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a company’s response and can log on to
the Complaint System to review the
progress of their complaints through the
system.3 These procedures do not vary
by the product or service that is the
subject of a complaint.

II. Proposed Extension of Policy
Statement To Apply to Other Complaint
Data

As a general matter, the Bureau
believes that the basic structure of the
credit card complaint data disclosure
policy, including the public database,
can appropriately be duplicated for
other consumer products and services in
addition to credit cards.4 As a result, the
Bureau is proposing that the two-part
complaint data disclosure system
described in the Policy Statement be
extended to cover complaint data about
these other products and services.

The same purposes underlying the
credit card complaint data Policy
Statement apply to its extension to
complaint data about other products.
The authority to disclose the data in the
public database and in the Bureau’s own
reporting is also the same. The Bureau’s
plans to publish its own reports on
complaint data apply, without any
needed adjustment, across all products
and services.® In addition, as discussed
above, the Complaint System is
effectively identical across products,
which means that the same fields can be
disclosed in the public database without
regard to the precise product or service
that is the subject of a given complaint.

The general issues raised by narrative
field disclosure are also common across
products or services. The same privacy
concerns that led the Bureau to
withhold credit card complaint
narratives pending further analysis exist
for complaint narratives involving other
products and services. Thus, the only

3Complaints may also be subject to further
investigation by Consumer Response or follow-up
by other parts of the Bureau. The Complaint System
is described in more detail in a number of Bureau
reports, including the Consumer Response Annual
Report for 2011 (March 31, 2012) at http://
files.consumerfinance.gov/f/
201204 cfpb_ConsumerResponseAnnualReport.pdf,
the Semi-Annual Report of the Consumer Financial
Protection Bureau (January 30, 2012) at http://
www.consumerfinance.gov/reports/semi-annual-
report-of-the-consumer-financial-protection-
bureau/, and the Consumer Response Interim
Report on CFPB’s Credit Card Complaint Data
(November 30, 2011) at http://
www.consumerfinance.gov/reports/consumer-
response-interim-report-on-cfpbs-credit-card-
complaint-data.

4In comments made in response to the proposed
credit card complaint data disclosure policy
statement, several consumer and privacy groups
supported expanding the policy to cover other
products as well.

5 Several of the Bureau’s published reports on
complaints already include data on mortgage-
related complaints.

public database field that the Bureau
plans to develop further in connection
with extending its disclosure policy to
complaints about other products and
services would be the field to identify
the type of product or service involved.®
With that one development, the existing
policy can be extended to complaint
data about other products and services.

As aresult, the Bureau proposes to
duplicate the existing credit card
complaint data disclosure system—
which is described in detail in the
Policy Statement—for all other
consumer financial products and
services within the Bureau’s
jurisdiction. This Concurrent Notice,
therefore, does not provide any separate
text for a proposed policy statement to
apply to complaint data across all
products or services.

Comments received in connection
with finalizing the Policy Statement will
be considered with respect to the
application of the Policy Statement to
other products. The Bureau has
carefully considered all comments that
would apply to disclosure of complaint
information generally, and has
addressed them in the final Policy
Statement.” The Bureau therefore seeks
comments that are specific to the
proposed extension of the policy for one
or more new product areas.

Finally, the Bureau notes that any
extension of the disclosure system for
other complaint data would not be
finalized until the Bureau is able to
consider whatever adjustments might be
necessary in light of operational
experience and to address comments
received in response to this Concurrent
Notice. In addition, any such extension
might be phased in at different times for
different products.

Authority: 12 U.S.C. 5492(a),
5493(b)(3)(C), 5496(c)(4), 5511(b)(1), (5),
5512(c)(3)(B).

Dated: June 15, 2012.
Richard Cordray,

Director, Bureau of Consumer Financial
Protection.

[FR Doc. 2012-15161 Filed 6-21-12; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4810-AM-P

6 Technically, this field already exists in the
public database. At this point, however, it does not
give reviewers meaningful information because all
the complaints in the public database concern a
single product, namely credit cards.

