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Enclosed is the agenda package for the October 7-8, 2010 meeting in San Diego, CA 
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the comments in advance to prepare for discussion.  The agenda and comments will be 
posted on the committee webpage. 
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ROP/ROCs if handy.  If you do not have a copy of NFPA 2112 or NFPA 2113, please 
visit the FLG-AAA e-Committee page to download your free committee copy. 
 
If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to reach me at (617) 984-7501 
or by e-mail at dbeach@nfpa.org. 
 



Technical Committee on  
Flash Fire Protective Garments 

 
AGENDA 

 
 Doubletree San Diego Downtown  

1646 Front Street  
San Diego, CA 92101 

October 7-8, 2010 
 
1. Chair’s welcome, call to order, and opening remarks at 8:30 a.m. 
2. Self-Introduction of Committee Members and Guests 
3. Staff Liaison Report                                                                            
 A.  Committee membership update (For the period Feb. 1, 2010 – Oct. 1, 2010) 
 

Name Category Change Date 
Grace Stull SE (Alternate to J. Stull) Appointment 03/02/2010 
Mark Saner M (Principal) From V.A. to P 08/02/2010 
Steven Addington U (Principal) From V.A. to P 08/02/2010 
Michael Farris U (Principal) Appointment 08/02/2010 
Terry Clark U (Principal) Appointment 08/02/2010 
Andrew Ellison RT (Alternate to N. Wu) Appointment 08/02/2010 
Alec Feldman SE (Principal) Appointment 08/02/2010 
David Pickard U (Principal) Appointment 08/02/2010 
John Alderman I (Principal) Resignation 08/02/2010 

 (Total Principal Members = 22; M = 32%; SE = 23%; RT = 18%; U = 27%) 
  
 B.  Review of NFPA Policies and Committee Procedures 
 C.  Revision Cycle Review and timeline (Attachment A) 
4. Approval of Minutes from the February 2010 ROP Meeting.  See E-Committee web 

page to view. 
5.   New Business 
 A.  NFPA 2112 
 i.  Public Comments (Attachment B) 
 ii.  Creation of Committee comments  
 B.  NFPA 2113 
 i.  Public comments (Attachment C) 
 ii.  Creation of Committee comments  



6.   Review of Draft Standard for Single Use Garments (Attachment D) The draft 
standard for single-use or limited-use garments originated from several proposals 
submitted in the 2006 cycle.  The TC determined at that time that these garments are 
outside the scope of NFPA 2112 and 2113, and requested permission from the NFPA 
Standards Council to develop a new document.  The Standards Council approved the 
new document, and a straw-man draft was developed by NFPA Staff.  At this meeting, 
the TC should further refine the draft document, and determine which NFPA cycle 
schedule the document should be entered into for public proposals. 

7.     Old Business 
8. Other Issues? 
9.   Date/Location of Next Meeting.  (This ROC meeting completes the committee work for 

the 2011 cycle.  NFPA 2112 and 2113 are currently on five year revision cycles.) 
10. Adjournment.   



 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A 
 

NFPA 2112 and 2113 Revision Cycle 
Annual 2011 

  
 NFPA A2011 (last cycle A06) [FLG-AAA] 

Intent to enter cycle     July 10, 2009 
Proposal Closing     November 29, 2009 
ROP Published and Posted    June 25, 2010 
Comment Closing     September 3, 2010 
ROC Published and Posted   February 25, 2011 
Intent to make motion (ITMAM) closing  April 8, 2011 
Issuance of standard - NO controversy  May 31, 2011 (publ. bit later) 
NFPA WSCE Meeting with NITMAM  June 12-16, 2011 (Boston) 
Appeal Closing Date following Tech Session July 6, 2011 

 Issuance of Standard – with controversy  August 11, 2011 (publ. bit later) 
  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment B: NFPA 2112 
Public Comments 



Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 2112
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #34

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2112-3
None provided.

