
Analysis of Proposed Federal OSHA Emergency Response Rules 
h"ps://www.osha.gov/emergency-response/rulemaking  
29 CFR 1910.155 and 156 

For this document I used my work experience as a firefighter/EMT-Int, Oregon OSHA Sr. Compliance 
Officer, and Public Safety Sr. Risk Management Consultant for the fire districts in Oregon in addiSon to 
the explanatory statements from Federal OSHA to provide the reader a secSon-by-secSon discussion of 
the proposed rules. I encourage any agency, associaSon, or concerned individual to make public 
comment regarding this rule and how it will affect public safety in their community. Federal OSHA is 
accepSng comments through the website. h"ps://www.regulaSons.gov/docket/OSHA-2007-0073  

GENERAL ENVIRONMENT THAT AFFECTS OREGON EMERGENCY SERVICE ORGANIZATIONS:  

Oregon spans approximately 98,500 square miles with ciSes and towns encompassing approximately 
2,000 square miles of that land mass. Oregon has approximately 890 square miles of inland water and 
296 miles of ocean coastline. The largest land mass served by a fire district is 843 square miles of fronSer 
and rural areas with a county populaSon of 2,000. That is approximately 250 square miles smaller than 
the enSre state of Rhode Island. That district has less than 20 volunteer firefighters and an annual 
budget of approximately $75,000. Contrast this with the largest fire district by staffing and budget that 
covers an area of approximately 388.5 square miles of metropolitan, suburban, and rural areas. The 
district’s esSmated populaSon was 547,142 in 2022. They have a staff of 605 career firefighters and 60 
volunteer firefighters funded by an annual budget of approximately $73,000,000. Public safety agencies 
serving Oregon are funded by consStuSonally limited property taxes. These taxes cannot be raised 
except by a vote of the people authorizing a temporary operaSng levy. Fire districts are the majority of 
ESOs by number. Of the 311 fire service agencies there are 257 rural fire protecSon districts acSvely 
providing emergency response services in Oregon. The remaining 54 are city fire departments. Of the 
257 fire districts, 144 districts (56%) have an annual operaSng budget of less than $500,000 and 50 
districts (19.5%) have an annual budget under $100,000.   

The Oregon Safe Employment Act defines no significant difference between career and volunteer fire 
agencies except in very limited circumstances where the board of directors by resoluSon does not cover 
its volunteer firefighters with workers compensaSon insurance. This means less than 1% of ESOs would 
not be covered by the act. In rough numbers there are approximately 3,500 career firefighters and 9,000 
volunteer firefighters. Much of the paperwork burden that these rules create have a minor impact on 
the operaSonal safety of emergency responders. The paperwork burden was esSmated at 173 hours per 
year by mulSple law firms. As the pool of skilled emergency services personnel drains, regulatory 
burdens that do not directly impact operaSonal safety will conSnue to drive individuals from emergency 
services. This will be especially true for those volunteering their service to their communiSes thereby 
eliminaSng protecSons for the community including workplaces.   

On January 1, 2024, Oregon OSHA implemented changes to their penalty structure to comply with 
requirements from Federal OSHA staSng that Oregon’s penalSes were too low.  As a result of Oregon 
Senate Bill 592 and 907 this increased the penalSes for a violaSon by approximately 1000%. The 
monetary penalSes now range from $1,000 to $250,000+. These penalSes increase each year based on 
the Western CPI.  Oregon currently makes no disSncSon between private and public employers for their 
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enforcement acSviSes due to statutory language, this is contrary to guidance provided in both Federal 
RegulaSons and interpreSve documents where federal OSHA makes a disSncSon for enforcement 
acSons.  Due to the caps on public safety funding these penalSes will likely outpace any increase in 
budgets in short order causing public safety organizaSons to cut services.  

Summary of rule language: 
1910.155 Scope and Applica@on 
(a) Scope – Workplace Emergency Response Employer (WERE) and Emergency Service OrganizaSons 
(ESO). WERE is defined as an employer who has a workplace emergency response team that responds to 
emergency incidents to provide services such as firefighSng, emergency medical service, and technical 
search and rescue. ESO is defined as an organizaSon that provides one or more of the following services 
as a primary funcSon: firefighSng, emergency medical service, and technical search and rescue; or the 
employees perform the emergency service(s) as a primary duty for the employer. All fire departments 
and fire districts in Oregon would be covered by this definiSon, some of the health districts that operate 
ambulance services may also be included as would private ambulance. I also believe based on the 
wildland and WUI work that many Oregon state agencies do as a primary funcSon, they will also be 
included in this definiSon, but would most certainly be included in the WERE definiSon. There is another 
potenSal group that appears to fit within this definiSon as either a WERE or an ESO. That would be 
tacScal, or search and rescue teams run by either private organizaSons or law enforcement agencies as 
they provide “technical search and rescue” services as well as EMS in certain situaSons. If these 
individuals are not included in the main WERE or ESO rules they would likely be considered a skilled 
support worker (SSW) and would be included in the rules of subsecSon (p).  All of these organizaSons 
operaSng in Oregon have staff that can both paid and volunteers. The Oregon Safe Employment Act 
requires Oregon OSHA to make no disSncSon between paid and volunteer staff members who are 
subject workers under the workers compensaSon rules. Less than 1% of public ESOs have volunteers 
who are not considered subject workers under the act.  The scope of the federal rules must be 
specifically limited to its jurisdicSon to exclude local and state government workers allowing states to 
regulate their workplaces as they see fit based on their demographics and geography.  

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION A:  

The scope of the standard is incredibly broad and captures many organizaSons that do not tradiSonally 
consider themselves emergency responders. Based on the plain language and explanatory statements 
the Oregon fire service believes that this standard would include all tradiSonal fire departments and fire 
districts, it would also include Sherrif Office Search and Rescue teams, it would include the state 
agencies that have wildfire firefighSng responsibiliSes, public and private ambulance agencies, as well as 
the potenSal for others based on the type of work they do.  

(a)–1. OSHA is seeking informaSon about how many private-sector emergency response organizaSons in 
States without State Plans (Federal OSHA States) have workers who are called volunteers but who 
receive substanSal benefits, such as a reSrement pension, life and/or disability insurance, death 
benefits, or medical benefits. How many such workers do these organizaSons have and of what type(s) 
(fire, EMS, technical rescue)?  

(a)–2. OSHA is seeking informaSon about which States with OSHA- approved State Plans expressly cover 
volunteer emergency responders. In those States, how many emergency response organizaSons have 
volunteers? How many volunteers do they have and of what type(s) (fire, EMS, technical rescue)?  
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(a)–3. OSHA is seeking informaSon from States with OSHA-approved State Plans that do not expressly 
cover volunteer emergency responders. In those States, how many emergency response organizaSons 
have workers who are called volunteers but receive substanSal benefits, such as a reSrement pension, 
life and/or disability insurance, death benefits, or medical benefits; and as such may be considered 
employees within the meaning of Federal law? How many such workers do these organizaSons have and 
of what type(s) (fire, EMS, technical rescue)? AddiSonally, OSHA seeks similar input regarding inmate/
incarcerated workers.  

(a)–4. OSHA is seeking input regarding what types and levels of search and rescue services and technical 
search and rescue services should be included or excluded from the rule, and the extent to which those 
inclusions or exclusions should be specifically listed.  

(a)–5. OSHA is seeking input whether the agency should consider developing a separate rule for 
protecSng workers involved in the clean-up of disaster sites, and associated recovery efforts? Why or 
why not?  

(a)–6. OSHA is seeking input on whether the agency should consider excluding other acSviSes besides 
those in 29 CFR 1910.120 (Hazardous Waste OperaSons and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER)), 29 CFR 
1910.146 (Permit-Required Confined Spaces in General Industry.  

1910.156 Emergency Response 
(b) Defini2ons. Most of these definiSons are familiar to those in public safety. It is always advisable to 
read how a regulatory agency writes the definiSon of each term. If the definiSon is not provided, then 
the default is to refer to the common dicSonary definiSon of the word. Some of the definiSons to be 
aware of are as follows.  

• Community vulnerability assessment (The definiSon also indicates that the assessment is 
intended to include both human-created vulnerabiliSes and natural disasters. OSHA intends the 
assessment to be a systemaSc evaluaSon of the community to determine the impact that could 
be caused by potenSal emergency incidents, the severity of the impact, and the available or 
needed resources for miSgaSon. It would include risks and vulnerabiliSes associated with the 
prevailing residenSal structures and principal structures such as schools, colleges, and 
universiSes; hospitals and medical centers; large residenSal structures and hotels; 
transportaSon, manufacturing, processing, and warehousing faciliSes; and retail. It would also 
include an assessment of the community’s criScal infrastructure such as available water supply, 
electric power generaSon and transmission, rouSne and emergency communicaSon, and 
highways and railways.)  

• Facility vulnerability assessment (A facility’s vulnerable areas are those areas which are most 
suscepSble to emergencies or disasters; the loss of which could severely impact the facility’s 
operaSon, adversely affect the health and safety of employees, or cause potenSal damage to the 
environment. OSHA intends for the assessment to be a systemaSc evaluaSon of the facility to 
determine the impact that could be caused by potenSal emergency incidents, the severity of the 
impact, and the available or needed resources for miSgaSon. It would include risks and 
vulnerabiliSes associated with the principal structures; processing faciliSes; significant storage; 
hazardous materials and processes; criScal infrastructure such as available water supply, electric 
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power generaSon and transmission, and rouSne and emergency communicaSon; and potenSal 
for damage to the environment.) 

• Skilled support worker – SSW (This definiSon is based on the descripSon of skilled support 
personnel in 29 CFR 1910.120, HAZWOPER. Examples of SSWs include operators of equipment 
such as heavy-duty wrecker/rotator tow vehicles, mechanized earth moving or digging 
equipment, crane and hoisSng equipment, and others such as uSlity service workers (gas, water, 
electricity), public works workers, and technical experts. SSWs perform immediate support work 
that cannot reasonably be performed in a Smely fashion by responders or team members, and 
who will be or may be exposed to the hazards at an emergency incident. The proposed rule does 
not include requirements for employers of SSWs. However, proposed paragraph (p) establishes 
requirements for WEREs and ESOs who uSlize SSWs to provide for the safety of those SSWs.) 

• Technical search and rescue/technical rescue (The proposed rule defines this term as a type of 
service that uSlizes special knowledge and skills and specialized equipment to resolve complex 
search and rescue situaSons, such as rope, confined space, vehicle/machinery, structural 
collapse, trench, or technical water rescue. The definiSon is based on NFPA 2500. With respect 
to water rescue, OSHA specifically uses the term technical to specify that non-technical water 
rescue would be excluded from the proposed rule. Examples of non-technical water rescue 
include services such as pool and water-amusement park lifeguard services, lake and beach 
lifeguard services that only use non-mechanized equipment such as rescue boards, rescue 
buoys, rescue tubes and cans, and snorkeling equipment.) 

(d) ESO Establishment of ERP and Emergency Services Capability.  

(1) and (2) The ESO must develop a wri"en Emergency Response Program. It must include an “up to 
date” copy of all wri"en plans and procedures. This means that the ESO must review the program as 
osen as necessary to make changes as condiSons, faciliSes, and processes in their response areas 
change, but at a minimum the ERP must be reviewed annually. OSHA believes the ERP “promotes a clear 
understanding and knowledge among responders of the ESO emergency procedures by maintaining 
those procedures in a central plan that can be readily shared with and accessed by supervisors and 
employees.” Paragraphs (9) and (10) require the ESO to maintain an archive of the previous 5-years of 
ERP documentaSon that includes the changes that have been made. “The proposed retenDon and access 
requirements will also aid OSHA’s enforcement and compliance acDviDes.” This could amount to 
thousands of pages of documents needing to be archived specifically in rapidly growing and changing 
areas of the state.  

