
 

 
 
 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Flash Fire Protective Garments 
 
FROM: Joanne Goyette 
 
DATE: November 22, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 2112 ROC TC Circulation Ballot (A2011) 
 
 

The November 19, 2010 date for receipt of the NFPA 2112 ROC letter ballot has passed. 
 
The preliminary ROC ballot results are as follows: 
 
20  Members Eligible to Vote  
  3  Not Returned (A Duke, C. Morin, and J. Swiss) 
 
In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects, attached are reasons for 
negative votes for review so you may change your ballot if you wish.  Abstentions and affirmative 
comments are also included.  Ballots received from alternate members are not included unless the 
ballot from the principal member was not received.   
 
If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before Monday, 
November 29, 2010.  Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now. Such changes 
should be sent to Joanne Goyette via either e-mail to jgoyette@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7110.  
You may also mail your ballot to the attention of Joanne Goyette at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch Park, 
Quincy, MA 02169.  
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
 
Attachment:   

Circulation Explanation Report 



Circulation Explanation Report for FLG-AAA   Comments Monday, November 22, 2010
Document # 2112

2112-2 Title (Log # 10 )

Negative

Parry, R. The technical committees action continues to incorrectly perpetuate the term “flash fire” as a generic for a short
duration thermal exposure from fire. "Flash" or vapor cloud fires are one of several types of fires that workers may be exposed to in
an industrial environment. Vapor cloud fires can be of significant duration (>20 s) and intensity (>140 kW/m2) [see for example "Fire
Hazard Calculations for Large, Open Hydrocarbon Fires", Chapter 10, The SFPE Handbook of Fire Protection Engineering, 4th Ed,
NFPA, 2008 and "Hydrocarbon Pool and Vapor Fire Data Analysis - Final Report", DE85005857, U.S. Dept. of Energy, 1984]. The
Technical Committee even notes in the response to this comment that the standard is designed to provided for short duration thermal
exposures, not specific fires. A review of the standard also shows that none of the testing specified, including the manikin test
conditions (8.5), represent vapor cloud fire conditions (the manikin test is based on an engulfment "Jet" fire, not a vapor cloud fire).
The testing identified in the standard basically establishes a minimum flame resistance and heat transfer requirement (e.g., the 25
J/cm2 exposure energy in the manikin test) consistent with minimum thermal exposure duration from fire, not a "flash" fire. All of
this supports the position that retaining "flash fire” is inappropriate and should be substituted with “fire” as noted in the original
proposal (ROP 2112-2).

2112-4 Title (Log # 21 )

Negative

Parry, R. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 2112-2 (Log #10).

2112-6 1.1, 1.2.1, 1.3.5, 2.2, 3.3.18, 5.1.8, 7.1.5, A.1.2.1, A.1.2.2, A.1.2.3, A.5.2.1(5), Table B.1, and (Log # 22 )

Negative

Parry, R. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 2112-2 (Log #10).

2112-17 4.3(x), 4.3.y, and 4.3.z (New) (Log # 1 )

Negative

Corrado, S. See substantiation for 2112-17 (Log #1) of the ROC. The sharing of data between certification
organizations should be optional and not a requirement of an end product standard.

2112-27 7.1.5 (Log # 18 )

Affirmative with Comment
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Circulation Explanation Report for FLG-AAA   Comments Monday, November 22, 2010
Document # 2112

Clark, P. I agree with the Committee Meeting Action. My comment is that I believe it would be beneficial and practical to
change the allowed burn percentage from 50% to 40% or better yet 35%, as this would significantly reduce burn trauma, thereby
significantly impacting survivability and the resultant quality of life. My reasons for this are:
1) Grace Stull's proposal of lowering the maximum average predicted body burn rating to 40% instead of 50% is consistent with

“ASTM F 2733  - 09 Standard Specification for Flame Resistant Rainwear for Protection Against Flame Hazards1” That states in
paragraph “9.6.1 The average predicted total area of burn injury for the three coverall specimens tested by the procedure in 8.3 (Ed
equivalent manikin test) shall be equal to or less than 40 %. Report the average predicted total burn area in Table 1. NOTE 6 --This
level of burn injury indicates a minimum survival rate of approximately 70 % for burn injury victims from 20 to 60 years of age as
reported in the American Burn Association Study (1991-1993).”