Support the actions of the committee to retain the title of though document. 2112 and companion
document 2113 are specific for the protection of Flash Fires.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #10

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2112-2
Revise text to read as follows:

The name of the document needs to retain “Flash” in the title
IADC strongly supports the committee’s rejection to change the title of the document and objects to the

expansion of the scope of this document by removing “Flash Fire” from the title. By changing the text, the committee is
creating an expanding scope of the document for commercial purposes and not for the safety of the industrial workers.
Change in the title will cause confusion as to what type of fires the clothing are to protect industrial workers from.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #16

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2112-2
Revise text to read as follows:

New title text should be rejected and the original 2112 should be retained.
IADC objects to the expansion of the scope of this document by removing “Flash Fire” from the title. By

changing the text, the committee is creating an expanding scope of the document for commercial purposes and not for
the safety of the industrial workers. Change in the title will cause confusion as to what type of fires the clothing are to
protect industrial workers from.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #21

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-2
Support the rejection of the "proposal" in its entirety.

The purpose of this document is to address the minimum performance requirements and the test
methods for flame-resistant fabrics for use in areas at risk from flash fires. The removal of the word "flash"
inappropriately changes the scope of the document.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 2112
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #33

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2112-2
None provided.

Support the actions of the committee to retain the title of though document. 2112 and companion
document 2113 are specific for the protection of Flash Fires.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #22

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-3
Support the rejection of the "proposal" in its entirety.

The purpose of this document to address the specific issues associated with flash fires, not that of all
types of fires.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #35

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2112-4
None provided.

Support the actions of the committee to focus on the manikin test for he protection of workers.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #20

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jeffrey O. Stull, International Personnel Protection, Inc.

2112-5
Renumber current scope statement as 1.1.1 Add:

1.1.2 This standard does not address undergarments.
1.1.3 This standard does not apply to single-use or disposable garments that are not intended to be laundered.

When original developed, the committee did not address or contemplate the application of the criteria
to either undergarments (worn under compliant clothing) or single use clothing items (which could not be subjected to
multiple launderings).
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 2112
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #5

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry K. Clark, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-5
Revise text to read as follows:

1.2.1 This standard shall provide minimum requirements for the design, construction, evaluation, and certification of
flame-resistant garments for use by industrial personnel, with the intent of not contributing to the burn injury of the
wearer, providing a degree of protection to the wearer, and reducing the severity of burn injuries resulting from short
duration thermal exposures or accidental exposure to hydrocarbon flash fires.

I am opposed to expanding the scope of this document by the addition of short-duration thermal
exposures which does not limit it to "flash fires" and in fact opens it up to exposure to any heat source.
I am also proposing deleting the word "hydrocarbon" since not all flash fires are hydrocarbon in origin. The very

definition of "flash fire" as it presently exists in this standard does not single out "hydrocarbon" as part of it. It states that
a "Flash Fire" is "A fire that spreads rapidly through a diffuse fuel, such as dust, gas or the vapors of an ignitable liquid,
without the production of damaging pressure." (SIC)

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #23

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-5
Support the rejection of the "proposal" in its entirety.

The term "hydrocarbon flash fire" appears only here in the document. Hydrocarbon should not be
singled out, as "flash fire applies to all media.
In addition, the use of the term "short-duration thermal exposure" is not necessary, nor is it defined. What is

"short-term"? The term "flash fire" is defined and is the focus of this document.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #31

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Darren Hewston, PXP

2112-5
1.2.1* This standard shall provide minimum requirements for the design, construction, evaluation

and certification of flame-resistant garments for use by industrial personnel, with the intent of not contributing to the burn
injury of the wearer, providing a degree of protection to the wearer and reducing the severity of burn injuries resulting
accidental exposure to hydrocarbon flash fires.

The Scope of the document is for reducing the risk to flash fire, see section 1.1 Scope.  The Scope is
not limited to only flash fires from hydrocarbon sources.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 2112
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #36

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2112-5
Delete text to read as follows:

This standard shall provide minimum requirements for the design, construction, evaluation, and certification of
flame·resistant garments for use by industrial personnel, with the intent of not contributing to the bum injury of the
wearer, providing a degree of protection to the wearer, and reducing the severity of bum injuries resulting from short
duration thermal exposures or accidental exposure to hydrocarbon flash fires.

The standard is specific for flash fire and should not be limited to only hydrocarbon flash fires.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #24

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-8
I support the rejection and of the "accept in principle in part" proposal in its entirety.