(3) The ESO must perform a community or facility vulnerability assessment of hazards within the primary 
response area where the ESO is expected to respond. The assessment shall idenSfy each vacant 
structure and locaSon that is unsafe for responders to enter. Responders must be noSfied of these 
structures and locaSons. The ESO must idenSfy all faciliSes that are subject to the Community Right to 
Know Act. These locaSons and structures must be included in the vulnerability assessment. OSHA 
believes this assessment should include a “systemaDc evaluaDon of the community it services to 
determine the impact that could be caused by potenDal emergency incidents, the severity of the impact, 
and the available or needed resources for miDgaDon. Such assessment would include risks and 
vulnerabiliDes associated with the prevailing residenDal structures; and principal structures such as 
schools, colleges, and universiDes; hospitals and medical centers; large residenDal structures and hotels; 
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transportaDon, manufacturing, processing, and warehousing faciliDes; and retail. It would also include 
an assessment of the community’s criDcal infrastructure such as available water supply, electric power 
generaDon and transmission, rouDne and emergency communicaDon, and highways and railways. 
Natural features such as bodies of water, caves, gorges, mountains, and cliffs would also need to be 
assessed.” Subsequent discussions with Oregon OSHA have established their understanding of this will 
also include homeless encampments and dumping sites where serious hazards may be present. The ERP 
requires ESOs to develop mutual aid agreements to ensure adequate resources are available to respond 
to foreseeable incidents. The ESO must noSfy responders to any changes in the program and make it 
available to responders, their representaSves, and OSHA.  

(4) This secSon requires the ESO to specifically idenSfy and assess vacant and unsafe structures.  OSHA 
believes that “each vacant structure and locaDon that is unsafe for responders to enter due to condiDons 
such as previous fire damage, damage from natural disasters, and deterioraDon due to age and lack of 
upkeep; and would require the ESO to provide a means for noDfying responders of the vacant structures 
and unsafe locaDons…Possible means of noDficaDon include installing a sign or painDng a warning 
symbol on the wall adjacent to the entrance(s) that is visible to responders before they would enter the 
structure and blocking off an unsafe locaDon. Also, the emergency dispatch center could maintain 
informaDon on file for the vacant structure or unsafe locaDon and could inform responders when an 
emergency incident occurs. The term vacant indicates that no person would be expected to be inside the 
structure. OSHA believes that responders should only enter an unsafe structure or locaDon during an 
emergency incident in an aUempt to perform a feasible rescue of a person or persons known to be 
inside.” 

(6) and (7) These secSons require an ESO to determine what resources would be needed and available. It 
also requires the ESO to designate “Ders of responder responsibiliDes, qualificaDons, and capabiliDes.” In 
the reality of Oregon’s public safety services, we would accomplish this through the establishment of 
comprehensive job descripSons that would outline combat roles, single role posiSons, and support 
posiSons that are not the SSW defined by this standard. The support roles I foresee being used might be 
a fire corp member or a cadet that is uSlized for rehabilitaSon of firefighters at an emergency scene. The 
bo"om line is that every posiSon would be required to have a posiSon descripSon that described their 
responsibiliSes, required qualificaSons, and required capabiliSes. 

(8) This secSon would require the ESO to idenSfy where their agency is unable to provide the “required” 
level of service to their community. When this occurs, they must have in place a mutual aid agreement 
with a neighboring agency that is able to provide the services. While this is a common pracSce the 
examples that are provided concern me knowing the geography of the Western United States not to 
menSon the budget constraints and personnel limitaSons. OSHA envisions that if the ESO is unable to 
provide a service, it would “develop mutual aid agreements with WEREs or other ESOs as necessary to 
ensure adequate resources are available to safely miDgate foreseeable incidents.” This statement is 
achievable if the communiSes are allowed to define what that expected level of service is. It is the 
examples that Federal OSHA provided that began to start me thinking about how they view “level of 
service” in the country. “For example, if an ESO idenDfies that its community or facility has tall structures 
that need an aerial ladder or elevated plaWorm vehicle for firefighDng or rescue, but does not have such 
a vehicle, the ESO would need to establish a mutual aid agreement with a neighboring ESO with an aerial 
ladder or elevated plaWorm vehicle to provide it when needed. Another example is an ESO that only 
provides EMS at the Basic Life Support level. The ESO would need to establish a mutual aid agreement 
with a neighboring ESO to provide EMS at the Advanced Life Support level to its primary response area.” 
There are many areas of the country where a higher level of service would be hours away and a mutual 
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aid agreement would have li"le to no impact. A current example of this would be the regional hazmat 
teams staSoned around the state. While there is no other way to accomplish this, these regional teams 
osen have 30 – 90-minute response Smes simply due to distance and terrain covered.  

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION D:  

The state of Oregon spans approximately 98,500 square miles with ciSes and towns encompassing 
approximately 2,000 square miles of that land mass. Oregon has approximately 890 square miles of 
inland water and 296 miles of ocean coastline. Slightly over 300 fire service agencies serve roughly 
20,100 square miles of the state (21%). Over 100 fire agencies have more than 50 square miles as their 
primary response areas and more than 50 have greater than 100 square miles. The majority of those 
organizaSons are volunteer with the possibility of a paid fire chief. TualaSn Valley Fire and Rescue, the 
largest fire district in the state based on an annual budget of approximately $73,000,000, has a primary 
response area of approximately 388.5 square miles of metropolitan to rural areas. The district’s 
esSmated populaSon was 547,142 in 2022. This service area includes the ciSes of Beaverton, Durham, 
King City, Newberg, North Plains, Rivergrove, Sherwood, Tigard, TualaSn, West Linn, and Wilsonville. 
While the service area itself is primarily in Washington County (the eastern porSon of the county), it also 
includes unincorporated areas of Clackamas County (northwest corner), Multnomah County (western 
edge), and Yamhill County (northeast corner). Recognized as one of the fastest growing regions of the 
state of Oregon, this area encompasses densely populated suburban areas, rural farmlands, retail, and 
commercial establishments, and growing industrial complexes. The Newberg area also covers significant 
agricultural areas of Oregon, including important winegrowing regions contribuSng to the state 
economy. Contrast that with the fire district with the largest land mass, South Gilliam County RFPD. They 
service an area of approximately 883 square miles within Gilliam County serving the rural communiSes 
of Condon, Lonerock, and Thirty Mile. The district has an annual budget of approximately $75,000. The 
enSre esSmated populaSon of Gilliam County in 2022 is 2,026. A majority of the state’s unincorporated 
land area is served by federal and state ESOs tasked primarily with protecSon of the natural resources. 
Ambulance or emergency medical transport is divided among ESO agencies in the 36 counSes and 
encompasses the totality of the 98,500+ sq. miles of the state. Each County Sherrif provides Search and 
Rescue services in conjuncSon with the rescue and emergency medical services provided by the fire 
agencies. 
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Figure 1 - Map of Oregon - Fire Department and District Primary Response Areas in Blue 

Oregon Fire agencies provide services to their communiSes for a range of hazards including structural 
fire suppression, wildland fire suppression, emergency medical response, extricaSon, hazardous 
materials response, specialty technical rescues in environments such as confined spaces, collapsed 
buildings, swis water, open water, open ocean water, caves, glaciers, wilderness areas, and high and low 
angle rope. Of the approximately 300 fire departments and districts *** have paid staff and of those ***, 
*** have sufficient access to GIS or analyScs that would provide the informaSon needed to perform a 
community vulnerability assessment. It would be infeasible to perform a systemaSc vulnerability 
assessment of all structures (including vacant and unpermi"ed), transportaSon systems, infrastructure, 
and natural features based on the size of the response areas and limited number of personnel and data 
resources available. Surveys of 22 of the 300 fire agencies yielded significant informaSon as to the actual 
capabiliSes of fire agencies in Oregon. The feedback received for the quesSons about capability resulted 
in statements about staffing, informaSon management, archival of documents created by the process, 
and access to accurate informaSon.  Most respondents stated that a minimum of 2 FTE at approximately 
$65 to $100 per hour, would be removed from response duSes in order to accomplish some of what is 
asked in this secSon of the rule. Based on the responses received and depending on the size, staffing, 
and partnerships with other agencies the iniSal implementaSon of this secSon will take approximately 
9.5 years and over $5,000,000 to complete to a minimal effecSveness if it is feasible at all as there are 
mulSple districts and departments where they have tens of thousands of properSes that fit these broad 
definiSons. There are also significant consStuSonal consideraSons as fire agencies in Oregon do not have 
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legal authority to access properSes to make these assessments outside of a registered business, a 911 
call, or other exigent circumstances. In many areas of the Pacific Northwest there would be serious life 
safety concerns when accessing properSes where ciSzens and other individuals hold a completely anS-
government avtude. Federal OSHA’s assumpSons did not account for demographics, size of land mass, 
scarcity of resources, lack of informaSon, and cost of those resources. While the concepts contained in 
this secSon are valid best pracSces ESOs must be able to prioriSze how to accomplish these tasks while 
being able to accomplish their primary mission of providing emergency response. Compliance with this 
secSon would degrade the response capabiliSes of all ESOs and would therefore create negaSve 
outcomes for all communiSes in Oregon including the workplaces that OSHA regulates. The 
requirements of this secSon also flow into other secSons such as (f) and (n) making compliance with 
those secSons challenging.  

Vacant Farm Vacant Cabin

Unpermitted Structure Unpermitted Structure
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(e) Team Member and Responder Par2cipa2on. The ESO must involve responders in developing the ERP. 
The ESO must request input from responders regarding modificaSons to the ESOs faciliSes. This likely can 
be accomplished through a safety commi"ee or safety meeSng process. It would only require regular 
discussions with these members to change and update the ERP as items are discovered. There are 
minimal concerns with this secSon. Due to the highly technical nature of emergency response 
parScipaSon as addressed by this secSon should be limited to staff of the ESOs and subject ma"er 
experts as determined by the ESO. Outside representaSves may not have the experSse to understand 
the complexiSes of emergency response. The Oregon fire service has undertaken training Oregon OSHA’s 
staff in order to assist them with understanding the complex acSons that responders take at emergency 
events. As we describe in several secSons emergency response organizaSons have concerns about 
compliance staff evaluaSng tacScs and decisions that are made by incident commanders when this 
compliance staff does not have current tacScal training and understanding of the missions and goals 
during events. This threat of enforcement creates uncertainty in the decision-making process which will 
lead to undesirable outcomes for communiSes including workplaces that OSHA is tasked to protect.  

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION E:  

(e)–1. OSHA is considering adding to both paragraphs (e)(1) and (2) a requirement to permit employee 
representaSves to be involved in the development and implementaSon of an ERP, and to paragraph (e)
(4) a requirement to allow employee representaSves to parScipate in walkaround inspecSons, along 
with team members and responders, and is seeking input from stakeholders on whether employee 
representaSve involvement should be added to paragraph (e).  

(f) WERT and ESO Risk Management Plan.  

Wilderness Cave Wilderness Glacier Cave

Abandoned Mine Abandoned Mill
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(1) The ESO must develop a comprehensive wri"en risk management plan (RMP) based on the type and 
level of services provided. “The minimum proposed provisions of the risk management plan are based on 
NFPA 1500.” It must cover the risks associated with acSviSes at the ESO facility, training, vehicle 
operaSons, operaSons at the emergency scene, non-emergency services, and acSviSes that lead to 
exposures to combusSon products, carcinogens, and other incident related health hazards. The RMP 
must include the following components: idenSficaSon of actual and reasonably anScipated hazards, 
evaluaSon of the likelihood of a hazard as well as the severity of potenSal consequences, establishment 
of prioriSes based on this evaluaSon, risk control techniques for eliminaSng or miSgaSng the potenSal 
hazards, a plan of implementaSon of these controls, and post incident evaluaSon of the effecSveness of 
the controls. If it is determined that the risk control techniques were not sufficient, the ESO would need 
to develop and implement improved risk control techniques and subsequently communicate those out 
to responders. The RMP also must include PPE hazard assessment that meets 1910.132(d), A respiratory 
program that meets 1910.134, an infecSon control plan that idenSfies, limits, and prevents exposure to 
infecSous and contagious diseases, and a bloodborne pathogens exposure control plan that meets 
1910.1030.  In order to accomplish a porSon of this in a somewhat reasonable fashion, a statewide RMP 
template would need to be developed and adopted that would cover protocols for all foreseeable 
emergency events, the PPE assessment for all foreseeable hazards, the respiratory program for the use 
of SCBA and other Sght-fivng respirators, and the infecSon and blood borne pathogen control plan that 
would cover all foreseeable infecSous biological substances. All agency specific risks would need to be 
addressed by the individual agency plans. Those might include a vehicle maintenance or equipment 
shop, landscaping done by agency employees, and other miscellaneous tasks that have foreseeable risks.   

