropriate “Warnings” to operators and the tow vehicle operated within these 
parameters.  
Substantiation: Please note: I submitted the same comment in another 
section….this annex item could be inserted for either section in the standard.  
Many trailers used in the fire service are not designed nor intended to be used 
in emergency response conditions. Thus an annex (*) paragraph should be 
added to reflect use of the standard and comply with restrictions of trailer 
manufacturers. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The trailer chapter is for “trailers intended to be towed 
by fire apparatus under emergency response conditions”. The committee is not 
setting standards for all trailers used by the fire service. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-218 Log #106  Final Action: Reject 
(26.3.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-214 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   26.3.1 In addition to the label required by 49 CFR 567, “Certification,” the 
final stage manufacturer shall permanently affix an information label that 
includes the following: 
   (a) The length and width of the completed trailer in feet/inches and meters 
feet and inches or meters 
   (b) The stated load capacity 
   (c) For Type I and Type II trailers, the height of the completed trailer in feet/
inches and meters feet and inches or meters 
Substantiation: There is no need to put both English and metric measurements 
on the label. The proposed wording is consistent with the label from 12.1.5 
which provides the similar information for the non-trailer fire apparatus. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: There is nothing wrong with having both US and 
metric units. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-219 Log #100  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(26.4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-214 
Recommendation: Add 26.4(c) after 26.4(b) and reletter (c) and (d): 
   (c) Tire pressure 
Substantiation: This information is provided for other apparatus on the label 
for 12.2.3.3. This information is very important for trailer tires. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Add text after 26.3.1(d) to read as follows: 
   (e ) Maximum tire pressure 
   Reletter (e) through (g) as (f) through (H). 
Committee Statement: The committee feels this information is more 
appropriate on the label required by 26.3.1. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-220 Log #44  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(26.8.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-214 
Recommendation: Add new text: 
26.8.3 If the trailer is permanently connected to the tractor, additional wheel 
chocks are not required for the trailer. 
   A.26.8.3 Tractor drawn aerial apparatus carry 2 wheel chocks as required by 
8.8.2(23) or 9.8.3(21) and do not need additional wheel chocks just because the 
vehicle is a tractor-trailer combination vehicle. 
Substantiation: Tractor drawn aerials do not need to carry 6 wheel chocks (2 
for the tractor and 4 for the trailer) since the trailer never needs to be chocked 
independently of the tractor. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise 26.8.1 to read as follows: 
   For trailer classified as type II or type III, four wheel chocks shall be mounted 
in readily accessible locations. 
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Committee Statement: The committee accepts the submitter’s intent but 
suggests the wording proposed in the committee action is a better way to state 
it. The annex material is not required and is really more of the justification for 
the revision in 26.8.1. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-221 Log #45  Final Action: Reject 
(26.10.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-214 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   26.10.2 Type II and Type III trailers shall meet the requirements of 15.9.3 
when considering the trailer as a single unit. 
Substantiation: Type III trailers should have reflective striping. This is 
especially important since they may be disconnected and left without any 
lights. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: It would not be practical to apply reflective material 
and lights to all the Type III trailers. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-222 Log #242  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(A.4.3.1(5)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert Young, Crash Rescue Equipment Service, Inc 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: It is the responsibility of the purchaser to provide the 
contractor with sufficient information outlining the use of trailers and trailer 
mounted equipment. Hitches, axles, frames and brake systems need to be sized 
to handle the equipment loads installed inside the trailer. Tow vehicles need to 
be carefully selected to prevent overloading of the chassis and to ensure the 
safe stopping distances required by federal regulations. For trailers being used 
in a “first response” situation, the trailer must include all necessary federal 
lighting, reflective tape and emergency lighting to provide adequate visibility 
as well as provide all other necessary requirements found in this document. In 
the case where the purchaser owns a vehicle that will be the intended tow 
vehicle for the trailer, the purchaser shall make the tow vehicle available for 
the contractor to inspect and validate compatibility and inter-connect ability 
between the tow vehicle and the trailer before delivery of the trailer. 
Substantiation: This wording emphasizes the importance of the exchange of 
information between the contractor and the user in regards to the trailer and the 
tow vehicle. Also, with the understanding that in the case where the trailer is a 
“first responder”, the trailer must include all of the visibility requirements of 
the document.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise A.4.3.1 to read as follows: 
   It is the responsibility of the purchaser to provide the contractor with 
sufficient information outlining the use of trailers and trailer mounted 
equipment. Hitches, axles, frames and brake systems need to be sized to handle 
the equipment loads installed inside the trailer. Tow vehicles need to be 
carefully selected to prevent overloading of the chassis and to ensure the safe 
stopping distances required by federal regulations. In the case where the 
purchaser owns a vehicle that will be the intended tow vehicle for the trailer, 
the purchaser should consider making the tow vehicle available for the 
contractor to inspect and validate compatibility and inter-connectability 
between the tow vehicle and the trailer before delivery of the trailer. 