The original language of the submitted should be accepted without modification.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #25

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-9
I support the rejection and of the "accept in principle in part" proposal in its entirety.

The original language of the submitter should be accepted without modification.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #37

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2112-8
None provided.

The committee should accept the proposed verbage by Mr. Stull without modification. The changes
introduce could weather into the section on Single layer Garments and expands the scope of the standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #26

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-12
I support the rejection of the "proposal" in its entirety.

The work "flash" should not be removed from the text. This document is directed towards flash fire
issues specifically. Removal of "flash" expands the scope inappropriately.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 2112
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steven D. Corrado, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.

2112-7
Recommend the following changes:

If requested by the manufacturer submitting for certification, the certification organization shall be permitted to
accept component recognition for those materials, components, or product subassemblies that have been component
recognized by a different certification organization. This organization shall (1) meet (1) the requirements of Section 4.2,
Certification Program, and (2) provide evidence of compliance for its conformity with the requirements for a certification
organization, and (3) meet the applicable requirements of the product certification organization accepting the recognized
components (see 4.3.Y).

The certification organization shall request from the submitting manufacturer, as part of a product certification
that uses the component recognition for a material, component or product assembly listed by a different certification
organization, a copy of the test report or test data which demonstrates compliance of the material, component or product
subassembly with the applicable requirements of this standard. A certification organization shall have a process for
developing requirements, which when fulfilled, will be the basis for utilization of certification of components  from another
certification organization meeting the requirements of this standard in the certification of the end product.

When the requirements developed through the above process are fulfilled, the resultant utilization of certifications
of components from another certification organization shall be comparable to either (1) the utilization of the certification
organization’s own certification of components; or if the certification organization does not certify components, (2) the
certification organization’s acceptance of results of evaluations from external sources.

1. The proposed language of paragraph 4.3.X of NFPA 2112, as worded, is problematic for many
reasons.  NFPA is compelling certification organizations to accept and rely on the data and judgment of component
certifiers.  Some of these component certifiers may be competitors of the certification organization.  In essence, NFPA is
forcing certification organizations to work with and thereby have a business relationship with their competitors.  This
proposal intentionally interferes with how a certification organization performs its service as well as with whom it
chooses to do business to provide its service. This forced business relationship also interferes with the certification
organization’s relationship with its own customers.  It injects an extra party or parties into the relationship between the
certification organization and its customer, and any difficulties or problems that arise due to the component certifier or
the component certification either before or after the certification of the end product could cause tension in and/or
jeopardize the certification organization’s relationship with its customer.
This forced business relationship also interferes with the certification organization’s commercial interests.  Many

certification organizations perform the component testing themselves.  Depending upon the product, the component
testing can constitute a notable source of revenue.  Requiring certification organizations to accept another organization’s
component certification means a loss of business, potentially to the benefit of their competitor(s).
A related problem with the proposed language is that it may be seen as an attempt by regulators to eliminate

competition in the marketplace.  Instead of having certification organizations compete for the business of component
certification, the NFPA’s proposed language takes the affirmative step of preventing certification organizations from
competing for this business.
Another problem with the proposed language is that it takes control of the certification process out of the end product

certification organization’s hands.  There are several potential adverse consequences that can result from this.  When
the certified product fails to meet the user’s expectations, legal claims may be asserted against both the manufacturer
and the certifying organization.  Various legal theories may be alleged, such as negligent misrepresentation, strict
liability, and negligence.  To manage this potential legal liability, the certifying organization must be able to defend itself
by showing that the conformity assessment process met the applicable standard of care.  If the certifying organization
loses control of the conformity assessment process, however, the certifying organization may be subjected to
unmanageable, uninsurable, and ultimately unacceptable legal risk.
The certifying organization is not the only body with increased legal risk.  If the certified product fails or becomes the

subject of litigation, and particularly if a component part is involved, legal claims are likely to be asserted against NFPA
and the Technical Committee for compelling the certification organization to accept the component certification and
issue a certification mark in reliance on the component certification.
Another concern with taking control of the certification process out of the end product certification organization’s hands