As a personal note and admittedly anecdotal my burn was approximately 33 - 35% with the majority being full thickness -3rd
degree, and some deeper, with complications from my throat, neck and head being deeply burned from my burning clothing and from
when I breathed in flames running out of a continuously burning pipeline incident. My understanding is that while burn treatment has
progressed from the time of my incident -1979, it would be unlikely that my survival rate would have improved that significantly
from the 1% that my family was told my survival rate was by the burn treatment team. Please note this 1% was enabled by my age
-23, and from my being in excellent health prior to the incident. My experience does demonstrate how even a seemingly small burn
percentage with “complications” can result in very high burn trauma, and therefore to low survivability expectations.
2)  Discussions seem to have only been about trying to address survivability, but NFPA 2112 states that it is to protect industrial

personnel. This then makes NFPA 2112 similar to other PPE standards such as those for safety glasses, boots and even hard hats,
where it is not only about survivability, but also about the resulting quality of life for the survivor.   This quality of life is also
impacted by the initial burn trauma, that is mainly due to the percentage of a person's body that is burned and whether burn depths
making up this percentage are a very light 2nd degree (light partial thickness), deep 2nd degree (deep partial thickness) or 3rd degree
(full thickness) burn.  Skin is a major body organ -the body's largest, and while after a light 2nd degree burn it should heal and
behave basically like “normal” skin, but when it is damaged by a deep 2nd degree burn, and if it heals it is now a type of scar tissue
and such, it is no longer able to provide the functions provided by the “normal” organ  -“normal” skin. The most visible loss of
function might be an inability in scarred areas to grow hair, but more importantly it can include that it cuts and breaks down very
easily and is hard to heal, lacks sweat glands  -impacting on the body's ability to regulate its temperature in hot environments, lacks
proper blood circulation -impacting on healing and the body's ability to withstand cold weather etc.  Areas with 3rd degree burns  -
full thickness burns,  are where the full thickness of the skin has been destroyed, and unless they are very small areas they are unable
to heal and will have to be grafted. Typically split thickness skin grafts are taken from the same person that was burned, and this
results in both the healed skin graft and the donor site from where it was taken from, being the equivalent of a 2nd degree burn  -
thicker and higher quality split thickness skin graft, resulting in a deeper 2nd degree burn equivalent on the donor site and vice versa,
and both areas being a type of scar tissue.  Also, burn trauma from a severe burn injury  -large % burn and especially with areas of
deep 2nd degree and 3rd degree burns, can result in areas with light 2nd degree burns converting to deep 2nd degree and even 3rd
degree burns, and in the body rejecting its own skin grafts  -resulting in more donor sites and scarring. I know from my experience
including that from volunteering with the Alberta Burn Rehabilitation Society and working with hundreds of burn survivors, that
lowering the burn percentage to 35%, or even 40% from 50%, can make a significant improvement in the resulting quality of life, an
even more significant improvement than it does to survivability. I also know it's practical since there already are FR fabrics in use
that can provide this level of protection.

3) Having the manikin dressed in a thermally insulating cotton t-shirt and pair of shorts, helps improve a fabric's thermal
performance rating. Therefore if just the fabric was tested without the added cotton clothing ensemble, the percentage (and depth of
burns) would be even greater than that indicated by the test results, and some marginal fabrics might even be over the currently
allowed 50%. The point Dr. Doug Dale made in the first meeting of this revision about the current test actually testing a clothing
ensemble versus testing a fabric, makes more and more sense to me. Also, maybe it's a Canadian thing, but I do know from
conducting a number of seminars to front line workers in Canada that many do not wear any type of shirt underneath their FR apparel
in very hot work environments, or very hot summer days.  I do know that thermal performance improvements from including
thermally insulating cotton underclothing  benefits some fabrics more than others and believe we should eliminate this variable,
especially when some fabrics without this underclothing might have a larger burn area than the currently allowed 50%.
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