(2) The RMP must include a policy for extraordinary situaSons that allows for rescue of a person in 
“imminent peril” aser conducSng a risk assessment.  This secSon puts in rule the recogniSon that there 
are circumstances where an emergency services employee must take acSon to save the life of an 
individual. The explanatory discussion states that “a`er making a risk assessment determinaDon based 
on the team member or responder’s training and experience, is permiUed to aUempt to rescue a person 
in imminent peril, potenDally without benefit of, for example, PPE, tools, or equipment. A team member’s 
or responder’s decision to not use a risk control technique that has been idenDfied in the risk 
management plan is to be made on a case-by-case basis and must have been prompted by legiDmate 
and truly extenuaDng circumstances. These circumstances typically have a Dme constraint that would 
make it infeasible to implement the risk control technique and rescue a person in imminent peril. This 
proposed provision could allow, for example, an ambulance crew, without benefit of firefighDng PPE, to 
perform a rescue of a person endangered by fire who would potenDally sustain significant injury or death 
if they did not take immediate acDon.” 

(3) The RMP must be reviewed annually and altered when updates are needed. 

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION F:  

There is no need for an addiSonal burden of analysis or RMP of the staSon or acSviSes associated with 
non-emergency acSviSes outside responder training as these acSviSes are directly regulated by other 
secSons of the OSHA standards. Much of this secSon not related to actual emergency response and 
training would be duplicaSve such as PPE requirements for non-emergency acSviSes. Those current rules 
do not typically require an RMP or equivalent unless they address extraordinary hazards.   

Due to the nature of emergency response, it is infeasible to create a wri"en program or plan that 
establishes concrete control techniques that could be used consistently in contrast to someone 
operaSng in a fixed place of employment performing consistent tasks. At best you could create general 
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guidance and topics to consider as Oregon OSHA rules have done. By its nature emergency response is a 
process of problem solving and pure risk management where each minute of an event is different than 
the next. While it is important to develop and train on standard operaSng guidance each event would be 
impossible to create a step-by-step process with absolute risk control techniques. The cost in resources 
to accomplish this secSon would once again be infeasible due to the ever-changing environment that 
ESOs operate in. As technology improves and becomes less expensive an upcoming engineering control 
technique will be the use of roboScs to eliminate the need to expose human firefighters to hazardous 
environments. At this Sme there are only a few firefighSng robots in use around the country. UnSl their 
use increases most if not all emergency operaSons will be conducted by humans in appropriately chosen 
PPE. Control measures for infecSous disease should be addressed in the same manner as all other 
hazardous environments. Since engineering control techniques are infeasible due to the unknown 
environment ESOs operate in PPE is the likely control measure. The PPE standard requires an assessment 
and selecSon process to be used when hazards are encountered. This is an appropriate process for 
infecSous disease environments and should be duplicated in this standard.  

An addiSonal concern surrounds enforcement of this secSon that would pit industry experts against the 
opinions compliance officers with li"le to no current emergency response experience. Taking for 
example the enforcement staff in Oregon OSHA there are no currently trained firefighters or EMTs. Using 
untrained individuals to evaluate the acSons of industry experts working under duress in an ever-
changing environment would be concerning at best and will create a situaSon where responders will be 
forced to take less aggressive acSons that increase the risk to the public because they concerned with 
uneducated enforcement of this secSon. As in prior secSons Federal OSHA’s assumpSons did not 
account for the individual state’s geographic and demographic differences. We are again greatly 
concerned that while the concepts contained in this secSon are valid best pracSces ESOs must be able to 
prioriSze their limited resources as to accomplish these tasks while being able to accomplish their 
primary mission of providing emergency response. Again because of the drain on finite resources 
compliance with this secSon would damage the response capabiliSes of all ESOs and would therefore 
create negaSve consequences for all communiSes in Oregon including the workplaces and individual 
employees that OSHA regulates.  

(f)–1. OSHA is seeking input on whether other acSviSes or subjects should be specifically included in the 
list of minimum requirements for the risk management plan.  

(f)–2. OSHA is proposing to have a performance-based infecSon control program provision in the risk 
management plan. OSHA is seeking comment on this approach including whether a final standard should 
incorporate a parScular consensus standard or other guidance, or otherwise include specific 
requirements regarding infecSon control.  

(g) Medical and Physical Requirements.  

(1) Federal OSHA believes that “fitness and medical surveillance requirements are a highly effecDve 
means of reducing work-related injuries, illnesses, and fataliDes and improving the health of team 
members and responders.” The ESO must establish minimum medical requirements for responders based 
on the level of service performed and the Sers of qualificaSons. Skilled Support Workers (SSW) team will 
not be required to have medical requirements. The ESO must maintain a confidenSal record of duty 
restricSons, occupaSonal injuries and illnesses, and exposures to products of combusSon, known or 
suspected toxic products, contagious diseases, and dangerous substances (there is no definiSon of this, 

Page  of  11 31



 

so we fall to Websters definiSon) for each responder. This rule has not contemplated how the use of 
medical and behavioral health evaluaSons would impact issues under the Americans with DisabiliSes Act 
(ADA) once a condiSon was discovered. “The physical fitness and physical and mental medical 
requirements in paragraph (g) serve two purposes: (1) ensuring that responders are physically and 
mentally capable of performing their duDes without injury to themselves or their fellow responders, and 
(2) idenDfying and addressing physical and mental health effects resulDng from emergency response 
acDviDes.”  Federal OSHA is using statements made by the major fire service associaSons (IAFC, IAFF, 
NVFC) that recommend physicals to set the minimum standard to require one calling it “industry 
consensus.” What OSHA believes to be appropriate minimum required evaluaSons are described in this 
statement, “The proposed baseline medical examinaDon focuses on health hazards that are common to 
all team members and responders, with potenDal addiDonal requirements based on the parDcular type 
and level of service(s) performed, while the proposed medical surveillance requiring a full NFPA 1582- 
compliant physical is reserved for those team members and responders exposed to combusDon products 
above a specific acDon level. As explained in secDon VII.C., Costs of Compliance, OSHA expects that only 
structural and wildland firefighters (emphasis added) will meet the threshold for the full NFPA 1582 
requirements.”  The medical and mental health evaluaSon should consider the responders exposure to 
the variety of hazard types and evaluate them accordingly.   

(2) Medical evaluaSons required by this are to be provided at no cost to the responder at least every two 
years unless the provider deems that more osen is necessary. The ESO must establish a medical 
evaluaSon program for each responder. This evaluaSon is similar to the one for using SCBA but is more 
specific and must include: Medical history with an emphasis on cardiac and respiratory disease, a 
physical examinaSon with an emphasis on cardiac, respiratory and musculoskeletal systems, spirometry, 
and assessment of heart disease risk (blood pressure, cholesterol levels, other heart disease factors), and 
any addiSonal screening the provider deemed appropriate. “The purpose of medical evaluaDons for 
team members and responders is to determine, where reasonably possible, if the individual can perform 
emergency response duDes without experiencing adverse health effects and to determine the team 
member’s and responder’s fitness to use PPE appropriate to their designated duDes…Current 
§1910.156(b)(2) also specifies that the employer ‘‘shall not permit employees with known heart disease, 
epilepsy, or emphysema, to parDcipate in fire brigade emergency acDviDes unless a physician’s cerDficate 
of the employees’ fitness” The ESO will establish procedures for “the length of Sme that absence from 
duty due to injury or illness requires a responder to have a return-to-duty evaluaSon” by the provider 
(this seems like an employment concern and not a safety and health concern).  

(3) FOR RESPONDERS WHO ARE OR MAY BE EXPOSED to combusSon products fiseen or more Smes a 
year, they must be provided a medical physical at least as effecSve as the NFPA 1582 physical. “An 
exposure incident to combusDon products is any exposure to materials that are on fire or smoldering 
regardless of the use of PPE or respiratory protecDon.” These exposure incidents are counted separately 
regardless of mulSple calls during a duty shis and include wildland and training fires. “If a responder is 
exposed to mulDple incidents during one shi`, the incidents would each be considered one individual 
exposure incident.” This part of the standard may appear to apply only to combusSon products that are 
borne from an IDLH atmosphere however OSHA maintains that “some exposures to combusDon products 
may occur outside of such environments. Because the health risks posed by combusDon products are not 
limited to exposures in IDLH environments, the proposed standard would require ESO’s to consider all 
exposures to combusDon products, not just those that occur in an IDLH environment.” All exposure 
incidents are required to be documented by the ESO and maintained in the confidenSal file.   
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(4) The ESO will provide at no cost behavioral health and wellness resources that include at a minimum: 
diagnosSc assessment, short term counseling, crisis intervenSon, and referral services for “behavioral 
health and personal problems that could affect the responder’s performance.”  The ESO must tell 
responders regularly and aser “potenSally traumaSc events” that resources are available. “For those 
ESOs who do not provide behavioral health resources at their place of employment, they would need to 
idenDfy local, state, or Federal governmental, non- governmental, and non-profit behavioral health 
resources that can be accessed by team members and responders. Behavioral health resources provided 
by an ESO’s health care plan would meet the requirements of the proposed rule.”  Any records generated 
or provided to the ESO must be kept confidenSal.  

(5) The ESO must establish and implement a process to annually evaluate the ability to perform essenSal 
job funcSons, these should be found in the ESO’s posiSon descripSons. This evaluaSon would likely be 
based on the criteria from secSon (g).  The ESO is required “to determine if the team member or 
responder is physically capable to perform the duDes required of them during an emergency response. It 
is possible for a team member or responder to have no medical limitaDons to performing emergency 
response acDviDes and sDll not be physically able to perform the duDes… OSHA expects that assessment 
of the ability to perform essenDal job funcDons would be determined during training scenarios in which 
emergency response acDviDes are pracDced under controlled condiDons, or during the skills checks.”  

(6) The ESO must establish a health and fitness program for responders that includes: a designated 
individual to oversee the program, periodic assessment of the responder’s health, exercise training, and 
educaSon and counseling regarding health and wellness. “OSHA intends these provisions to ensure that 
responders have the opportunity, means, and knowledge necessary to maintain fitness for duty and to 
prevent work-related injury and illness.” Federal OSHA indicated that these rules would require a fitness 
evaluaSon of each responder at least once every three years. “The proposed rule would require a 
periodic fitness assessment for all responders, not to exceed every three years. The purpose of the fitness 
assessment is to inform the responder on their fitness status and whether their fitness has improved, 
maintained, or decreased. This physical fitness assessment is different from the fitness for duty 
evaluaDon described in proposed paragraph (g)(5) in that it is solely a physical fitness-related evaluaDon 
and is indirectly related to the evaluaDon of a responder’s ability to perform essenDal job tasks. The 
physical fitness assessment should evaluate physical parameters such as responder muscular strength, 
muscular endurance, cardiovascular endurance, and mobility/ flexibility.” The ESO would also be required 
to promote fitness and provide health educaSon resources to responders.  

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION G: 

NFPA 1582 medical physicals are the gold standard for providing important health informaSon to 
firefighters. These medical physicals are averaging $800 per person and are not available in most rural 
areas of Oregon due to a lack of medical providers. Many Oregon fire service agencies have a"empted to 
work with local physicians to develop a suitable alternaSve that idenSfies major health concerns and is 
affordable. Oregon fire district budgets are set and capped and can only increase by a voter approved 
operaSng levy that must be renewed every 3 years.  Of the 257 fire districts, 144 districts have an annual 
operaSng budget of less than $500,000 and 50 districts have an annual budget under $100,000. The cost 
of the medical physicals would be financially infeasible and would ulSmately result in the closure of 
many rural fire districts and departments due to an inability to comply with this secSon. The 
consequence of this closure would eliminate the access to fire insurance for property owners. OFCA has 
confirmed that the eliminaSon or even substanSal reducSons in fire protecSve services such as fire 
suppression work from only the exterior of a structure to eliminate exposures to products of combusSon 
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would result in an ISO protecSon class raSng of 10 or the equivalent of no fire protecSon. The western 
states have already seen insurance providers exit the market in vast areas due to wildfire threats. It 
cannot be emphasized strongly enough that reducing fire protecSon availability in areas with no access 
to NFPA 1582 medical physicals due to enforcement of this secSon will indirectly cause fire insurance 
providers to pull out of markets making housing inaccessible to many disadvantaged communiSes as is 
currently happening in our neighboring state of California.   

