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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Oregon Occupational Safety & Health Division

Date: June 14, 1996

To: All OR-OSHA

From: Marilyn Schuster

Subject: Minimum number of fire fighters to respond to a structural fire.

OR-OSHA'sfirefighter standards advisory committee met recently to review our policy on minimum number of fire fighters required
to respond to a structural fire. As aresult of their recommendations the policy as outlined in my July 10, 1995 memo is replaced by
the following.

Thefirefighter standards are performance oriented, giving flexibility to various sizes and types of fire departments to best reflect the
needs of the fire services while assuring worker safety. With thisin mind, the following policy is enacted on the minimum number of
fire fighters required to respond to a structural fire.

1 When firefighters enter a burning structure beyond the incipient stage of the fire, the buddy system isto be used.

2. When personnel are engaged in interior structural fire fighting and the fire isin the advanced stages, with known IDLH
environment, a minimum of two rescue persons shall be present in a standby mode and stationed outside of the
imminent hazard zone.

3. Judgement regarding whether a structure has an IDLH environment is best made by the incident commander, using., as
the principal criteria, the current stage of the firein progress.

4, Personnel in standby rescue mode may engage in other activities provided those activities do not jeopardize their ability
to effect timely rescue.

EXCEPTION:

If, upon arriving at the scene, members find an imminent life threatening situation where immediate action may prevent the
loss of life or serious injury, such action shall be permitted, with less than four people on the scene, when notification is
given by radio to incoming companies that they must provide necessary support and backup upon their arrival.
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Briefing Package-OSHA Policy Concerning Responsesto IDLH Atmospheres.

Record Type: Interpretation
Subject: Briefing Package-OSHA Policy Concerning Responsesto IDLH Atmospheres.
Information Date: 05/16/1996

May 16, 1996
MEMORANDUM FOR: M CHAEL CONNORS
DEPUTY ASSI STANT SECRETARY
FROM JOHN B. M LES, JR, D RECTOR
DI RECTORATE OF COWPLI ANCE PROGRAMS
SUBJECT: Bri efi ng Package- OSHA Pol i cy Concerni ng
Responses to | DLH At nospheres
BACKGROUND:

On May 1, 1995, OSHA issued a conpliance nenorandum (attached) that interpreted existing

st andar ds governing operations in atnospheres termed | medi ately Dangerous to Life and Health
(IDLH). The nenorandum basical |y addressed energency response situations covered by the
HAZWOPER St andard and maj or firefighting operations. Firefighting operations in interior
structural fires are recognized to present |DLH conditions.

A salient issue generated fromthis interpretation was that where high hazard interior
structural firefighting operations are to be conducted, four firefighters nust be present at
the site. Ateamof two of the firefighters is required for entry into the hazard area, and the
ot her two personnel nmust standby outside to nonitor and be prepared in the event of an
emergency rescue, i.e., the 2 in/2 out policy. This has been the |ongstanding (30 years)
industry practice for hazardous interior structural firefighting operations.

The menorandum al so stated the nminimumrequirenent for conpliance with the HAZWOPER St andar d.
HAZWOPER specifically requires response to | DLH at nospheres by the "buddy systeni and with two
standby personnel outside the hazard area for a total of four personnel.

The request for interpretation was first raised by Ms. Peg Seminario of the AFL-CIO in March of
1994, and subsequently raised by M. Richard Duffy of the International Association of Fire
Fighters (1 AFF) in Septenber of 1994.

COMMVENTS/ CRI Tl Cl SVS:

This issue has generated considerable interest by congress, state and |ocal governnents,

prof essi onal associ ations and organi zed | abor (in particular the International Association of
Fire Fighters, AFL-CIO). Sone stated that OSHA's interpretation inposed strict requirenents
exceedi ng those in the existing standards, and therefore, OSHA engaged in backdoor rul e making
activity. Sone raised the concern that this interpretation represented an unfunded nandate for
certain states because it applies to OSHA-approved state plans that have jurisdiction over
public enpl oyees. In addition, sone stakehol ders were concerned that the OSHA policy applied to
all interior fires including mnor fires, those that could be controlled by portable fire
extingui shers or snall hose systens. These types of |ow hazard fires do not require breathing
apparatus and are not covered by policy. Interested parties commented that the draft policy
specified rigid staffing requirenents of at least 4-man firefighting crews on the fire

appar at us.

STAKEHOLDER | NPUT:

The draft policy nenmorandum was provided to | abor and OSHA- approved state plans for review and
comrent . Subsequently, neetings were held with stakeholders fromlabor and state and | ocal
governnents, in which the draft policy was di scussed and m sunder st andi ngs were brought to our
attention. As a result of stakeholder input, OSHA clarified the policy menorandum

O8HA specified that the policy only applied to major high hazard fires within a structure that
required entry by firefighters and the use of self contained breathing apparatus. Cbviously,
fires within a structure present a greater fire hazard due to the accurmul ati on of snoke, toxic
gases and heat. OSHA's Fire Brigade standard defines these types of fires as interior
structural fires. In addition, OSHA clearly stated that each local fire department was
responsi bl e for determ ning the mini mum nunber of persons necessary to staff a fire apparatus
leaving a station. The key to this policy is that prior to entering and conducting interior



structural firefighting operations, four firefighters must be on the scene. For exanple, a
local fire department may dispatch a three-man crew on a fire apparatus and call anot her
firefighter to the scene prior to entering and conducting interior structural fire fighting
operations, should they be necessary. Until that person arrives on the scene, fire fighters nay
fight the blaze fromoutside the structure and could enter and engage in life saving rescue
activities. The policy summary sheet is attached

RELEVANT RULEMAKI NG | N PROGRESS!

On Novenber 15, 1994, OSHA issued the Proposed Rule for the Respiratory Protection Standard
(1910.134). Paragraph (g)(2) of the proposal addressed the devel opnent and inpl enentation of
specific procedures for the use of respirators in |IDLH atnospheres. A specific provision of the
proposal (g)(2)(ii) states that "the enployer shall ensure that at |east one additional person
is located outside the | DLH at nosphere, and able to provide effective emergency assistance ...
«Thi s statenent caused sonme controversy during the devel opment of the conpliance nenorandum
on entry into I DLH at nospheres. Careful reading of the proposal indicated that it was

ambi guous in terns of what effective enmergency assistance neans.

OSHA is working to clarify the | anguage in the proposal. Health Standards does not feel the
evi dence in the rul emaki ng record supports having two standby personnel outside of an IDLH
area. At this tine the proposed text woul d require one standby person and would require
that person to notify the enpl oyer before providing energency assistance. The vertica

requi renents for HAZWOPER, Confined Space Entry and Firefighting Brigades woul d be

di scussed in the preanble to the rule. It is our judgenent that if the new Respiratory
Protection Standard requires only one standby person, then the 2in/1 out policy would
become the 2in/1 out policy except for situations covered by the nore vertical standards
such as HAZWOPER. For firefighters our policy would be a mni mumof one standby outside and
two firefighters inside

ANTI Cl PATED PROBLEM

The final rule regulatory text is projected to be conpleted by summrer. Pronul gation of the
final rule as expected would predictably draw opposition by the AFL-CI O, Firefighters
union, etc., and could lead to |aw suits and political pressures. On the other hand

promul gating a rule that does not reflect the rul emaking record would lead to | aw suits and
pressure fromthe other side