Committee Statement: The text was refined to delete text that was redundant 
with the requirements in the standard and mandatory language was changed to 
suggestions as the annex cannot have mandatory text.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-223 Log #75  Final Action: Accept 
(A.4.11.6) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-23 
Recommendation: Delete A.4.11.6. 
Substantiation: Suggesting that the purchaser specify the format and 
connection for uploading data will open up the apparatus manufacturers to 
having to design, provide, and support a multiplicity of hardware and software 
interfaces. 4.11.6 already requires that the data be uploadable into a format that 
can be imported into a data management software package (like Excel or 
Access). 4.11.8 already requires that the manufacturer provide the basic reports 
that a user might want, without having to do any data handling. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-224 Log #132  Final Action: Accept 
(A.5.8.3(19)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Move the following new text from the annex to the body of 
the standard: 
   A.5.8.3 (19) One automatic external defibrillator (AED) 
Substantiation: AED’s should be required equipment on all fire apparatus. 
Heart attacks remain the leading cause of line of duty deaths for firefighters. 
An AED is the most important piece of life safety field equipment available for 
victims of heart attacks. The fire service responds to more medical calls than 
all other type calls combined. This comment is reflective of an overwhelming 
show of hands in support of this requirement at the Fire Apparatus 
Maintenance Section meeting at Fire Rescue International in Atlanta in August 
2007. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-225 Log #129  Final Action: Accept 
(A.8.8.2(42)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Move the following new text from the annex to the body of 
the standard: 
A.8.8.2(42) One automatic external defibrillator (AED) 
Substantiation: AED’s should be required equipment on all fire apparatus. 
Heart attacks remain the leading cause of line of duty deaths for firefighters. 
An AED is the most important piece of life safety field equipment available for 
victims of heart attacks. The fire service responds to more medical calls than 
all other type calls combined. This comment is reflective of an overwhelming 
show of hands in support of this requirement at the Fire Apparatus 
Maintenance Section meeting at Fire Rescue International in Atlanta in August 
2007. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-226 Log #81  Final Action: Accept 
(A.10.5.3 and F.1.2.6) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   A.10.5.2, Hazardous material containment list 
(2) One copy of U.S. Coast Guard Chemical Hazard Response Information 
System (CHRIS) manual or equivalent reference guide  
Substantiation: This document is no longer available in print. It is now only 
an electronic database, available on-line. It is not a printed guide that can be 
carried on a truck unless the truck is computer/internet equipped. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-227 Log #29  Final Action: Accept 
(A.12.2.6.7.6) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William McCombs, Emergency One, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: A.12.2.6.7.6 Exhaust temperature mitigation devices may 
be affected by the addition of adaptors commonly used to hook up to exhaust 
extraction equipment. The purchaser should ensure that this adaptation is 
approved by the apparatus OEM to certified by the manufacturer / installer of 
the adaptor of the and that it will not adversely affect the performance of the 
device. 
Substantiation: The OEM manufacturer is not in the product certification 
business unless they are the original installer. It is the responsibility of the after 
market manufacturer of the adaptor to ensure it is suitable for the application. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-228 Log #56  Final Action: Reject 
(A.13.2.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add text to read as follows: 
   A.13.2.5 Exhaust temperatures have a great potential to damage wiring. This 
is especially true of diesel engines meeting the 2007 and later EPA 
requirements. If at all possible, wiring should be routed along the left frame 
rail. If wiring must be routed along the right frame rail or near exhaust 
components, avoid routing the area between the turbocharger and the diesel 
particulate filter, keep wiring above power train components or cross members, 
maintain a minimum distance of at least 6” (150 mm) from exhaust system 
components, and use wire that is rated to 257°F (125°C) or higher, and use a 
head shield and/or heat wrap over the harness. 
Substantiation: There is increasing concern about the effect of exhaust system 
heat on electrical components. This advice comes from experts in heavy truck 
manufacturing industry.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: This is mostly a chassis manufacturer issue, and how 
they do business. It is not the place of this committee to specify truck 
construction practices. With proper techniques, wiring can be protected even if 
it is close to hot exhausts. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-229 Log #57  Final Action: Accept 
(A.13.8.11) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   A.13.8.11 A.13.8.10 When a component such as a flasher or power supply is 
used to operate more than one optical source, the optical sources should be 
connected so that the failure of this component does not create a measurement 
point without a warning signal at any point in any zone on either the upper or 
lower level. Although a single optical source can be used to provide warning 
signals into more than one zone, the possibility of a total signal failure at a 
measurement point is increased when the same flasher or power supply is used 
to operate multiple optical sources, each providing signals into more than one 
zone. 
Substantiation: This annex item talks about failure of a component having the 
potential to create a measurement point with no light source. This is the topic 
of section 13.8.10, not 13.8.11, and thus the link should be corrected. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-230 Log #175  Final Action: Reject 
(A.19.2.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete text as follows: 
   The rated horizontal reach of the aerial ladder could be less than the extended 
length of the aerial that is used to determine the rated vertical height. This may 
be necessary to maintain the defined stability requirements as outlined in 
Section 19.21. 