Behavioral health and wellness resources are an important service that is not available to many 
Oregonians due to a lack of providers. The ESO will have no control over access to these services 
therefore it is infeasible to require anything more than the creaSon of a plan to provide services. 
Volunteer ESO’s would not provide health insurance to their members as it would be cost prohibiSve. In 
order to implement this program, the cost esSmated by several mental health providers across the state 
is approximately $250 to $350 per person annually.  Clinician cost for counseling services is between 
$125 and $250 an hour outside the program cost. Many areas of the state require two hour or more 
travel Sme each way to see a clinician for service making it extremely problemaSc to see a clinician for 
services. Peer support and Chaplain services are more readily available to agencies but do not comply 
with the requirements in this secSon. The geographic and demographic diversity of Oregon and the 
Western states make this secSon infeasible to comply with and is something that likely was not 
considered by the Federal OSHA assumpSons. The Oregon fire service has a strong relaSonship with 
Oregon OSHA and can independently develop an acceptable and feasible answer to the needs of 
responders while ensuring the limited resources of ESOs are available for emergency response thereby 
keeping the communiSes and workplaces safe.  

As to the requirements for fitness-for-duty tests, the Oregon fire service believes it is important that 
individuals are capable of performing the tasks they assigned. Currently there are no other occupaSons 
that OSHA requires fitness-for-duty tesSng before performing job tasks. The great majority of the fire 
service in the United States is made of volunteers. If a fitness-for-duty test is to be required, there must 
be consideraSon given to the severe inability of communiSes to recruit and retain emergency 
responders. The current shortages of responders would be greatly exacerbated by placing addiSonal 
hurdles to becoming a responder rendering communiSes unprotected. The ESO should have the ability 
to create its own capability tesSng for the responders based on the tasks assigned to that individual. 
Employment law regulates much of the topic of fitness for duty requirements and should be examined to 
determine if the OSHA rules would come into conflict. Based on the federal register it appears this rule 
has not contemplated how the use of medical and behavioral health evaluaSons would impact issues 
under the Americans with DisabiliSes Act (ADA) once a condiSon was detected. 

(g)–1. OSHA is seeking input and data on whether the proposed rule’s requirements for medical 
evaluaSons are an appropriate minimum screening. Should the minimum screening include more or 
fewer elements, and if so, what elements? Provide supporSng documentaSon and data that might 
establish the appropriate minimum screening. OSHA is also seeking addiSonal data and informaSon on 
the feasibility of the proposed medical evaluaSon and surveillance requirements for WEREs and ESOs.  

(g)–2. OSHA is seeking input on whether an acSon level of 15 exposures to combusSon products within a 
year is too high, too low, or an appropriate threshold. OSHA is also considering acSon levels of 5, 10, or 
30 exposures a year as alternaSves and is seeking public input on what acSon level would be 
appropriate. Provide supporSng documentaSon and data that would help with idenSfying an 
appropriate acSon level.  

Page  of  14 31



 

(g)–3. OSHA is seeking input on whether the addiSonal medical surveillance proposed in paragraph (g)(3) 
should be extended to include WEREs and team members.  

(g)–4. OSHA is seeking input and data on whether stakeholders support the proposed fitness for duty 
requirements or whether the requirements pose a burden on or raise concerns for team members, 
responders, WEREs or ESOs. Commenters should provide explanaSon and supporSng informaSon for 
their posiSon.  

(g)–5. OSHA is seeking input on whether the health and fitness program in proposed paragraph (g)(6) 
should be extended to include WEREs and team members.  

(g)–6. OSHA is seeking input on whether every three years is an appropriate length of Sme for fitness re- 
evaluaSon, and if not, what period of Sme would be appropriate. The agency is seeking any available 
data to support an alternaSve length of Sme between evaluaSons.  

(h) Training 

(1) Minimum training levels. The ESO must establish the minimum training requirements based on the 
level of service. ESOs are “required to restrict the acDviDes of each new team member and responder 
during emergency operaDons unDl the team member or responder has demonstrated to a trainer/ 
instructor, supervisor/team leader/ officer, the skills and abiliDes to safely complete the tasks expected.” 
Instructors must have the knowledge, skills, and abiliSes to train the subject ma"er. OSHA believes that 
“It is intuiDve that those teaching should be more knowledgeable in the subject maUer than those being 
taught, and when physical skills are required it can be important for the instructor/trainer to have the 
ability to demonstrate the skills or address a problem when it arises.” Training must be provided in a 
language and literacy level that responders understand and must be interacSve. “ESOs must thus 
consider language, literacy, and social and cultural appropriateness when designing and implemenDng 
training programs for team members and responders.” Responders must be trained on the RMP from (f)
(1) and on safety and health policies and SOPs. Training must be provided on the selecSon, use, and 
limitaSons of portable fire exSnguishers. Training must be provided on the Incident Management 
System, accountability systems, and evacuaSon procedures. Responders must be trained at a minimum 
to the awareness level requirements in 1910.120 HAZWOPER. Responders must be trained to a 
minimum of awareness level for every specific hazard they may respond to such as a confined space, 
excavaSons, or swis moving water. Responders must be trained to perform CPR and AED use.  

(2) VocaSonal Training levels. Because this standard separates out firefighters from the general 
“responders” category the ESO must train responders who perform firefighSng duSes to NFPA 1001 
Structural Fire Fighter Professional QualificaSons 2019 EdiSon or equivalent; interior structural 
firefighSng to NFPA 1407 Standard for Training Fire Service Rapid IntervenSon Crews 2020 ediSon or 
equivalent; vehicle operators to NFPA 1002 Standard for Fire Apparatus Driver/Operator Professional 
QualificaSons or equivalent EVOC training; managers/supervisors/crew leaders/officers to NFPA 1021 
Standard for Fire Officer Professional QualificaSons 2020 EdiSon or equivalent; Wildland firefighters to 
NFPA 1140 Standard for Wildland Fire ProtecSon 2022 EdiSon or equivalent, or NWCG “Red Card”; 
technical rescue responders to NFPA 1006 Standard for Technical Rescue Personnel Professional 
QualificaSons 2021 ediSon or equivalent; marine firefighters to NFPA 1005 Standard for Professional 
QualificaSons for Land-based Firefighters 2019 ediSon or equivalent; EMS providers to state or naSonal 
cerSficaSon or licensing standards for the level of care provided.   
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(3) Proficiency. The ESO must ensure that an annual (once each twelve-month period) skill check is 
completed on every responder based on the level of service provided and what is required in the 
preceding two secSons. “OSHA recognizes that skill checks may be completed in different ways, and 
within the minimum annual period between skill checks the appropriate interval for addiDonal skill 
checks varies with the nature of the skill in quesDon. For instance, if a pumper operator regularly 
operates the vehicle, including pumping hose lines, rouDne observaDon may subsDtute for a separate 
skills check. However, an operator who has not operated the vehicle and pump for nine months may need 
a more formal skills check to ensure they can sDll perform the tasks safely even if they last passed a skills 
check eleven months earlier.” 

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION H: 

Oregon has had rules in place that define appropriate training levels and place the burden on the ESO to 
specify the level of training that will be provided based on the tasks assigned. Because of the diversity in 
Oregon’s emergency responders, it would be difficult to prescribe the training standards that are 
appropriate for every agency. A more general performance standard allows for maximum flexibility and 
places the burden on the ESO to make the determinaSon as to what is appropriate. CreaSng a significant 
training burden on small and rural agencies will likely cause increased losses of responders greater than 
current losses. Without adequate staffing ESOs will no longer be able to provide service to their 
consStuents.  In 2018 Oregon’s legislature was preparing a bill that would statutorily limit the training 
requirements on fronSer fire agencies. Oregon OSHA and the Oregon Department of Public Safety 
Standards and Training were able to cras rules that saSsfied the bill’s sponsors. These proposed rules 
would do the opposite and increase the training requirements for these fronSer agencies and the likely 
result would be legislaSve intervenSon once again.   

(h)–1. OSHA is seeking stakeholder input and data regarding the appropriate methods and interval(s) for 
skills checks, as it relates to proposed paragraph (h)(3).  

(j) ESO Facility Preparedness. The ESO facility must follow the general requirements that OSHA enforced 
in subpart E of 29 CFR 1910 in addiSon to what is contained in this secSon of 1910.156. For Oregon 
specifically all parts of what is known as division 2 is applicable for “in staSon” work unless there is a 
specific requirement in this rules that addresses a topic directly.  This is what OSHA refers to as a verScal 
standard. h"ps://osha.oregon.gov/OSHARules/enforcement/firm.pdf Chapter 2.  

(1) The ESO must provide faciliSes for decontaminaSon, disinfecSon, cleaning, and storage of PPE. If the 
PPE is to be decontaminated off-site, then the ESO must provide for the bagging and storage of the dirty 
equipment. “The manner of compliance with proposed paragraph (j)(1)(ii) would vary depending on an 
ESO’s facility and manufacturers’ instrucDons. However, basic cleaning and gross decontaminaDon 
typically involves using a uDlity hose and brushes, a large sink with a spray nozzle, appropriate cleaning 
chemicals and disinfectants, and drying racks. Some ESOs may choose to install commercial-style 
washing machines or extractors for PPE. AlternaDvely, if PPE is to be decontaminated off-site, ESOs must 
provide for bagging and storage of contaminated PPE while it is sDll at the ESO facility.” The rule now 
addresses fire poles, slides, and chutes specifically. “ESO must ensure that each fire pole has a landing 
cushion that is at least 30 inches in diameter, has a contrasDng color to the surrounding floor, and has 
impact absorpDon to reduce the likelihood and severity of injury. The minimum diameter requirement is 
meant to accommodate responders of varying shapes and sizes. The contrasDng color would enhance 
visibility to the potenDal tripping hazard on the floor. The landing cushion would also need to be made of 
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a material with sufficient thickness to reduce the impact of a responder landing on the cushion.” The 
opening that provides access to the chute, pole, or slide must be appropriately protected in a way that 
meets the standards in the sub-division D Walking-Working Surfaces to avoid unintended falls. Federal 
OSHA is seeking input from stakeholders about prohibiSng these devices enSrely and providing a phase-
in period where ESO will be required to remove them from service.   

(2) The ESO must ensure that all sleeping and living areas have “interconnected hard-wired smoke 
alarms with ba"ery backup” installed inside and outside the door to sleeping areas on and on all levels 
including basements. All living and sleeping areas must have a funcSoning carbon monoxide detector 
installed. New ESO faciliSes constructed aser the implementaSon of the rule must be protected by an 
automaSc sprinkler system. Sleeping and living areas must be protected from exposure and 
contaminaSon by vehicle exhaust and contaminaSon from dirty PPE. “OSHA believes that compliance 
with this provision can be achieved by any of several means, including direct or source capture systems 
aUached to vehicle exhaust pipes, automaDc venDlaDon systems, posiDve air pressure in sleeping and 
living areas, self-closing doors with weather seals, and others.” PPE contaminaSon should be dealt with 
administraSvely through polices and standards that require responders to remove PPE before entering 
live areas of a staSon.   