7 Although trade groups opposed the current
system, several noted that their comments applied
generally to the public disclosure of any consumer
complaint data. In fact, the Bureau received
comments from several mortgage trade associations,
which noted the Bureau’s indication that credit
card complaint disclosures might provide a model
for subsequent disclosure of complaint data about
other products.
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SUMMARY: OSHA is proposing to revise
the personal protective equipment (PPE)
sections of its general industry, shipyard
employment, longshoring, and marine
terminals standards regarding
requirements for head protection. OSHA
is updating the references in its
standards to recognize the 2009 edition
of the American National Standard for
Industrial Head Protection, and is
deleting the 1986 edition of that
national consensus standard because it
is out of date. OSHA also is including
the construction industry in this
rulemaking to ensure consistency
among the Agency’s standards. OSHA is
publishing a direct final rule in today’s
Federal Register taking this same
action.

DATES: Submit comments to this
proposal (including comments to the
information-collection (paperwork)
determination described under the
section titled Procedural
Determinations), hearing requests, and
other information by July 23, 2012. All
submissions must bear a postmark or
provide other evidence of the
submission date. (The following section
titled ADDRESSES describes methods
available for making submissions.)
ADDRESSES: Submit comments, hearing
requests, and other information as
follows:

e Electronic. Submit comments
electronically to http://
www.regulations.gov, which is the
Federal eRulemaking Portal. Follow the
instructions online for submitting
comments.

e Facsimile. OSHA allows facsimile
transmission of comments and hearing
requests that are 10 pages or fewer in
length (including attachments). Send
these documents to the OSHA Docket
Office at (202) 693—1648; OSHA does
not require hard copies of these
documents. Instead of transmitting
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facsimile copies of attachments that
supplement these documents (e.g.,
studies, journal articles), commenters
must submit these attachments to the
OSHA Docket Office, Technical Data
Center, Room N-2625, OSHA, U.S.
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution
Ave. NW., Washington, DC 20210.
These attachments must clearly identify
the sender’s name, date, subject, and
docket number (i.e., OSHA-2011-0184)
so that the Agency can attach them to
the appm})riate document.

e Regular mail, express delivery,
hand (courier) delivery, and messenger
service. Submit comments and any
additional material (e.g., studies, journal
articles) to the OSHA Docket Office,
Docket No. OSHA-2011-0184 or RIN
No. 1218-AC65, Technical Data Center,
Room N-2625, OSHA, U.S. Department
of Labor, 200 Constitution Ave. NW.,
Washington, DC 20210; telephone: (202)
693-2350. (OSHA’s TTY number is
(877) 889-5627.) Note that security-
related procedures may result in
significant delays in receiving
comments and other written materials
by regular mail. Please contact the
OSHA Docket Office for information
about security procedures concerning
delivery of materials by express
delivery, hand delivery, and messenger
service. The hours of operation for the
OSHA Docket Office are 8:15 a.m. to
4:45 p.m., e.t.

e Instructions. All submissions must
include the Agency name and the OSHA
docket number (i.e., OSHA Docket No.
OSHA-2011-0184). OSHA will place
comments and other material, including
any personal information, in the public
docket without revision, and these
materials will be available online at
http://www.regulations.gov. Therefore,
the Agency cautions commenters about
submitting statements they do not want
made available to the public, or
submitting comments that contain
personal information (either about
themselves or others) such as Social
Security numbers, birth dates, and
medical data.

OSHA requests comments on all
issues related to this proposal. It also
welcomes comments on its findings that
this proposal would have no negative
economic, paperwork, or other
regulatory impacts on the regulated
community. This proposal is the
companion document to a direct final
rule published in the “Rules” section of
today’s Federal Register. If OSHA
receives no significant adverse comment
on the proposal or direct final rule, it
will publish a Federal Register notice
confirming the effective date of the
direct final rule and withdrawing this
companion proposed rule. The

confirmation may include minor
stylistic or technical corrections to the
document. For the purpose of judicial
review, OSHA considers the date that it
confirms the effective date of the direct
final rule to be the date of issuance.
However, if the Agency receives
significant adverse comment on the
proposal or direct final rule, OSHA will
publish a timely withdrawal of the
direct final rule and proceed with the
proposed rule, which addresses the
same revisions to its head protection
standards.

e Docket. The electronic docket for
this proposal established at http://
www.regulations.gov lists most of the
documents in the docket. However,
some information (e.g., copyrighted
material) is not publicly available to
read or download through this Web site.
All submissions, including copyrighted
material, are accessible at the OSHA
Docket Office. Contact the OSHA Docket
Office for assistance in locating docket
submissions.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

General information and press
inquiries: Contact Frank Meilinger,
OSHA Office of Communications, Room
N-3647, U.S. Department of Labor, 200
Constitution Ave. NW., Washington, DC
20210; telephone: (202) 693-1999.