Substantiation: This will not be required with the rewording of 19.2.3, 
because limiting maximum horizontal extension versus maximum extension for 
rated vertical height will not be acceptable. Reason for eliminating this is to 
eliminate confusion for operators about true reach of the aerial apparatus from 
a horizontal and vertical reach rating.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-231 Log #174  Final Action: Reject 
(A.19.7.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete text as follows: 
The rated horizontal reach of the aerial platform may be less than the extended 
length of the aerial that is used to determine the rated vertical height. This may 
be necessary to maintain the defined stability requirements as outlined in 
Section 19.21. 
Substantiation: This will not be required with the rewording of 19.7.3, 
because limiting maximum horizontal extension versus maximum extension for 
rated vertical height will not be acceptable. Reason for eliminating this is to 
eliminate confusion for operators about true reach of the aerial apparatus from 
a horizontal and vertical reach rating.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-232 Log #173  Final Action: Reject 
(A.19.13.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kent Pauli, Pierce Manufacturing 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete text as follows:  
The rated horizontal reach of the water tower could be less than the extended 
length of the water tower that is used to determine the vertical height. This may 
be necessary to maintain the defined stability requirements as outlined in 
Section 19.21. 
Substantiation: This will not be required with the rewording of 19.13.3, 
because limiting maximum horizontal extension versus maximum extension for 
rated vertical height will not be acceptable. Reason for eliminating this is to 
eliminate confusion for operators about true reach of the aerial apparatus from 
a horizontal and vertical reach rating.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee is not reverting to the old system of 
rating aerial devices. Technology has been developed that will allow for an 
aerial device to have an operational envelope that is limited to those positions 
where it can meet or exceed its rated capacity and that technology has been 
utilized in aerial device markets throughout the world. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
Explanation of Negative:  
   LACKORE, J.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 
1901-154. 
Explanation of Abstention:  
   BALLANTYNE, W.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 
1901-33 (Log #3). 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-233 Log #67  Final Action: Accept 
(A.21.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-234 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   CAFS-Capable fire apparatus. A fire apparatus equipped with a compressed 
air foam system (CAFS)-capable fire apparatus is a fire apparatus equipped 
with the following capabilities: 
   a. Automatic regulating foam proportioning system capable of injecting foam 
concentrate into the discharge or pressure side of the pump 
   b. Air compressor with the capacity to supply the required scfm and automatic 
air pressure controls 
   c. Controls to mix the air and foam solution 
Substantiation: This term currently being used is an adjective but definition is 
of a noun.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-234 Log #26  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(A.22.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William McCombs, E-One 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise Figure A.22.1 as follows: 
 

 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
Substantiation: Text in Figure A.22.1 seems to be contradictory and is 
confusing. Text in box #1 says the neutral conductor is grounded while the text 
in box #2 says there is not connection. The text in box #3 shows the neutral is 
grounded. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-196 (Log #218). 
Committee Statement: The committee action on public comment 1901-196 
(Log #218) addresses the submitters concerns.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-235 Log #91  Final Action: Reject 
(A.22.2, 22.4.6.3(2), and 22.11.4.5) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-164 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   A.22.2 The neutral conductor and the line voltage conductors of the power 
supply assembly is grounded to the are isolated from the generator frame and 
the apparatus. This is the only location that the neutral conductor is grounded 
in the entire system. In this isolated system, the exposed parts of the metal 
apparatus are not connected to any part of the live electrical system. The power 
supply assembly terminates at the panelboard for distribution to the rest of the 
system. Figure A.22.1 shows a typical system on a fire apparatus. 
22.4.6.3* If the power source is rated at 8 kW or more, the following 
instrumentation shall be provided at an operator’s panel: 
(1) Voltmeter 
(2) Current meters for each ungrounded line voltage leg 

22.11.4.5 Line voltage circuits controlled by low voltage circuits shall be wired 
through properly rated relays in listed enclosures that control all nongrounded 
line voltage current-carrying conductors. 
Substantiation: In making the change to an isolated neutral, a few references 
that should have been changed got missed. For clarity and consistency, they 
should be changed. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: Committee action on public comment 1901-196 (Log 
#218) make these changes unnecessary.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-236 Log #136  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(A.22.3.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: William McCombs, Emergency One, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete paragraph A.22.3.3.  
Substantiation: This paragraph is written to discourage the use of Ground 
Fault Circuit Interrupters (GFCI). The National Electrical Code requires the use 
of GFCI’s in NFPA 70 551.41 ( C ) for Recreational Vehicles in exterior outlets 
and all outlets around bathrooms, kitchens, sinks etc. An RV is a very similar 
vehicle to a fire truck in that it has a mobile generator system and is plugged 
into shore lines on a regular basis. E-One has built over 15,000 vehicles since 
1985 equipped with (GFCI) breakers with great success. We have not 
experienced the issues cited in paragraph A.22.3.3. We are not requesting the 
(GFCI) breakers be made a requirement, but that their use not be discouraged 
based on what appears to be the opinion or experiences of a few.  