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION J: 

The secSon covering facility preparedness could become duplicaSve of other OSHA rules related to 
faciliSes. This secSon needs to be constrained to issues unique to emergency response and not to 
building codes. There are many staSons in this state that do not have running water available due to 
locaSon and budgets. Retrofivng staSons to include many of the provisions in the secSon would be 
exceedingly costly. With the excepSon of immediately hazardous condiSons ESOs must have the ability 
to prioriSze between response capabiliSes and staSon upgrades. When building a new staSon, it is 
easier to add in these changes like venSlaSon. A Smeframe to achieve these renovaSons should be 
predicated on a discussion of significant construcSon changes. It is enSrely appropriate to require an ESO 
to make updates when undertaking a building retrofit or construcSon project of a certain scope. If these 
changes are required to be made upon passage of this rule it is likely that emergency responder 
organizaSons would be forced to choose between staffing, response capability, and faciliSes costs. 
Unnecessary expenditures of finite resources would damage the response capabiliSes of all ESOs and 
would therefore create negaSve consequences for all communiSes in Oregon including the workplaces 
and individual employees that OSHA regulates. 

(j)–1. OSHA is seeking input on whether the agency should consider prohibiSng the installaSon of fire 
poles in new ESO faciliSes.  

(j)–2. OSHA is seeking input on whether ESO faciliSes with sleeping faciliSes should be protected by 
automaSc sprinkler systems, as proposed in paragraph (j)(2)(ii).  

(k) Equipment and PPE.  

(1) The ESO must provide equipment and PPE necessary to perform emergency services work at no cost 
to the responder. The equipment must be maintained in a “safe manner” according to manufacturer 
instrucSons and industry pracSces. The ESO must inspect, maintain, and funcSonally test the equipment 
at least annually and in accordance with manufacturer instrucSons and industry pracSces.  The ESO must 
immediately remove from service any defecSve equipment. “The provision states ‘‘provide . . . or ensure 
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access to’’ because WEREs and ESOs may have their own training equipment for tasks they frequently 
perform, but may depend on a centralized cache of equipment, other WEREs or ESOs, or a training facility 
for other equipment.” This means that there can be a training associaSon or other agency that owns the 
equipment and then loans it out to the ESO for training of their responders.  As for the PPE necessary to 
provide emergency services, “Employers are already required to provide necessary PPE at no cost to 
employees under OSHA’s general PPE requirements, 29 CFR 1910.134(h). Proposed paragraph (k)(1)(i) 
reiterates this requirement and makes clear that non-PPE equipment needed to train for and safely 
perform emergency services must also be provided at no cost to team members and responders.” Any 
equipment that is procured by the ESO must be safe to use before placing it into service. OSHA considers 
‘‘Newly purchased or acquired’’ means purchased or acquired a`er the effecDve date of any final rule 
that would result from this rulemaking. O`en, when WEREs and ESOs purchase or obtain new(er) 
equipment, they donate or sell their older equipment to other WEREs or ESOs. This provision would 
require the receiving WERE and ESO to ensure that the equipment received is safe for use prior to 
uDlizing the equipment. Under proposed paragraphs (k)(1)(iii), each WERE and ESO would be required to 
inspect, maintain, funcDonally test, and service test equipment at least annually, in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s instrucDons and industry pracDces, and as necessary to ensure equipment is in safe 
working order. FuncDonal tesDng and service tesDng are different in that funcDonal tesDng is performed 
by using and observing the equipment as it would normally be used. Service tesDng involves following 
specific procedures and evaluaDng test criteria, such as hydrostaDc tesDng of SCBA air cylinders and flow 
tesDng SCBA regulators… Many pieces of equipment, such as hand tools, ladders, and rope rescue 
equipment, would be inspected a`er each use, and some would only require annual service tesDng. The 
manufacturer’s instrucDons are the best source of informaDon about inspecDon frequency and 
appropriate maintenance and tesDng. However, if a WERE or ESO has reason to believe a piece of 
equipment may not be in safe working order, that equipment would need to be inspected and tested 
immediately or removed from service, regardless of the inspecDon frequency recommended by the 
manufacturer.” It appears that OSHA will be using the manufacturers documents as the baseline for 
frequency and inspecSon process. It is imperaSve that ESOs research these requirements from the 
manufacturer when purchasing equipment so as to not be caught unaware of this during an 
enforcement inspecSon as has occurred in the recent past. As a fire service we need to educate 
manufacturers to this fact so that they provide informaSon that is necessary and in a manner that 
doesn’t place undue regulatory burden and potenSal monetary penalSes on ESOs.   

(2) Personal ProtecSve Equipment (PPE). The ESO must conduct a hazard assessment for the selecSon of 
ensemble elements and protecSve equipment based on the level of service provided to the community. 
The protecSve equipment, protecSve ensembles, and protecSve elements must be provided at no cost 
to the responders and must be designed to provide protecSon to the responders based on the hazards 
they are likely to encounter. The PPE must also comply with the requirements laid out in subpart I of 29 
CFR 1910. This includes a requirement that the PPE is properly fi"ed to the individual. The fire service is 
used to this standard because of the requirements in the respiratory protecSon rules requiring a fit test 
to ensure the Sght-fivng face piece is sized appropriately.  “OSHA’s posiDon that ‘‘properly fits’’ means 
the PPE is the appropriate size to provide the team member or responder with the necessary protecDon 
from hazards and does not create addiDonal safety and health hazards arising from being either too 
small or too large.” PPE provided by the ESO must comply with NFPA 1951 Standard on ProtecSve 
Ensembles for Technical Rescue 2020 ediSon, NFPA 1952 Standard on Surface Water OperaSons 
ProtecSve Clothing and Equipment 2021 ediSon, NFPA 1953 Standard on ProtecSve Ensembles for 
Contaminated Water Diving 2021ediSon, NFPA 1971 Standard on ProtecSve Ensembles for Structural 
FirefighSng and Proximity FirefighSng 2018 ediSon, NFPA 1977 Standard on ProtecSve Clothing and 
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Equipment for Wildland FirefighSng and Urban Interface FirefighSng 2022 ediSon, NFPA 1981 Standard 
on Open-circuit SCBA for Emergency Services 2019 ediSon, NFPA 1982 Standard on Personal Alert Safety 
Systems (PASS) 2018 ediSon, NFPA 1984 Standards on Respirators for Wildland FirefighSng OperaSons 
and Wildland Urban Interface OperaSons 2022 ediSon, NFPA 1986 Standard on Respiratory ProtecSon 
for TacScal and Technical OperaSons 2023 ediSon, NFPA 1987 Standard on CombinaSon Unit Respirator 
Systems for TacScal and Technical OperaSons 2023 ediSon, NFPA 1990 Standard on ProtecSve 
Ensembles for Hazardous Materials and CBRN OperaSons 2022 ediSon, NFPA 1999 Standard on 
ProtecSve Clothing and Ensembles for Emergency Medical OperaSons 2018 ediSon, and ANSI 207-2011 
ANSI for High-Visibility Safety Vests 2011 ediSon.  Any protecSve equipment that is self-selected by the 
responder must also comply with these standards. The secSon on respirators appears to envision the use 
of different types of respirators beside the tradiSonal SCBA for firefighSng. One example provided is the 
use of an air purifying respirator, like a half-face cartridge style. “Air-purifying respirators are ineffecDve 
in IDLH atmospheres because they do not provide protecDon from the inhalaDon of gases and vapors, 
parDcularly the superheated gases present during fires. They are, however, appropriate for use by team 
members and responders performing duDes such as post-fire overhaul, fire invesDgaDon, collapsed 
building search and rescue, trench/excavaDon rescue when exposure to respirable crystalline silica is 
possible, and for emergency medical operaDons where an airborne infecDous disease is known or 
suspected to be present.”  This leads me to believe that federal OSHA may begin enforcement when 
respirators are not used for operaSons like those listed above unless the agency can provide air 
monitoring showing that there are no airborne hazards. “Proposed paragraph (k)(2)(vii) would require 
that each ESO ensure that each team member and responder properly uses or wears the protecDve 
ensemble, ensemble elements, and protecDve equipment whenever the team member or responder is 
exposed, or potenDally exposed to the hazards for which it is provided. PPE is effecDve only when it is 
worn and used properly. This provision makes clear that the ESO is not only responsible for providing 
required PPE and equipment, but must also ensure that they are used whenever exposure to the hazard 
for which they are provided is reasonably foreseeable.”  

AddiSonally, there is a lengthy discussion about the proper cleaning, decontaminaSon, maintenance, 
and reSrement of this PPE. As with most OSHA rules the standard is to follow the manufacturer's 
instrucSons for this. However, OSHA does agree that the NFPA standard of reSring PPE aser 10 years 
may not be wholly appropriate.  “NFPA 1851, Standard on SelecDon, Care, and Maintenance of ProtecDve 
Ensembles for Structural Fire FighDng and Proximity Fire FighDng (Document ID 0115, pp. 13–14), which 
calls for PPE to be reDred ten years a`er the date of manufacture. OSHA recognizes that there are users 
with concerns that there may be a gap in the scienDfic evidence on whether PPE aged beyond the 
reDrement schedule published in NFPA 1851 is incapable of providing the designed protecDon level, 
regardless of the amount of use. AddiDonally, OSHA recognizes that older PPE may sDll be of use for 
acDviDes where the primary protecDve properDes of the PPE are not needed, for example for some 
exterior acDviDes on fire scenes, during some training scenarios, and firefighDng PPE used for 
idenDficaDon and for protecDon against sharp edges at vehicle accident scenes. However, there is 
concern that older PPE could be used in situaDons where it is no longer able to provide the needed 
protecDon. In the proposed rule, OSHA is not proposing specific reDrement age criteria for any PPE, and 
instead requires that PPE be cared for and maintained in accordance with manufacturer’s instrucDons. 
OSHA is seeking input in QuesDon (k)–1 on whether the agency should specify reDrement age(s) for PPE. 
Paragraph (k)(2)(ix) of the proposed rule would require each WERE and ESO to immediately remove from 
service any defecDve or damaged protecDve ensembles, ensemble elements, or protecDve equipment. 
DefecDve or damaged PPE is not protecDve and could expose team members and responders to the 
hazards that the PPE is supposed to be protecDng against.”  
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(3) ProtecSon from Contaminants. The ESO must ensure that gross decontaminaSon of PPE and 
equipment occurs, or they are “separately contained” before the crew leaves the scene. Contaminated 
PPE and equipment cannot be in the passenger compartments of vehicles with the crews. OSHA states 
that “DecontaminaDng these items as soon as possible a`er an incident is an important step in 
protecDng team members and responders from contaminants. It is preferable to perform gross 
decontaminaDon of PPE and non- PPE equipment before the team member or responder leaves the 
incident scene. Gross decontaminaDon is defined in paragraph (b) of this secDon. Examples include 
rinsing with a hose to reduce or dilute liquid contaminants, or rinsing and brushing to displace solid 
parDculate maUer.” The fire service has almost universally come around to this idea when it is feasible to 
do so.  The statewide associaSons could support this by providing a “shopping list” of sorts for agencies 
to use as a basic supplies list. The infeasibility of gross decontaminaSon could come into play during 
certain weather condiSons, and this is discussed in the federal registry. The bagging of PPE means that 
secondary clothes would need to be available for responders. Careful consideraSon must be used for 
seaSng posiSons on apparatus that do not have fully enclosed cabs. In these areas it is my opinion, and 
likely would need clarificaSon from OSHA as there is no discussion about it, that these areas are not 
included in this requirement to “separately contain” and therefore PPE could be worn, however those 
posiSons would need to be cleaned to remove products of combusSon to the extent possible.   

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION K: 

PPE is exceedingly important to emergency responders as we discussed in our comments under secSon f 
related to the risk management plan. Oregon currently has an adequate rule related to PPE for the fire 
service. The NFPA standards that were referenced are directed toward the manufacturing of the PPE and 
not to the inspecSon, use or care. ESO agencies must be frugal in their expenditures and having the 
addiSonal expense of regularly cycling through PPE that has “expired” according to an NFPA standard 
could be catastrophic. The organizaSons who would likely be most severely affected are ones who have 
low call volumes and likely use their PPE infrequently. PPE should be inspected and removed from 
service when deficiencies are noted and not due to an arbitrary date. Many of these PPE items are 
infrequently exposed to environments that are damaging such as direct sunlight for extended periods of 
Sme. AddiSonally, the incorporaSon of the NFPA for wildland respirators may be premature. There has 
been li"le research done to determine the effecSveness and health effects of these respirators on crews 
in the wildland sevng. These respirators are not widely available for crews and would therefore increase 
the price due to scarcity.  