Technical inquiries: Contact Kenneth
Stevanus, Directorate of Standards and
Guidance, Room N-3609, OSHA, U.S.
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution
Ave. NW., Washington, DC 20210;
telephone: (202) 693—-2260; fax: (202)
693-1663.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Copies Of
this Federal Register notice. Electronic
copies of this Federal Register proposed
rule are available at http://
www.regulations.gov. This Federal
Register notice, as well as news releases
and other relevant information, also are
available at OSHA’s Web page at
http://www.osha.gov.
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I. Background

Subpart I of OSHA'’s general industry
standards contains design requirements
for head protection (see 29 CFR
1910.135). OSHA has similar
requirements in subpart I of part 1915
(Shipyard Employment), subpart E of
part 1917 (Marine Terminals), subpart J
of part 1918 (Longshoring), and subpart
E of part 1926 (Construction). The
general industry and maritime rules
require that the specified head
protection comply with national
consensus standards incorporated by
reference into the OSHA standards
unless the employer demonstrates that
non-specified head-protection
equipment is at least as effective in
protecting workers as equipment that
complies with the incorporated national
consensus standard. (See 29 CFR
1910.135(b)(2); 1915.155(b)(2);
1917.93(b)(2); 1918.103(b)(2).) These
design provisions are part of
comprehensive requirements to ensure
that employees use personal protective
equipment that will protect them from
hazards in the workplace.

As discussed in a previous Federal
Register notice (69 FR 68283), OSHA is
undertaking a series of projects to
update its standards to incorporate the
latest versions of national consensus
and industry standards. These projects
include updating or removing national
consensus and industry standards
referenced in existing OSHA standards,
updating regulatory text of standards
adopted directly by OSHA from the
language of outdated consensus
standards, and, when appropriate,
replacing specific references to outdated
national consensus and industry
standards with performance-oriented
requirements.

On May 17, 2007, OSHA published a
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM)
(72 FR 27771) entitled “Updating OSHA
Standards Based on National Consensus
Standards; Personal Protective
Equipment.” The NPRM did not
propose to revise construction industry
standards covering personal protective
equipment. The Agency received
approximately 25 comments on the
NPRM. On December 4, 2007, OSHA
held an informal public hearing and
received testimony from nine witnesses.
Several of the commenters (Exs. OSHA—
2007-0044-0021 and —0034) and
witnesses (Tr. at 18—-19 and 51-52)
questioned the Agency’s decision not to
include the construction industry in this
rulemaking. OSHA responded at the
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hearing that it decided not to include
the construction industry because of the
size of the undertaking and OSHA'’s
limited resources (Tr. at 18—19; see,
also, 74 FR 46352).

On September 9, 2009, OSHA
published the final rule (74 FR 46350),
which became effective October 9, 2009.
However, OSHA did not include in the
final rule a reference to the 2009 edition
of the American National Standards
Institute (ANSI) standard for industrial
head protection (ANSI Z89.1) because
this edition was not available to OSHA
prior to the date (February 8, 2008) the
administrative law judge who presided
over the hearing closed the rulemaking
record.

This NPRM would update the
references in 29 CFR 1910.135(b)(1),
1915.155(b)(1), 1917.93(b)(1), and
1918.103(b)(1) to recognize the 2009
edition of ANSI Z89.1, which is the
most recent version of that standard.
These revisions would allow use of
helmets that comply with the three most
recent editions of the consensus
standard.

In addition, this NPRM would remove
the current references to ANSI Z89.1—
1969 and ANSI Z89.2-1971 in 29 CFR
1926.100(b) and (c), and replace these
outdated head-protection references
with the same three editions of ANSI
7.89.1 referenced in the general industry
and maritime industry standards. This
action addresses the comments received
during the initial rulemaking cited
above, and will ensure consistency in
the Agency’s standards. By making the
requirements of OSHA’s head protection
standards consistent with the Agency’s
other standards and with current
industry practices, this NPRM would
eliminate confusion and clarify
employer obligations, while providing
up-to-date protection for workers
exposed to falling objects.