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Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Revise A.23.3.3 to read as follows: 
   A.22.3.3 Ground fault circuit interrupters (GFCIs) are intended to provide 
protection from electrical shock, but experience in the fire service has pointed 
out several considerations with using them.  
(1) Due to the presence of water in the fireground environment, GFCIs are 
much more prone to trips due to leakage currents that do not involve personnel  
   (2) Where possible, GFCI’s should be located at the end of cords (i.e. in the 
distribution box at the end of a cord reel) to reduce tripping associated with 
long cord lengths, and to put the reset function closer to the user. 
   (3) GFCIs might not be compatible with 120/240 volt 4 wire cord reels 
frequently used in the fire service unless the GFCI is located at the end of the 
cord reel.  
   (4) Many plugs and receptacles used in the fire service are twist lock instead 
of standard nonlocking household plugs and receptacles, and in these cases, the 
GFCIs integrated with an outlet cannot be used, requiring circuit breaker 
GFCIs or stand alone GFCIs. 
   (5) The manufacturers of some ventilation fans state that they should not be 
used on circuits with GFCIs. Others are available that are compatible with 
GFCI’s. 
Committee Statement: The committee looked at the recommendations from 
public comment 1901-237 (Log #219) and public comment 1901-238 (Log 
#244) and existing text and has modified the text of A.22.3.3 with the 
submitters concerns in mind. The committee feels that this annex list still 
contains useful information, without being unduly biased against GFCIs. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-237 Log #219  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(A.22.3.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Lisa Breu, Oshkosh Truck Corporation 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-164 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   A.22.3.3 Ground Fault Circuit Interrupters are intended to provide protection 
from electrical shock, but experience in the fire service has pointed out several 
disadvantages with considerations when using them.  
● When possible, GFCIs should be located at the end of cords (i.e. in the 
distribution box at the end of a cord reel cord). This will reduce tripping 
associated with long cord lengths. Also, GFCIs might not be compatible with 
120/240 volt 4 wire cord reels frequently used in the fire service unless the 
GFCI is located at the end of the cord reel. This location does have the 
advantage that it puts the reset function closer to the user, but it also exposes 
the delicate electronics of the GFCI to water and physical damage.  
● Since most plugs and receptacles used in the fire service are twist lock 
instead of standard nonlocking household plugs and receptacles, the 
inexpensive GFCIs integrated with an outlet cannot be used, requiring much If 
twist lock plugs and receptacles are used, more expensive circuit breaker 
GFCIs or stand alone GFCIs are required.  
Substantiation: Considerations is more descriptive of the bullet points than 
disadvantages. Not all of the bullets are disadvantages, some are informational 
on potential fault paths or provide information on how they can be used in 
specific configurations.  
   The 2003 appendix contains text describing the benefit of providing GFCIs at 
the end of a long cord rather than at the breaker. This is still useful information 
and should be included.  
   Referring to GFCIs as delicate and inferring they are susceptible to water and 
physical damage is misleading. GFI duplex receptacles are used in many 
outdoor applications where they subjected to temperature extremes, water 
spray, and abuse.  
   The reference to most receptacles used in the fire service being twist lock is 
not substantiated. The mix is probably closer to evenly split between straight 
blade and twist lock. The point of needing a GFCI breaker with a twist lock 
receptacle can be made without reference to the quantity of receptacles used.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-236 (Log #136). 
Committee Statement: The committee looked at the recommendations from 
this public comment as well as public comment 1901-236 (Log #136), public 
comment 1901-238 (Log #244) and existing text and has modified the text of 
A.22.3.3 with the submitters concerns in mind. The committee feels that this 
annex list still contains useful information, without being unduly biased against 
GFCIs. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-238 Log #244  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(A.22.3.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Roy Kampmeyer, Power Electronic Systems, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   A.22.3.3 Ground fault circuit interrupters (GFCIs) are intended to provide 
protection from electrical shock, but experience in the fire service has pointed 

out several disadvantages considerations with using them. 
   (1) They introduce the possibility of unwanted trips that shut off electricity 
and thus lights or other power being used for emergency operations. These 
unwanted trips are caused by faults external to the GFCI. 
(2) The risk of electrical shock due to a fault through a firefighter to ground 
(earth) is much less in the typical fireground situation with a vehicle mounted 
generator than it is with utility supplied power because the vehicle mounted 
generator is not connected to an earth ground, thus the potential shock path 
through a firefighter to the earth generally does not have the necessary path 
back to the generator to produce a shock. 
   (3) With an isolated line voltage system as required in section 22.3.2.1, a 
potential path through a person to either the earth ground or the vehicle body 
does not create a shock hazard. It is almost impossible to create a condition 
that will trip a GFCI connected to an isolated line voltage system. 