(k)–1. OSHA is seeking input on whether the agency should specify reSrement age(s) for PPE.  

(k)–2. OSHA is seeking input regarding whether and how WEREs and ESOs currently provide separaSon 
and disSncSon of PPE and non-PPE equipment that have not undergone gross decontaminaSon. (k)–3. 
OSHA is seeking informaSon on whether there is evidence of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) 
in PPE causing health issues for team members and responders.  

(k)–4. OSHA is seeking input on whether the scheduled updates to NFPA 1971 will address or alleviate 
stakeholder’s concerns about PFAS in PPE.  

(L) Vehicle Preparedness and opera2on.  

(1) The ESO must ensure that the vehicles are ready for safe use or be immediately removed from 
service. The ESO must inspect, maintain, and repair each vehicle and component parts according to the 
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manufacturer’s instrucSons or NFPA 1910 Standard for the InspecSon, Maintenance, Refurbishment, 
TesSng, and ReSrement of In-Service Emergency Vehicles and Marine FirefighSng Vessels 2024 EdiSon. 
“OSHA intends for the term vehicle to include any device used to transport responders and team 
members while performing their duDes. This covers a broad range of modes of conveyance for 
transporDng a person or people by land, water, or air. Examples include bicycles, motorcycles, 
snowmobiles, golf carts, uDlity carts, cars, trucks, buses, ambulances, watercra`, and aircra`.” The ESO 
must create an inspecSon process that meets or exceeds the manufacturer's requirements in terms of 
areas of inspecSon as well as frequency.  Vehicles must be immediately placed out of service when 
deficiencies that directly affect safety are idenSfied through use or inspecSon. “Examples include a bird 
strike on the windshield that affects the driver’s visibility, a missing or broken windshield wiper during 
inclement weather, the driver’s seat belt not funcDoning properly, a door not latching closed properly, 
loose or missing lug nuts, brakes not funcDoning properly, a cot retenDon mechanism not latching, and 
no heat or air condiDoning in the paDent transport compartment. Manufacturers’ instrucDons and 
guidance from naDonal consensus standards such as NFPA 1910, 2024 ed., offer a broad range of 
examples of potenDal deficiencies. When a safety-related deficiency is idenDfied, the vehicle would be 
required to be taken out of service as soon as possible.” Once repaired the vehicle may be returned to 
service. One major concern that was raised and was addressed favorably by OSHA was due to their 
reference of NFPA 1910, Standard for InspecSon, Maintenance, Refurbishment, TesSng, and ReSrement 
of In-Service Emergency Vehicles and Marine FirefighSng Vessels, 2024 ed. The concern is that this 
document has a recommended vehicle replacement schedule. “OSHA recognizes that there are many 
variables related to the amount of use and condiDons of operaDon for the wide variety of vehicles used 
by team members and working life of a parDcular vehicle and firm deadlines for reDring vehicles may 
result in costly and unwarranted replacement. Given this variability, OSHA is not proposing parDcular 
Dmeframes for vehicle replacement. Instead, the proposed rule requires that vehicles be inspected, 
maintained, and repaired as specified by the manufacturer and that any vehicle with a safety-related 
deficiency be immediately removed from service.”  While the use of seatbelts is common pracSce, the 
use of a safety harness while performing paSent care may not be as widespread. The rule has the 
requirement to use a safety harness while performing paSent care while the vehicle is underway. “A 
vehicle safety harness would be used in place of a seatbelt, typically in a paDent transport vehicle where 
the EMS provider needs access to treat a paDent that would not be possible while using a seatbelt. Team 
members and responders would be required to use the seats, seatbelts, and vehicle safety harnesses as 
specified in proposed paragraph (l)(2) of this secDon.” This would likely require a retrofit to medical 
transport vehicles. Vehicles that are not designed to have a restraint such as All-Terrain Vehicles, 
passenger seats in buses, bicycles, motorcycles, snowmobiles, boats, and personal watercras would be 
exempted from this requirement.  

(2) The ESO must ensure that the vehicles are operated in a safe manner. The ESO must ensure the 
vehicle is operated by trained personnel or trainees under the direct supervision of a qualified operator, 
driven in accordance with SOPs developed by the RMP, ensure the vehicle does not move unSl all 
responders are belted (including donning and doffing PPE), EMS personnel must be belted or secured to 
the vehicle while providing paSent care, and the ESO must provide “alternaSve means” of protecSon 
when it is determined it is not feasible to be belted. “OSHA anDcipates team members and responders 
would don PPE before being seated and secured, as required by proposed paragraph (l)(2)(iii). However, 
there are o`en occurrences when team members and responders are not wearing PPE while the vehicle 
is moving, such as for driver training, community assessment and familiarity, and other non-response 
driving situaDons, and they are dispatched to respond to an incident that requires donning PPE. The 
proposed provision requires that they not release or loosen seat belts or vehicle safety harnesses to don 
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PPE when the vehicle is moving. Conversely, if the PPE has already been donned, the proposed provision 
prohibits the loosening of seat belts or vehicle safety harnesses to doff the PPE when the PPE is no longer 
needed, such as when the response is terminated.” Equipment stored inside the passenger compartment 
must be secured by a “posiSve mechanical means of holding the item.” There is addiSonal discussion 
around the specific challenges for training operators of boats, tractor drawn apparatus, parades, and 
pump and roll operaSons. “OSHA anDcipates a variety of alternaDves for compliance such as the use of 
ladder belts, harnesses, or other fall protecDon, and limitaDons on the speed vehicles may travel.” This 
language appears to indicate that OSHA would consider that compliance with this standard would be 
more “performance based” than code based. The ESO must establish policies and procedures for the use 
of privately owned or leased vehicles by responders. "This scenario presents hazards that are directly 
related to emergency response acDviDes. As such, OSHA does not consider this sort of home response to 
be a commute to the workplace as described in 29 CFR 1904.5(b)(2)(vii), which is not treated as work-
related for purposes of recordkeeping and injury and illness reporDng requirements under 29 CFR part 
1904. Rather, OSHA intends to cover these types of home responses under the proposed standard. Under 
the proposal, the WERE’s or ESO’s procedures for use of POV vehicles in these circumstances would need 
to include the same elements as those for driving their emergency vehicles, including requirements for 
wearing seatbelts, speed limits, stopping and proceeding at traffic control devices, passing other vehicles, 
and the use of warning lights and signals.” 

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION L: 

Generally, we oppose the incorporaSon of NFPA standards in their enSrety. NFPA standards have direct 
links to other standards and documents that need to be considered and ve"ed. Based on past 
experience OSHA enforcement has followed these links to other document to issue citaSons. These 
documents are updated without the benefit of public input and at Smes with li"le or no noSce creaSng 
a moving target. The way Oregon OSHA has addressed this concern is to remove a standard incorporated 
by reference and removed the perSnent safety and health informaSon to be used in the rule language. 
This allows for the incorporaSon of the consensus language without creaSng that moving target.  

In this secSon specifically the inclusion of NFPA 1910 and the broad definiSon of vehicles, including 
privately owned vehicles, creates a morass of regulatory challenges. NFPA 1910 requires that individuals 
performing the inspecSon, maintenance and tesSng of fire equipment be qualified as Emergency Vehicle 
Technicians. This would be an insurmountable bar for volunteer organizaSons and one that is likely 
difficult for any ESO to meet fully. AddiSonally, NFPA 1910 has requirements regarding reSrement of 
apparatus placing an enormous financial burden on the community’s taxpayers. Considering that a type 
1 engine now costs more than $800,000 and isn’t available for several years aser ordering this would be 
another insurmountable challenge for most agencies in this state. It cannot be said enough that the local 
jurisdicSon must be allowed to prioriSze spending based on their unique situaSons.  

All of these addiSonal requirements do not account for the monumental costs associated with them. For 
example, if privately owned vehicles are now considered under the purview of the ESO as stated in the 
explanatory language and therefore must be inspected, maintained and tested as fire apparatus this 
would eliminate any volunteer organizaSon that allows response from home. This leaves vast porSons of 
Oregon without protecSon from these ESOs.  

(l)–1. OSHA is seeking informaSon on whether there are any other situaSons or vehicles where OSHA 
should require, or exclude, the use of seat belts and vehicle harnesses. If so, please explain. (l)–2. OSHA 
is seeking input on how compliance with  
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(l)(2)(iii) would be achieved in situaSons where PPE must be donned enroute to an incident. Would the 
team members or responders stop enroute or wait unSl arrival at the scene?  

(l)–3. OSHA is seeking input on whether it should also require that paSents be restrained during 
transport to prevent an unrestrained paSent from being thrown into a team member or responder in the 
event of a vehicle collision or an evasive driving maneuver.  

(m) WERE Pre-Incident Planning (PIP) does not apply to public enSSes acSng as ESOs.  

(n) ESO Pre-incident planning (PIP). The ESO must develop pre-incident plans (PIP) for each locaSon or 
facility that was idenSfied by the vulnerability assessment (these included vacant structures and 
locaSons). In addiSon, the ESO must develop a PIP for each facility within the ESO’s primary response 
area that is subject to reporSng requirements under 40 CFR part 355 pursuant to the Emergency 
Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) “The provisions in proposed paragraph (n) are 
based on the pre-incident planning paragraphs in NFPA 1660, Standard for Emergency, ConDnuity, and 
Crisis Management: Preparedness, Response, and Recovery, 2024 ed.” These plans must be done in 
consultaSon with personnel knowledgeable about these locaSons and faciliSes use, contents, processes, 
hazards, and occupants. The plans must be prepared by an individual who is knowledgeable in how to 
idenSfy and collect the required informaSon. “For instance, all necessary facility informaDon must be 
recorded, items of concern must be noted, and accurate sketches or diagrams must be prepared.” The 
PIPs must be kept up to date and disseminated to all responders. “OSHA is aware that some ESOs use 
electronic versions of PIPs in a database, while others use hardcopies kept in binders in response vehicles. 
Any method that ensures the PIPs are accessible and available would comply with the provision.” The PIP 
must be reviewed annually and updated as needed.  

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION N: 

As we previously stated in our response to secSon D and F, we have grave concerns that the resources 
required to accomplish the task of the community assessment would not be available. It would be 
infeasible to perform a systemaSc vulnerability assessment of all structures (including vacant and 
unpermi"ed), transportaSon systems, infrastructure, and natural features based on the size of the 
response areas and limited number of personnel and data resources available. Without this assessment 
it is impossible to comply with the full requirements of this secSon. Pre-incident planning prioriSes 
should be les to the local authority having jurisdicSon (AHJ) based on Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) reporSng and available resources of the ESO.  

(o) Incident Management System Development. (Generally, this is something that most agencies in 
Oregon have done) “OSHA is aware that some ESOs use the terms IMS and Incident Command System 
(ICS) synonymously, the definiDon also indicates that incident command is a funcDonal component of the 
IMS. An IMS provides for the safety and health of team members and responders by establishing 
structure and coordinaDon for the management of emergency incident operaDons.” The use of NIMS 
would be sufficient for compliance with this rule. “Many of the provisions in this secDon are based on, or 
are consistent with, NFPA 1500, and NFPA 1561, Standard on Emergency Services Incident Management 
System and Command Safety, 2024 ed.” 

(1)  The ESO must develop and implement an Incident Management System (IMS) for all emergency 
incidents. The IMS must take into account:  Type and level of service provided, the vulnerability 
assessment, and the PIPs.   
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(2)  The IMS should be based on NIMS and is currently in use by most agencies in some fashion. It is 
likely that most agencies will only need to refresh and update their current systems.  

(3) The ESO must designate the responsibiliSes of the Incident Commander (IC). 

(4) The ESO must ensure that the IC has the training and authority to carry out their duSes.  