II. Direct Final Rulemaking

In a direct-final rulemaking, an
agency publishes a direct final rule in
the Federal Register along with a
statement that the rule will become
effective unless the agency receives
significant adverse comment within a
specified period. The agency also
publishes concurrently with the direct
final rule an identical proposed rule. If
the agency receives no significant
adverse comment, the direct final rule
becomes effective. If, however, the
agency receives significant adverse
comment, the agency withdraws the
direct final rule and treats the comments
as submissions on the proposed rule.

OSHA uses direct final rules because
it expects the rulemaking to be
noncontroversial; provide protection to
employees that is at least equivalent to
the protection afforded to them by the
outdated standard development
organization standard; and impose no
significant new compliance costs on
employers (69 FR 68283, 68285). OSHA
used direct final rules previously to
update or, when appropriate, revoke
references to outdated national
consensus standards in OSHA rules
(see, e.g., 69 FR 68283, 70 FR 76979, 71
FR 80843, and 76 FR 75782).

For purposes of the direct final rule,
a significant adverse comment is one
that explains why the rule would be
inappropriate, including challenges to
the rule’s underlying premise or
approach. In determining whether a
comment necessitates withdrawal of the
direct final rule, OSHA will consider
whether the comment raises an issue
serious enough to warrant a substantive
response in a notice-and-comment
process. OSHA will not consider a
comment recommending additional
revisions to a rule to be a significant
adverse comment unless the comment
states why the direct final rule would be
ineffective without the revisions. If
OSHA receives a timely significant
adverse comment, the Agency will
publish a Federal Register notice
withdrawing the direct final rule no
later than 60 days after the publication
date of the notice.

This NPRM furthers the objectives of
Executive Order 13563, which requires
that the regulatory process ‘“promote
predictability and reduce uncertainty”
and “identify and use the best, most
innovative, and least burdensome tools
for achieving regulatory ends.” As
described below in this Federal Register
notice, the revisions will make the
requirements of OSHA’s head protection
standards consistent with current
industry practices, thereby eliminating
confusion and clarifying employer
obligations. OSHA believes that these
revisions do not compromise the safety
of employees, but will enhance
employee protection. Therefore, the
Agency believes that updating and
replacing the national consensus
standards in its head protection
standards is consistent with, and
promotes the objectives of, Executive
Order 13563.

III. Summary and Explanation of
Revisions to the Head Protection
Standards

A. Updating the General Industry and
Maritime Industry Standards

OSHA published the previous
revision of the general industry and
maritime head protection standards on
September 9, 2009 (74 FR 46350), which
became effective October 9, 2009. These
revised standards permit compliance
with ANSI Z89.1-2003, ANSI Z89.1—
1997, or ANSI Z89.1-1986. Since OSHA
published the previous revision, ANSI
7.89.1-2009 has become available. This
proposed rulemaking would update the
references in 29 CFR 1910.135(b)(1),
1915.155(b)(1), 1917.93(b)(1), and
1918.103(b)(1) to recognize the 2009
edition of ANSI Z89.1.

To determine the differences between
the 2009 and 2003 editions of ANSI
789.1, the Agency prepared a side-by-
side comparison of the two editions;
Table 1 provides the results of this
comparison. As this table shows, the
differences between these two editions
of the consensus standard are the
provisions in the 2009 edition
permitting optional testing for helmets
worn in the backwards position
(“reverse wearing”), optional testing for
helmets at colder temperatures than
provided in previous editions, and
optional testing for the high-visibility
coloring of helmets. If manufacturers
choose to evaluate their helmets using
any of these three testing options, and
the helmets pass the specified tests,
then the manufacturer may mark the
helmets accordingly. Section 7.3.1 of
ANSI Z89.1-2009 adds the reverse-
wearing testing option; various other
sections include instructions regarding,
or references to, the reverse-wearing
testing option. Section 7.3.2 of the
consensus standard adds the high-
visibility testing option, and Table 1 of
the consensus standard provides
information about color measurements;
various other sections of the consensus
standard include instructions regarding,
or references to, optional high-visibility
testing. Section 8.4.1.2.1 of the
consensus standard describes the
preconditioning necessary to conduct
helmet testing at lower temperatures
than specified in previous editions of
the consensus standard, and various
other sections of the consensus standard
contain additional information about
such testing.
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TABLE 1—DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ANSI Z89.1—-2003 AND ANSI Z89.1-20091
Section No.
in ANSI Description of differences
Z-89.1-2009

3 Adds definitions of “manufacturer” and “test plaque.” Removes definitions of “cap” and “hat.”

4o Adds a requirement that manufacturers mark helmets that meet the reverse-wearing requirements with a reverse-wearing
mark.