(5) GFCIs might not be compatible with 120/240 volt 4 wire cord reels 
frequently used in the fire service unless the GFCI is located at the end of the 
cord reel. The location does have the advantage that it puts the reset GFCI 
function closer to the user, but it also exposes the delicate electronics of the 
GFCI to water and physical damage. 
(6) Since most plugs and receptacles used in the fire service are twist lock 
instead of standard nonlocking household plugs and receptacles, the 
inexpensive GFCIs integrated with an outlet cannot be used, requiring much 
more expensive circuit breaker GFCIs or stand alone GFCIs. available in 
electrical stores cannot be used. More advanced larger, all electronic high 
reliability GFCIs are available to the fire service with selectable plugs and 
receptacles. 
(7) The manufacturers of some ventilation fans state that they should not be 
used on circuits with GFCIs. This is because the fan input circuits produce high 
leakage currents which correctly trip the GFCI. Fans without this condition are 
available. 
Substantiation: The problem is in the statements above that are meant to 
demean the use of GFCIs. They are mostly complaints by users that have little 
knowledge of the dangers of electrocution effects of a.c. power. 
   (1) Trips by the GFCI are valid in that they are seeing leakage problems 
somewhere in the system. These leakage currents could travel through the 
firefighter. The power should be shut down and the problem resolved. Cables 
and other parts should be evaluated in the firehouse and wet down to seek and 
solve problems. The firefighters life is at stake. 
   (2) This has nothing to do with GFCI considerations. 
   (3) Same as (2). 
   (5) This is correct except where deleted. The reason the GFCI should be at 
the reel cable end is to eliminate the cable effects. The GFCI to use is water 
resistant and of strong construction. Others should not be used. 
   (6) Money should be no object in saving the life of a firefighter. Since fire 
companies will spend up to $500,000 for a truck, they should have sufficient 
funds for quality GFCIs at much less cost. Also grants are available. 
   (7) Our company has been working with the two major suppliers of fans to 
determine the problem of GFCI trips at startup. In both cases it is their fault, 
not the GFCI doing its correct job. The suppliers are working on re-designs that 
take away the problem. Their other fans can work with GFCI input power, and 
should be used by the fire companies. 
   General statements: 
   Power Electronic Systems, Inc. is the only company that produces high 
quality all electronic portable GFCIs. We have spent years working with the 
US Navy on a GFCI design for them, and are pursuing another one. We have 
been lecturing at various conventions and have displayed there as well. One of 
our tasks is to better educate the fire service concerning electrocution. 
   The greatest number of firefighter fatalities has been shown to be heart 
attacks. Autopsy has shown no causes of electrocution, so the deaths are 
considered due to age, drugs, health conditions, etc. Electrocution by small 
leakage currents causes ventricular fibrillation, then heart stoppage and death, 
but no evidence. This is why the investment in GFCIs. 
   Another point that might interest NFPA: the Navy has two isolated power 
leads on their ships, neither of which are grounded. This is not to prevent 
leakage current paths through workers, but to prevent underwater corrosion 
from occurring by large ground currents. The neutral lead was at one time 
grounded. The US Navy still feels that their existing power configuration could 
have leakage current paths from their generators, through the deck, through a 
worker, through a leaky tool, and back to either power line. The cause is the 
generator, cabling to the deck, or a receptacle with poor, aging deterioration of 
insulation. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   See committee action on public comment 1901-236 (Log #136). 
Committee Statement: The committee looked at the recommendations from 
this public comment as well as public comment 1901-236 (Log #136), public 
comment 1901-237 (Log #219) and existing text and has modified the text of 
A.22.3.3 with the submitters concerns in mind. The committee feels that this 
annex list still contains useful information, without being unduly biased against 
GFCIs. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
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 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-239 Log #92  Final Action: Accept 
(A.22.12.8.3) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-164 
Recommendation: Delete A.22.12.8.3. 
Substantiation: This section conflicts with A.22.3.3 which covers the GFCI 
issue. It should have been deleted with the change from ROP Log 91. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-240 Log #97  Final Action: Accept 
(A.24.10.8.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete A.24.10.8.2. 
Substantiation: Examining the Craftsman catalog shows tools (impact 
wrenches, grinders, saws, sanders, and chisels) showed typical air 
consumptions in the range of 2 to 9.5 SCFM @ 90 psi. A typical truck air 
brake compressor is 16 SCFM. The stated facts are inaccurate and there is a 
mandatory requirement in 24.12.1 that forbids using chassis air for emergency 
tools, so the discussion about whether it is a good idea is not really relevant. 
The annex item also does not really relate to the section it is attached to, so 
deleting it solves this problem as well. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-241 Log #99  Final Action: Accept 
(A.25.2) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Move paragraph A.25.2 to add it to the end of A.25.1.1. 