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION O: 

In general, the Oregon fire service uses an ICS system and does incorporate porSons of NFPA 1561 that 
are applicable to firefighter health and safety. We do have concerns about broadly incorporaSng NFPA 
standards as the rule. If there are important feature of that consensus standard, then those should be 
drawn out and used at the language for the rule specifically. Because these standards are conSnually 
evolving and changing, including a simple change such as the numbering system, we can foresee a Sme 
in the future where a different system may be introduced that is more effecSve and efficient. If the NFPA 
is used as the standard and becomes outdated OSHA would be required to do addiSonal rulemaking 
which can be a lengthy and contested process. If Federal OSHA was to use effecSve safety and health 
porSons of the NFPA standards those should be less likely to change. We would encourage the OSHA 
staff to use their safety and health knowledge to tease out the important language and discard the 
extraneous language.  

(o)–1. OSHA is seeking input about WERE and ESO current use of an IMS, whether the NIMS and NRF 
were used as guidance for the IMS, and if there are any concerns with being compaSble with NIMS.  

(o)–2. OSHA is seeking input on which aspects of an IMS are the most effecSve and the least effecSve in 
protecSng the safety and health of team members and responders. Commenters should explain how and 
why certain IMS components are or are not effecSve.  

(p)  Emergency Incident Opera2ons (Generally, this is something that most agencies in Oregon have 
done) 

(1)  The ESO must use the IMS developed in (o) and all emergency incidents require an IC or UC to 
oversee the operaSons. The ESO must “ensure that the IMS developed in accordance with paragraph (o) 
of this secDon is used at every emergency incident and that every incident has an Incident Commander 
(IC) or a Unified Command (UC).” The concept is that there is someone in charge of the scene who has 
the training and authority to guide the incident. This is likely the most senior person at the incident. The 
change may be creaSng purposeful training for these individuals who may be in charge, but unSl now 
haven’t held a rank such as company officer or chief officer.  OSHA does envision that the ESO “would 
need to ensure that the task of overseeing incident safety is addressed, or an ISO is assigned and 
designated to monitor and assess the incident scene for safety hazards and unsafe situaDons and develop 
measures for ensuring team member and responder safety. The task of overseeing incident safety is 
someDmes referred to as the ‘‘safety’’ role. Typically, the IC would oversee the safety role on small(er) 
incidents. For larger or more complex incidents, where division of labor is appropriate so that the IC is not 
overwhelmed, a team member or responder (usually with seniority or in a higher Der) can be designated 
to fill the safety role as the ISO. Whoever fulfills the safety role needs to be mindful of observed and 
anDcipated safety hazards and develop measures to stop or correct them to prevent injuries or fataliDes.” 
This emphasis on safety leads OSHA to specifically address the need for rehab for these incident 
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managers as well as firefighters. A process to ensure a rotaSon of command staff must be developed and 
implemented.   

(2) The ESO must designate an IC at all emergency incidents and use a common system known to 
responders. The ESO must designate a way to communicate with that IC or UC and if a locaSon is 
designated a visual signal must be used to lead responders to that area. Again, OSHA places an emphasis 
on the safety duSes of the command structure, the requirements of this secSon state the “ESO would 
need to ensure the IC conducts a comprehensive and ongoing size-up of the incident scene that places life 
safety as the highest priority and conducts a risk assessment based on the size up before acDvely 
engaging the incident. Factors involved in a size-up vary depending on the type of incident (e.g., fire, 
EMS, technical rescue), but all size- ups need to include evaluaDon of the safety hazards to the person/
people involved in the incident, bystanders, and team members and responders. Size-up is an ongoing 
process that includes a conDnuing evaluaDon of informaDon received and assessment of the hazards 
present. When feasible, the size-up should include a 360-degree walkaround survey of the involved 
structure or incident scene to evaluate the incident from all angles…” The ESO must require the IC to 
develop an Incident AcSon Plan (IAP) at all Smes. This plan does not universally need to be a wri"en 
plan. “For the majority of incidents, the IAP is usually not a formal, wriUen plan, although for some large-
scale incidents the IC or UC may develop a wriUen plan. O`en, the IAP may only be documented on a fill-
in incident management/incident command template, chart, magneDc or wipe-off board, or others 
means depending on the IC’s preference. If a PIP was developed for the incident scene locaDon, proposed 
provision (p)(2)(vi) would require that it be used in the development of the IAP.” 

(3) Control zones must be used to designate no-entry, hot, warm, and cold zones and must be marked in 
some fashion that responders understand. “Under proposed paragraphs (p)(3)(iv)(A) through (C), the 
WERE and ESO would need to ensure that control zones are established as no-entry, hot, warm, and cold, 
as defined in proposed paragraph (b); marked in a conspicuous manner, with colored tape, signage, or 
other appropriate means, unless such marking is not possible; and communicated to all team members 
and responders aUending the incident before the team member or responder is assigned to a control 
zone.” OSHA appears to have a keen interest in what they refer to as “freelancing” and how to curb it. 
“Team members or responders entering the hot zone without an assigned task would be considered to be 
freelancing, thus operaDng outside the scope of the IMS…” ESOs would be required to address this issue. 
Each of the control zones that are required have different protecSve measures that are need based on 
the hazards located in them. The rule requires an ESO to idenSfy and require the use of these protecSve 
measures including the use of PPE. OSHA recognized this fact and states that “The protecDve levels of 
PPE needed vary for each zone level, with the highest level needed for the hot zone. A protecDve measure 
for a downed electrical wire could be to a maintain a certain, safe distance away from the downed wire 
(a no-entry zone), with no specific PPE needed.” 

(4) On scene safety and health measures are required. These measures require the ESO to idenSfy 
minimum staffing levels, ensure that there are a minimum of four responders on scene before entering 
an IDLH atmosphere unless a rescue is required, a minimum of two responders in visual or voice contact 
when entering any IDLH atmosphere (i.e., structure fire, confined space, or collapsed structure). “OSHA 
recognizes that many WERTs and ESOs ‘‘do more with less.’’ The proposed provisions would require the 
WERE and ESO to idenDfy the staffing needed for various types of incidents that they may respond to, 
potenDally prompDng a request for mutual aid resources, but also that they limit operaDons to those that 
can be safely performed with the team members and responders on the scene. NFPA 1710 and NFPA 
1720 provide guidance on staffing levels for various types of firefighDng ESOs. To be clear, OSHA is not 
specifying, nor recommending minimum staffing levels for emergency response vehicles, or the minimum 
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number of team members or responders needed on an incident scene for safe incident operaDons, except 
with respect to the ‘‘2-in, 2-out’’ requirement…” A change to past requirements is the need for 2-in, 2-
out not only in structural firefighSng but anywhere that is deemed IDLH. “As part of this rulemaking, 
OSHA intends to delete exisDng paragraph (g)(4) from 29 CFR 1910.134 and insert a note there referring 
readers to this rule for the requirements on interior structural firefighDng. WEREs and ESOs are required 
to conDnue to comply with the remaining provisions of 29 CFR 1910.134. In addiDon, under proposed 
paragraphs (p)(4)(iii) through (v), the coverage is expanded to include all IDLH atmospheres that team 
members and responders enter, not just interior structural firefighDng. Team members and responders 
performing other duDes, such as technical rescue in an IDLH, face many of the same hazards as those 
performing interior structural firefighDng, and need to be afforded the same protecDve measures.” 
EssenSally whenever there is an IDLH atmosphere that requires entry into it, the ESO must have a 
minimum of 4 individuals on scene parScipaSng and no less than a two-person entry team that remains 
in visual or voice communicaSon with each other. This secSon also requires the use of respiratory 
protecSon during post fire operaSons. “Under proposed paragraph (p)(4)(viii), the WERE and ESO would 
ensure that team members and responders use NIOSH-cerDfied respiratory protecDon during post-fire 
exDnguishment acDviDes, such as overhaul and fire invesDgaDon.”  

(5) CommunicaSon. The ESO must ensure that radio communicaSon is acSvely monitored by a dispatch 
center. “ESO must sDll take all feasible steps to ensure adequate monitoring of on-scene radio, such as by 
noDfying the communicaDons and dispatch center of the need for monitoring and cooperaDng with them 
to facilitate such monitoring.”  OSHA’s concern is that mayday calls may not be heard on-scene. The ESO 
must ensure that radios are interoperable with mutual aid agencies. “OSHA is not proposing to require 
that WEREs and ESOs replace exisDng radio equipment with the latest equipment. Instead, the proposed 
provision would require the WERE or ESO to ensure communicaDon capability, which could be that those 
WEREs or ESOs with mutual aid agreements be equipped with two-way radios that match or work with 
each loUer on DSK11XQN23PROD with PROPOSALS2 other’s frequency(ies), or that a separate mutual aid 
frequency be established and provided on their exisDng radios.” 

(6) The ESO must personnel accountability system is established at each emergency incident. This is 
something that Oregon requires currently. At Smes there has been some confusion about the 
requirement that an accountability system is to be used at all incidents, this removes that ambiguity. 
“Many WEREs and ESOs are accustomed to using some form of personnel accountability system. The 
proposed provision would require that a personnel accountability system be used at every incident.” 

(7) a rapid intervenSon crew (RIC) is implemented at each structure fire where crews would enter an 
IDLH atmosphere. What is not clear is whether the 2-out porSon of the 2-in, 2-out would be acceptable 
in this instance. There was no discussion about this secSon.  

(8) The ESO must implement medical monitoring and rehabilitaSon procedures as needed. “The IC would 
need to consider the circumstances of each incident and make provisions for rest, medical monitoring, 
and rehabilitaDon of team members or responders operaDng at the scene…. Having preplanned medical 
monitoring and rehabilitaDon procedures that can be applied to a variety of incident types is essenDal for 
the health and safety of team members and responders.”  

(9) The ESO must implement traffic safety procedures as needed. OSHA envisions that there will be a 
need to close lanes of travel. It is also apparent that they intend to provide the authority to shut down 
vehicle travel enSrely. “ESOs would need to establish traffic safety procedures that could include using a 
large vehicle to block traffic lanes and the wearing of reflecDve PPE. Also, WEREs and ESO should consult 
with the appropriate authoriDes regarding procedures for the complete shutdown of traffic movement on 
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the roadway or highway to protect team members and responders from moving vehicles on the scene of 
an emergency incident.”  

(10) The ESO must provide PPE and training to all skilled support workers (SSW). OSHA will require the 
“ESO to ensure that prior to parDcipaDon at an incident scene, each SSW has and uDlizes PPE appropriate 
to the task(s) to be performed; an iniDal briefing is provided to each SSW that includes, at a minimum, 
what hazards are involved, what safety precauDons are to be taken, and what duDes are to be performed 
by the SSW; an effecDve means of communicaDon between the IC and each SSW is provided” These SSWs 
are defined as parScipants who are not affiliated with the ESO other than they respond with them to 
offer support funcSons such as a tow truck driver or bulldozer operator. The ESO becomes responsible 
for this individual(s) when they are uSlized on-scene including “Any addiDonal PPE that the SSW would 
need to be protected at the incident scene would need to be provided by the WERE or ESO.” 

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION P: 

These concepts have been in place in Oregon for many years. The excepSon is secSon 10. These vendors 
are used on site due to their experSse and equipment. Rarely does the ESO direct the employees of that 
vendor to do work as their experSse is mostly uSlized aser an incident has been controlled and is in a 
cleanup mode. ESOs in Oregon do not contract with these vendors to do specific work and is generally 
les up to the property owner to hire them. If a vendor as described is used during an emergency 
operaSon, then there would be delays in operaSons if addiSonal PPE or other equipment was required. 
These situaSons are very infrequent and are not preplanned for to the detail of knowing the individual 
contractor. The costs of the addiSonal PPE would again burden these ESOs finite budgets. 

(p)–1. OSHA is seeking stakeholder input on current pracSces for idenSfying and communicaSng the 
various control zone boundaries. What marking methods are used? How are they communicated to 
team members and responders? Do the marking methods help or hinder on-scene operaSons?  

(q) Standard Opera2ng Procedures.  