4.3 e Adds a new, optional section, “Reverse Wearing,” that explains that reverse- wearing helmets must pass all testing require-
ments whether worn facing frontwards or backwards.

6.1 (e Adds a requirement that manufacturer’s instructions for helmets include instructions for reverse wearing if applicable.

6.2 i Adds instructions for marking helmets tested for reverse-donning, lower-temperature, and high-visibility capabilities.

7.3 e Adds new, optional section, “Reverse Wearing,” that permits marking helmets with the reverse-wearing symbol if those hel-
mets pass specified tests when mounted in the reverse-wearing position.

7.3.2 i Adds new, optional section, “High-Visibility,” that permits marking helmets “HV” if those helmets have chromaticity and a total
luminance factor at specified levels.

Table 1 ............. Adds new table, “Color, High-Visibility Helmets,” specifying the levels of referenced by 7.3.2.

812 e In this section, which addresses what headform size to use in testing, adds a provision that requires the testing facility to de-
cide the most suitable size if the manufacturer does not do so.

8.1.3 i Adds a requirement that the testing facility establish a separate dynamic test line (DTL) for samples tested in the reverse-
wearing position.

8.2.1 i Adds a requirement that the testing facility use a minimum of 36 test samples in compliance testing for helmets marked for
reverse wearing.

8.3.1 i Adds instructions for positioning reverse-wearing samples for DTL marking.

8.4.1.2.1 ........... Adds new section, “Lower Temperatures,” that describes an optional procedure for preconditioning helmet samples at cold
temperatures prior to testing.

9.2.2 i Removes “vertical guard rail” from the list of components that comprise the test apparatus used in force-transmission testing.

9.23 e For mounting samples for force-transmission testing, adds an instruction that the sample shall be “oriented in the normal
wearing position.” Also adds instructions for mounting samples in the reverse-wearing position in preparation for force-
transmission testing.

9.3.2 i Removes “vertical guard rail” from the list of components that comprise the test apparatus used in apex-penetration testing.

9.4.2 i Removes “vertical guard rail” from the list of components that comprise the test apparatus used in impact-energy attenuation
testing.

9421 e For mounting samples for impact-energy attenuation testing, adds an instruction that “[t]he test sample shall be mounted in its
normal wearing position on the headform with the STL parallel to the basic plane of the headform.” Adds instructions for
mounting samples in the reverse-wearing position in preparation for impact-energy attenuation testing.

953 e For mounting samples before off-center penetration testing, adds an instruction that the sample shall be “oriented in the nor-
mal wearing position.” Adds instructions for mounting samples in the reverse-wearing position in preparation for off-center
penetration testing.

9.8 i Adds a new section, “High-Visibility Testing,” that explains how to prepare a test sample for high-visibility testing, and how to
measure the color of that sample.

10 i, Moves the section “Normative References,” which appeared in ANSI Z89.1-2003 as Appendix E, to the main text. Adds
“ASTM E1164-02 Colorimetry—Standard Practice for Obtaining Spectrophotometric Data for Object-Color Evaluation” to
the list of referenced standards.

Table 3—Sched- | Revises Table 2 of ANSI Z89.1-2003 by: replacing various entries labeled “Cold” with “Cold or Lower Temperature”; for

ule of Tests. samples tested in the reverse-wearing position, adding entries force-transmission, impact-energy attenuation, and off-center
penetration testing; and adding to the second, narrative page information about testing in the reverse-wearing position for
Type | and Type Il helmets.

Appendices ....... Adds the title “Appendices” and a notation that “[t]he following appendices [are] not part of American National Standard
ANSI/ISEA Z89.1-2009, but are included for information only.”

Appendix A ....... Adds a statement to paragraph A7 that “[h]elmet decorations should not be used to obscure dents, cracks, non-manufactured
holes, other penetrations, burns or other damages.”

1This table provides only a summary of the differences between these two standards, and may not describe completely all of the differences
between the standards or the content of any provision of the standards. Consult the published versions of the standards for an accurate deter-
mination of the differences between the standards.