Substantiation: This paragraph has nothing to do with Winch Wire or 
Synthetic Rope (25.2) and has at least something to do with usage and rating 
(25.1.1). 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-242 Log #94  Final Action: Accept 
(Figure B.2 and Chapter 24 (Air Systems)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add at the end of the chapter 24 section: 
   What ambient temperatures will be expected if beyond 32°F (0°C) to 110°F 
(43°C): _________________________________________________________
 
Substantiation: The standard requires the system to be designed for 32-110°F 
unless another temperature range is specified. Operation at cold temperatures 
may require special adaptation, and the manufacturer needs to know this 
information to properly design the system if it is to be used in very cold 
temperatures. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-243 Log #69  Final Action: Accept 
(Figure B.2 and Chapter 26 (Trailers)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add new section to Figure B.2: 
Trailers - Chapter 26 
*Classification of trailer: Type I (remain connected) Type II (Operate at scene 
with independent power) Type III (transport only) 
   *What will the trailer do or carry (listing or total weight) __________
 
   
*Tow hitch type and size preferred/required: ____________
 
   Other requirements should be specified in the appropriate sections above. 
Substantiation: New chapter in the body requires a new chapter section in 
Figure B.2. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-244 Log #68  Final Action: Accept 
(Figure B.2 and Chapter 4) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Remove * on questions relating to maximum elevation, 
maximum grade, minimum ambient air temperature, and maximum ambient air 
temperature. 
Substantiation: These are not required items since all have default values to 
be used if the customer does not specify anything. The * indicates that the 
customer must always specify these items in order for the apparatus 
manufacturer to have the information necessary to build the apparatus. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-245 Log #46  Final Action: Accept 
(B.2, Figure B.2, B.2.12) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-248 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   B.2 … Completion of the form shown in Figure B.2 should assist the 
purchaser in developing their specifications and provide the information 
required in the various sections of this document. The purchaser should fill in 
only sections where there are specific requirements over and above the 
standard. Care must be taken not to specify incompatible requirements, such as 
a 3000 gal (11,400 L) water tank, which weighs approximately 30,000 lb 
(13,600 kg), and a 10,000 lb (4500 kg) GVWR chassis. When more restrictive 
details are specified, fewer manufacturers will be able to bid, and the cost of 
the apparatus may be higher. … 
B.2.12 The form in Figure B.2.12 is a good way to document the 
specifications. Completion of the form should assist the purchaser in 
developing their specifications and provide the information required in the 
various sections of this document. The purchaser should fill in only the 
required sections (marked with *) and only those other sections where there are 
specific requirements over and above the standard. All the items of information 
marked with an asterisk (*) generally are required in order for the manufacturer 
to bid on and build the apparatus. The other items are details about which the 
purchaser might want to specify special requirements. In many cases, the 
purchaser should specify additional details only if the purchaser is experienced 
in that area and has specific, unusual requirements. Consult with manufacturers 
or others with experience in apparatus architecture and specifications if 
necessary. Care must be taken not to specify incompatible requirements, such 
as a 3000 gal (11,400 L) water tank, which weighs approximately 30,000 lb 
(13,600 kg), and a 10,000 lb (4500 kg) GVWR chassis. When more restrictive 
details are specified, fewer manufacturers will be able to bid, and the cost of 
the apparatus may be higher. 
   Change the figure number from B.2 to B.2.12 
Substantiation: This change moves the figure (Apparatus Purchasing 
Specification Form) after the text that describes the process to be used and puts 
the reference to the form in a logical place in the text. This change does meet 
with the requirements of the manual of style, which was the problem with the 
previously rejected proposal. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-246 Log #95  Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(B.2.7) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Add additional paragraphs at the end of section B.2.7: 
   There is no requirement in the NFPA standards that mandates one or more 
visits to the factory during construction.  Often fleet administrators or 
municipal officials, used to buying dump trucks, garbage trucks and other 
vehicles where there are few options and little or no customization, do not 
understand the need for, and are hesitant to authorize the costs for, factory 
visits.  Purchasing fire apparatus is very different. Properly timed factory visits 
can correct misunderstandings about how fire department specifications are 
being interpreted at a point in time when something can be done about the 
issue. It allows fire department people to see things during construction that 
may not be visible after the apparatus is completed and to evaluate construction 
details. It can also reveal construction techniques that may make something 
more difficult than necessary to maintain or repair. As new components or 
technologies are incorporated into an apparatus, the factory inspection provides 
the initial opportunity to see and understand the component or technology 
before it is buried behind the sheet metal somewhere. Once the apparatus is 
completed and ready for delivery is generally too late to determine the pump 
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panel is not laid out as you thought it would be or some control is not in a 
convenient location for the way your fire department will use the apparatus. 
You will be using that apparatus for 10-15 years in first line service and 
probably several years after that in reserve so you need to be sure it is the way 
you want it from the start.  
Unfortunately, too many of these trips are viewed as junkets with the 
manufacturer wining and dining the customer rather than as a constructive part 
of the procurement process. One way to neutralize that thinking might be to 
budget that travel separately rather than making it part of the bid package. That 
way the manufacturer has no responsibility for the care and feeding of the 
inspection personnel. A good analogy would be to compare this purchase to 
public building projects in the city.  No city would contract to have a new 
building built and not go near the architect or contractor until the building was 
ready for acceptance. They would probably have full time city staff on site 
every day that construction is being done to represent the city’s interest. 