(1) The ESO must develop and implement SOPs for events that are reasonably likely to occur based on 
the level of service provided and the vulnerability assessment. The SOPs are intended by OSHA to 
“provide direcDon for team members and responders on what they need to do to safely perform job tasks 
that are rouDne and predictable. SOPs ensure consistent work performance, contribute to a safe work 
environment, and create a template for how to resolve issues and overcome obstacles… While OSHA 
intends to provide discreDon to WEREs and ESOs in the cra`ing of most provisions of the SOPs, it does 
not intend to allow WEREs and ESOs to avoid the mandatory requirements in this proposal even if similar 
requirements are exempted at the state or local level.”  This is another area where a statewide baseline 
document would be very helpful to address the majority of these events that would require an SOP.  

(2) and (3) The ESO must establish SOPs that describe: acSons to be taken for unusual hazards (i.e., 
downed power lines, gas leaks, flammable liquid spills, bomb threats), how responders will operate at 
incidents that are beyond the capability of the ESO, systemaSc approach to protecSng responders from 
contaminates and for decontaminaSon of responders, PPE, and equipment, how responders will operate 
vehicles for both non-emergency and emergency operaSons, protocols and terminology for radio 
communicaSons, procedures for operaSng at vacant or otherwise unsafe for responders to enter, 
establishing an accountability system for personnel, mayday procedures, medical monitoring and 
rehabilitaSon at emergency incidents, protecSng responders from vehicle traffic on and adjacent to 
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roadways, operaSng at incidents that are primarily related to law enforcement (acSve shooter, crime 
scene, and civil unrest), other “non-emergency service responses that includes how to present 
themselves in uniform, PPE, vests or other apparel that clearly idenDfies them as fire/rescue/EMS 
responders and a requirement that responders wear ballisDc vests if provided.” 

(3)(iii) The secSon requiring SOP(s) for “non-emergency” situaSons is difficult to envision what OSHA is 
contemplaSng and needs addiSonal clarificaSon. The register states, “Under proposed paragraph (q)(3)
(iii), ESOs would be required to establish a baseline set of procedures for conducDng non-emergency 
services. Rather than just requiring the ESO to address certain subjects, these would be mandatory SOPs 
with specific minimum requirements that could then be supplemented with addiDonal detail at the ESO’s 
discreDon: responders must present themselves in uniforms, PPE, vests, or other apparel that clearly 
idenDfies them as fire/rescue/EMS responders and must wear ballisDc vests if they are provided by the 
ESO and appropriate for the type of incident. In non-emergency situaDons, team members and 
responders might not wear their usual, idenDfiable PPE. However, it is important for them to be 
idenDfiable by some means so as not to be confused with bystanders, appear to be trespassers or 
intruders, or be mistaken for law enforcement officers. O`en, when family members or friends are unable 
to contact an individual, they call 911 and ask for assistance in checking on the well-being of the 
individual. These situaDons can pose a risk to the responders because if they are not wearing something 
that idenDfies them as responders, they may appear to be trespassers or intruders. In these situaDons, 
the same concerns would dictate that the SOP would need to require the wearing of ballisDc vests if they 
are provided by the ESO. OSHA is also concerned with workplace violence experienced by workers in 
various aspects of providing health care, both facility-based and home-based.” 

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION Q: 

This is another secSon that has been contemplated by the Oregon fire service and Oregon OSHA. While 
having guidelines in place that address the general requirements of incidents, there is no feasible way to 
cras provisions that would address all circumstances and cannot be a “one size fits all” approach. 
Incident command personnel are given years of training and experience to develop the ability to adapt 
to situaSons that arise events and generally have addiSonal staff to draw on for assistance. Responders 
train frequently to create “muscle memory” for the tasks that are assigned. OSHA staff does not have the 
appropriate level of training and current experience to evaluate the appropriateness of decisions made 
in a fluid environment of emergency services. As stated in our response to secSon (f) ESO Risk 
Management Plan it concerning that less trained and experienced individuals would be evaluaSng details 
that are used to cras these SOPs. The once again sets up a situaSon where ESOs may take a less 
aggressive approach and be unwilling to act decisively due to the threat of citaSons and monetary 
penalSes creaSng an unsafe environment for communiSes and workplaces.  

(q)–1. OSHA seeks input on whether the agency should include requirements for Standard OperaSng 
Procedures (SOPs) regarding protecSons against workplace violence for team members and responders, 
and for any data or documentaSon to support or refute potenSal requirements. OSHA notes that its 
regulatory agenda includes a separate rulemaking addressing workplace violence against health care 
workers. While OSHA has not published a proposed rule in that rulemaking, OSHA welcomes comments 
on whether violence against emergency responders should be addressed in a potenSal Emergency 
Response final rule in addiSon to that Workplace Violence rulemaking, instead of in that rulemaking, or 
primarily in that other rulemaking.  

Page  of  28 31



 

(r) Post Incident Analysis. The ESO must promptly conduct a post incident analysis (PIA) to determine 
the effecSveness of the ESO’s response aser a significant event (large scale incident, significant near-
miss, a responder or SSW injury or illness requiring off-scene treatment, or responder fatality). The PIA 
must include a review of the RMP, IMS, PIPs, IAPs and SOPs for “accuracy and adequacy.”  Any 
deficiencies that are noted are required to be promptly changed or a wri"en Smeline established to 
implement the changes as soon as feasible. “OSHA believes that requiring a PIA a`er significant events 
will help WEREs and ESOs idenDfy strengths and challenge points where improvements are needed in 
their systems, plans, and procedures… The requirement that the PIA take place promptly following the 
incident ensures important informaDon and observaDons are relayed before team member’s and 
responder’s memories fade.” There are certain elements that OSHA believes should be evaluated for 
effecSveness in each area as follows; The PIA “would include a basic review of the condiDons present 
upon arrival at the incident scene and any changes during the incident, the acDons taken by team 
members and responders, and any effect of the condiDons and acDons on the safety and health of team 
members or responders. The RMP would be evaluated for its effecDveness regarding anDcipated 
outcomes and to idenDfy flaws or shortcomings that need to be corrected. The IMS would be evaluated 
to determine if it funcDoned as intended. If a PIP was developed, it would be evaluated to ensure it is up 
to date and accurate, and if it funcDoned as intended or if revisions are needed. The PIA may also 
indicate that a PIP is needed for a parDcular type of locaDon where one was not previously developed. 
SOPs would be reviewed to determine if they were followed and effecDve, or if changes are needed. IAPs 
are typically developed on the incident scene and may be documented. A review of the IAP would 
determine its effecDveness and whether different acDons should be taken at future similar incidents.” 

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION R: 

The post incident analysis is generally done for significant events through an aser-acSon review (AAR). 
Guidance and definiSons would need to be created to ensure enforcement was consistent as to when 
the analysis was required. Oregon OSHA requires an accident invesSgaSon to be conducted any Sme an 
employee is injured to the point of missing three or more days of work. This rule has been in effect since 
1991.  

These analyses are costly and Sme consuming and should not be undertaken lightly. The terms “large 
scale incident” and “significant near miss” are used in the explanatory statements. These are extremely 
vague and broad terms with li"le objecSve measurement making consistent enforcement difficult. 
EvaluaSons aser an injury or fatality are definite and concrete terms that can be appropriately enforced.  

The addiSon of “representaSves” outside the responders will become problemaSc as they would be 
exposed secondarily to these events. We have discovered that office staff and even Oregon OSHA 
enforcement officers who listened to stories about events from responders become emoSonally 
a"ached and develop behavioral health trauma. We are opposed to drawing in addiSonal non-essenSal 
persons into these discussions as this exposes them to potenSal mental health injuries requiring 
treatment.  

(r)–1. OSHA is considering adding a requirement to permit team members, responders, and their 
representaSve to be involved in the review and evaluaSon of the relevant plans as part of the Post-
Incident Analysis and would like stakeholder input on whether to add this requirement. 

(s)  Program Evalua2on. The ESO must “evaluate the adequacy and effecDveness of the ERP at least 
annually, and upon discovery of deficiencies, and document when the evaluaDon(s) are conducted; 
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determine if it was implemented as designed or if modificaDons are necessary to correct deficiencies; and 
idenDfy and implement recommended changes to the ERP and provide a wriUen Dmeline for correcDng 
idenDfied deficiencies as soon as feasible based on the program review, giving priority to 
recommendaDons that most significantly affect team member or responder safety and health.” 

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION S: 

Program evaluaSon is conducted informally by all the fire service. Adding a wri"en requirement to this 
process would become challenging for organizaSons that are currently working with limited staff both 
career and volunteer. What is being asked for is the work of OSHA enforcement officers and consultants.  

(t)  Severability. If any provision of the standard is held invalid or unenforceable, the provision shall be 
severed from the standard and will not affect the remainder of the standard. This is the first Sme I have 
seen this in any OSHA rule. I assume this is in response to recent court decisions striking down OSHA 
rules. “The severability provision, paragraph (t) of the proposed rule, serves two purposes. First, it 
expresses OSHA’s intent that the general presumpDon of severability should be applied to this standard; 
i.e., if any secDon or provision of the proposed rule is held invalid or unenforceable or is stayed or 
enjoined by any court of competent jurisdicDon, the remaining secDons or provisions should remain 
effecDve and operaDve. Second, the severability provision also serves to express OSHA’s judgment, based 
on its technical experDse, that each individual secDon and provision of the proposed rule can conDnue to 
sensibly funcDon in the event that one or more secDons or provisions are invalidated, stayed, or enjoined; 
thus, the severance of any provisions, secDons, or applicaDons of the standard will not render the rule 
ineffecDve or unlawful as a whole. Consequently, the remainder of the rule should be allowed to take 
effect. With respect to this rulemaking, it is OSHA’s intent that all provisions and secDons be considered 
severable. In this regard, the agency intends that: (1) in the event that any provision within a secDon of 
the rule is stayed, enjoined, or invalidated, all remaining provisions within shall remain effecDve and 
operaDve; (2) in the event that any whole secDon of the rule is stayed, enjoined, or invalidated, all 
remaining secDons shall remain effecDve and operaDve; and (3) in the event that any applicaDon of a 
provision is stayed, enjoined, or invalidated, the provision shall be construed so as to conDnue to give the 
maximum effect to the provision permiUed by law. Although OSHA always intends for a presumpDon of 
severability to be applied to its standards, the agency has opted to include an explicit severability clause 
in this standard to remove any potenDal for doubt as to its intent. OSHA believes that this clarity is useful 
because of the mulDlayered programmaDc approach to risk reducDon it proposes here. The agency has 
preliminarily determined that the suite of programmaDc requirements described in the Summary and 
ExplanaDon of the Proposed Rule, secDon V. of this preamble, is reasonably necessary and appropriate to 
protect emergency responders from the significant risks posed by their workplace acDviDes. While OSHA 
preliminarily finds that these requirements substanDally reduce emergency responders’ risk of 
occupaDonal injury and illness when implemented together, the agency also believes that each individual 
requirement will independently reduce this risk to some extent, and that each requirement added to the 
first will result in a progressively greater reducDon of risk. Therefore, it is OSHA’s intent to have as many 
protecDve measures implemented in as many workplaces as possible to reduce emergency responders’ 
risk of occupaDonal exposure to injury, illness, and death. Thus, should a court of competent jurisdicDon 
determine that any provision or secDon of this standard is invalid on its face or as applied, the court 
should presume that OSHA would have issued the remainder of the standard without the invalidated 
provision(s) or applicaDon(s). Similarly, should a court of competent jurisdicDon determine that any 
provision, secDon, or applicaDon of this standard is required to be stayed or enjoined, the court should 
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presume that OSHA intends for the remainder of the standard to take effect. See, e.g., Am. Dental Ass’n v. 
MarDn, 984 F.2d 823, 830–31 (7th Cir. 1993) (affirming and allowing most of OSHA’s bloodborne 
pathogens standard to take effect while vacaDng applicaDon of the standard to certain employers).” 

GENERAL ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO SECTION T: 

This is the first rule that we are aware of that includes a severability clause. Severability clauses are 
usually held for contracts and legislaSon and not agency rulemaking. If a secSon of the rule is deemed 
inappropriate the remedy for OSHA is to update the rule as has always been the case. This secSon is 
unnecessary and should be removed.  

The public noSce of this rule is found at h"ps://www.dol.gov/newsroom/releases/osha/osha20231221 
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