As shown in the comparison provided
in Table 1, ANSI Z89.1-2009 also
includes other differences from ANSI
7.89.1-2003. These differences include:
(1) Removing the definitions of “cap”
and “hat” from the 2003 edition and
inserting definitions of ‘“‘manufacturer”
and “test plaque” in the 2009 edition;
(2) permitting the testing facility to
determine an appropriate size of the
headform if the manufacturer did not
specify the size; (3) requiring orientation
of test samples in the normal wearing
position when conducting various test
procedures; and (4) removing vertical

guard rails from the lists of necessary
components for specified test
equipment.

OSHA believes that it is consistent
with the usual and customary practice
of employers in the general and
maritime industries to require use of
head protection that complies with the
1997, 2003, or 2009 editions of ANSI
789.1. Therefore, the Agency
determined that incorporating ANSI
7.89.1-2009 into 29 CFR 1910.135(b)(1),
1915.155(b)(1), 1917.93(b)(1), and
1918.103(b)(1) will not add a
compliance burden for employers.

OSHA invites the public to comment on
whether the revisions in the 2009
edition of the consensus standard
represent current industry practice.

B. Updating the Construction Industry
Standard

The 2009 revision to the general
industry and maritime industry
personal protective equipment
standards did not address the
construction standards requiring
personal protective equipment.
Therefore, the construction standards at
29 CFR 1926.100(b) and (c) still require
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compliance with ANSI Z89.1-1969 and
ANSI 7Z89.2-1971, respectively. These
consensus standards, which set forth
requirements regarding different types
of helmets now both addressed in Z89.1,
are out of date.?

In view of the limited useful life of
protective helmets and the length of
time (over 40 years) since OSHA last
updated these standards, the Agency
believes that no protective helmets
currently are available or in use that
manufacturers tested in accordance with
the requirements of ANSI Z89.1-1969
and ANSI Z89.2-1971. To bring the
construction standard up to date, and to
ensure consistency across OSHA
standards, OSHA is amending 29 CFR
1926.6 and 1926.100 to permit
compliance with ANSI Z89.1-1997,
ANSI 789.1-2003, or ANSI Z89.1-2009.

In reviewing ANSI Z89.1-2009, the
Agency prepared side-by-side
comparisons of the 2009 edition of
ANSI 789.1 with the 1969 edition of
ANSI Z89.1 and the 1971 edition of

ANSI Z89.2; Table 2 provides the results
of these comparisons. ANSI-Z89.1-1969
addresses protective helmets of all
types, except those helmets that protect
employees from high-voltage electric
shock and burns. ANSI Z89.2-1971
addresses protective helmets that
protect employees from high-voltage
electric shock and burns. ANSI
subsequently combined the testing
requirements of these standards in the
1997, 2003, and 2009 editions of ANSI
7.89.1; therefore, these editions of ANSI
789.1 address all types of helmets,
including helmets that protect
employees from falling-object and
electrical hazards.

As Table 2 demonstrates, the 2009
edition of the ANSI Z89.1 differs from
ANSI Z89.1-1969 and ANSI Z89.2—
1971. The 2009 edition defines Type I
and Type II helmets by the areas of the
head to which the helmets afford
protection, rather than by whether the
helmets have a brim. The 2009 edition
also renames the classes of helmets

tested for protection against electrical
hazards (i.e., classes G, E, and C instead
of A, B, and C), although it still bases
helmet classification on the capacity of
the helmet to protect employees from
electrical hazards. In addition, the 2009
edition eliminates a fourth class of
helmets used in fire fighting. Many
requirements included in the 1969 and
1971 editions, such as requirements
specifying the type of material
manufacturers must use when making
different components and specifications
regarding helmet accessories, no longer
appear in the 2009 edition. Most
importantly, ANSI revised the
performance requirements and test
methods. Accordingly, the 2009 edition
includes fundamental updates such as
more and different types of test
methods, and the use of different test
equipment for performing these test
methods. Other variations between the
2009 and 1969 and 1971 editions
emanate from these fundamental
updates.

TABLE 2—DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ANSI Z89.1—2009 AND ANSI Z89.1—-1969 AND ANSI Z89.2—-19711

ANSI Z-89.1-2009

ANSI 789.1-1969

ANSI z89.2-1971

1.1 Scope—Explains that the standard de-
scribes Types and Classes, as well as testing
and performance requirements for protective
helmets.

1.2 Purpose—Explains that the standard es-
tablishes minimum performance requirements
for protective helmets that 