Unfortunately, travel is more visible than assigning someone to monitor 
construction on something within the city.  If the apparatus was being 
constructed in your city, no one would question factory visits.  
Substantiation: Some municipal or even fire department officials do not 
understand the value of factory visits, particularly if they are used to 
purchasing dump trucks, garbage trucks, or mowing machines that are basically 
“off the shelf” items. This added information may provide fire departments 
with information to help with the arguments to justify factory visits. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Add new text after the current second paragraph of B.2.7 to read as follows: 
   These trips may be viewed as a vacation paid for by the manufacturer rather 
than as a constructive part of the procurement process. A possible means to 
avoid this perception is to budget the travel separately rather than making it 
part of the bid package.  
   An analogy would be to compare the apparatus purchase to the construction 
of a public building. Municipalities do not contract a new building and then not 
meet with the contractor or not view the construction process until the building 
is complete. In reality, the municipality assigns someone to manage the 
process. Travel is more visible than monitoring a project within the 
municipality. If the apparatus was built near the municipality, visits during the 
production would not be questioned.  
Committee Statement: The committee feels the text it is proposing addresses 
the concerns. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W.
 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-247 Log #153  Final Action: Reject 
(Figure B.5(a)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert D. Tutterow, Jr., Charlotte Fire Dept., NC 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete figure B.5(a) Fire Apparatus Delivery Inspection 
Form. 
Substantiation: With the addition of the requirements set forth in 4.21 
Statement of Exceptions there should be no need for this form. The original 
intent of the form was to help end users determine compliance with the 
standard. Section 4.21 now makes compliance a requirement unless specifically 
noted in a written certificate. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject 
Committee Statement: The committee believes this is still useful. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W.
 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-248 Log #72  Final Action: Accept 
(Figure B.5(a) [incorrectly labeled as Figure B.2(a) in the draft]) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Delete reference to 16.13.9 certification 
Substantiation: 16.13.9 does not call for any certification or documentation of 
any kind, just that the test be done prior to delivery. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-249 Log #107  Final Action: Accept 
(B.5.1(4)) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follow: 
   (4) In row (m), enter the miscellaneous equipment allowance from Table 
12.1.2(7) in column 8 7. Divide the hose personnel, and equipment weighs in 
column 7 between the front and rear axles according to the indicated 
percentages (or, as appropriate, from a detailed weight analysis). 

Substantiation: Correct references. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-250 Log #101  Final Action: Accept 
(Annex C) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   Annex C Weights and Dimensions for Common Equipment 
This annex is not a part of the requirements of this NFPA document but is 
included for informational purposes only. 
C.1 NFPA in cooperation with the The Fire Apparatus Manufacturers 
Association (FAMA) has provided the a worksheet shown as Figure C.1 for use 
by the purchaser in calculating the portable equipment load anticipated to be 
carried on the apparatus. To ensure that the apparatus chassis is capable of 
carrying the installed equipment (pump, tank, aerial device, etc.) plus the 
specified portable equipment load with an appropriate margin of safety, the 
purchaser should use this worksheet to provide apparatus vendors with the 
weight of the equipment they anticipate carrying when the apparatus is placed 
in service. 
C.1.1 The approximate measurements and weights of equipment that are 
commonly available and used during fire department operations are listed on 
the worksheet. The purchaser should fill in the number of units of each piece of 
equipment they anticipate carrying in the column titled “Quantity” and multiply 
that by the weight per unit to get the total weight. The dimensions of each 
piece of equipment are given to assist in planning compartment size or the 
location on the fire apparatus. Where the purchaser desires to carry specific 
equipment in a specific compartment, that compartment designation should be 
shown in the column titled “Compartment Location.” 
C.1.2 An The worksheet can be downloaded as an Excel spreadsheet that 
contains the information shown in Figure C.1 can be downloaded from the 
FAMA website, www.fama.org, and customized to show only the equipment a 
department expects to carry. There are additional columns on the spreadsheet to 
assist the fire department in maintaining records of the equipment it carries on 
the apparatus. 
   Delete figure C.1 
Substantiation: As little as this form is used (unfortunately), and as much 
better as the electronic form is to use, it is not worth dedicating 17 pages to 
Figure C.1. Whenever FAMA updates the web site information, it would be 
immediately available to the public, and the Excel form does the arithmetic 
automatically providing the total weight of the listed equipment. By using the 
spreadsheet, the list can easily be customized to any extent desired to be actual 
data for the equipment owned or to be purchased by the department. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-251 Log #80  Final Action: Accept 
(Annex F) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-1 
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
   Annex F Informational References 
F.1.1 NFPA Publications. National Fire Protection Association, 1 
Batterymarch Park, P.O. Box 9101, Quincy, MA 02269-9101, www.NFPA.org. 
   NFPA 11, Standard for Low-, Medium-, and High-Expansion Foam, 2002 
2005 edition. 
   NFPA 70, National Electrical Code®, 2002 2008 edition. 
NFPA 70B, Recommended Practice for Electrical Equipment Maintenance, 
2002 edition. 
NFPA 1150, Standard on Fire-Fighting Foam Chemicals for Class A Fuels in 
Rural, Suburban, and Vegetated Areas, 1999 2004 edition. 
   NFPA 1500, Standard on Fire Department Occupational Safety and Health 
Program, 2002 2007 edition. 
NFPA 1906, Standard for Wildland Fire Apparatus, 2001 edition. 
NFPA 1911, Standard for Service Tests of Fire Pump Systems on Fire 
Apparatus, 2002 the Inspection, Maintenance, Testing, and Retirement of 
In-Service Automotive Fire Apparatus, 2007 edition. 
   NFPA 1912, Standard for Fire Apparatus Refurbishing, 2001 2006 edition. 
   NFPA 1931, Standard on Design of and Design Verification Tests for Fire 
Department Ground Ladders, 1999 2004 edition. 
   NFPA 1981, Standard on Open-Circuit Self-Contained Breathing Apparatus 
for Fire and Emergency Services, 2002 2007 edition. 
   NFPA 1983, Standard on Fire Service Life Safety Rope and System 
Components, 2001 2006 edition. 
   NFPA 1991, Standard on Vapor-Protective Ensembles for Hazardous 
Materials Emergencies, 2000 2005 edition. 
   NFPA 1992, Standard on Liquid Splash-Protective Ensembles and Clothing 
for Hazardous Materials Emergencies, 2000 2005 edition. 
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F.1.2 Other Publications. 
   F.1.2.1 Association of American Railroads Publication. Association of 
American Railroads, 50 F Street, NW, Washington, DC 20001 TTCI/BOE 
Publications, PO Box 1020, Sewickley, PA 15143, www.boepublications.com. 
Emergency Action Guide, 2002 2006. 
F.1.2.2 American Trucking Association Publications. American Trucking 
Association, 2200 Mill Road, Alexandria, VA 22314U 950 North Glebe Road, 
Arlington, VA, 22203-4181, www.truckline.com 
TMC Recommended Practice RP 107C, Seven Conductor Truck-Trailer/
Converter Dolly Jumper Cable and Connector Selection, 2005 2007. 
F.1.2.3 ISO Publication. International Standards Organization, 1 rue de 
Varembé, Case Postale 56, CH-1211 Geneve 20, Switzerland. 
ISO 3046-1, Reciprocating internal combustion engines — Performance — 
Part 1: Declarations of power, fuel and lubricating oil consumptions, and test 
methods — Additional requirements for engines for general use, 2002 2007. 
F.1.2.3 NEMA Publications. National Electrical Manufacturers Association, 
1300 North 17th Street, Suite 1847, Rosslyn, VA 22209, www.NEMA.org. 
F.1.2.5 SAE Publications. Society of Automotive Engineers, 400 
Commonwealth Drive, Warrendale, PA 15096, www.SAE.org. 
SAE J551/2, Test Limits and Methods of Measurement of Radio Disturbance 
Characteristics of Vehicles, Motorboats, and Spark-Ignited Engine-Driven 
Devices, 1994. 
SAE J551/1, Performance Levels and Methods of Measurement of 
Electromagnetic Compatibility of Vehicles, Boats (up to 15 m), and Machines 
(16.6 Hz to 18 GHz), 2006. 
SAE J706, Rating of Winches, 1999 2003. 
   SAE J1349, Engine Power Test Code-Spark Ignition and Compression 
Ignition-Net Power Rating, 1995 2006. 
SAE J1849, Emergency Vehicle Sirens, 1995. 
F.1.2.6 U.S. Coast Guard Publication. U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, Washington, DC 20241. 
Chemical Hazard Response Information System (CHRIS), Volumes 1–3, 
Hazardous Chemical Data, 1992. 
F.1.2.7 U.S. Government Publication. U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, DC 20402, www.gpo,gov . 
U.S. DOT, North American Emergency Response Guidebook, 2000 2004. 
Substantiation: Many people are purchasing either downloadable documents, 
or purchasing printed documents online. Adding web site addresses makes this 
easier. 
   Many documents have been updated and the referenced documents are 
obsolete and in many cases no longer available. 
   Deleted documents are no longer referenced in the annexes. 
   The Coast Guard CHRIS manual is no longer available in print. It is now only 
an electronic on-line database. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 

 _______________________________________________________________ 
1901-252 Log #79  Final Action: Accept 
(F.1.1) 
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Thomas A. Stalnaker, Goshen Fire Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 1901-164 
Recommendation: Delete reference to NFPA 70B, Recommended Practice for 
Electrical Maintenance, 2002 edition 
Substantiation: The reference in Annex A.23.3.1 that used to reference this 
document was deleted at the ROP stage. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 28 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27  
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Menke, W. 
 