is that certifying organizations such as Underwriters Laboratories own valuable federally registered marks, such as the
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 2112
UL mark.  The value of UL mark depends on its reputation for conducting thorough and reliable conformity assessments,
among other things.  To protect the value of its mark, UL will not license the use of its mark unless UL has conducted
the conformity assessment.  Even in those instances where UL chooses to accept data from third parties for certification
purposes, it has a rigorous program that each third party must go through, which includes initial and follow-up
assessments to ensure the technical competency of the organization to test to the standards or programs for which it will
be providing data.  UL should not be forced to jeopardize the value of its mark, and ultimately its control over its mark,
by relying on the conformity assessment activities of others.
End users of the product, who may rely on the certification mark on a product in making their purchasing decisions, may
also be adversely affected by the proposed language.  They may be misled as to the nature and scope of the product
evaluation.  They likely will assume that the certification organization’s mark on a product means that the certification
organization evaluated every component of the product and found each to meet the applicable requirements of the
standard, when that may not be the case.  End users have the right to know that components of products were neither
evaluated by nor subjected to due diligence by the certification organization whose mark is on the product.  They also
should have the right to choose products that are certified entirely by the companies that they trust.
2. Further, the current wording in new paragraph 4.3.Y would require the disclosure of proprietary and confidential

information, violating certification requirements and contractual obligations between the owner of the certified product
and the CO. UL considers the results of an investigation as proprietary information, and for use only in UL’s Surveillance
program. The Test Report is intended solely for the use of UL and the Applicant for establishment of UL certification
coverage of the product under UL’s Follow-Up Service. Any use of the Report other than to indicate that the sample(s)
of the product covered by the Report has been found to comply with UL’s applicable requirements is not authorized. UL
shall not incur any obligation or liability for any loss, expense, or punitive damages, arising out of or in connection with
the use or reliance upon the contents of the Report to anyone other than the Applicant as provided in the agreement
between UL and Applicant. Any use or reference to UL’s name or certification mark(s) by anyone other than the
Applicant in accordance with the agreement is prohibited without the express written approval of UL.
3. Per ISO/IEC 17007, “Conformity assessment - Guidance for drafting normative documents suitable for use for

conformity assessment”, product Standards such as NFPA 2112 should focus only on the evaluation criteria or
performance characteristics of the product. It should be left up to the certification organization (CO) to decide what
methods and means of conformity assessment activity will be utilized, who will carry out the conformity assessment, and
under what conditions. The CO requirement for data acceptance is outside of the scope and intent product standards,
and conflicts with the CO’s control of their Mark and proprietary information. Just as a standard requirement cannot
force manufacturers to purchase components from a specific supplier, COs cannot be required to accept the
certifications of components from other COs. A product standard should not contain requirements that are business
decisions on how a CO will provide its service(s).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #12

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

Revise text to read as follows:
Acceptance of the additional information as presented by the University of Alberta.

The protection of the industrial worker is dependent on the entire garment, not just the fabric. The
committee needs to accept the suggest text.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 2112
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #27

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-18
I support rejecting the "proposal" in its entirety.

The HTP is pretty much a renaming of the old TPP test. The procedure and apparatus remain the
same, but the standard has been rewritten to eliminate references or inferences to protective performance in the real
world.
The most appropriate test to judge the protection capability of a flame-resistant garment is the Manikin test (ASTM

F-1930. This is a far better, more sophisticated and all encompassing lab test which enables a better comparison of
performance of protective garments and fabrics. I encourage the Technical Committee to move in that direction.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #13

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2112-8
Revise text to read as follows:

The body burn rating should be lower to 35 from 50.
IADC is concerned that while eliminating face and hands from the testing criteria but maintaining the

body burn rating of 50 will leave industrial workers exposed to serious body burns. The testing criteria needs to be
stricter.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #6

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry K. Clark, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-19
Delete text to read as follows:

7.1.2 Fabric and reflective striping utilized in the construction of flame-resistant garments shall be tested for flame
resistance as specified in section 8.3, and shall have a char length of not more than 100 mm (4 in.) and an after flame of
not more than 2 seconds, and shall not melt and drip.
8.3.6.1 After-flame and char length for each material shall be calculated and reported.
8.3.6.2 The average after-flame and char length for each material shall be calculated and reported.
8.3.6.3 The after-flame time shall be reported to the nearest 0.2 second, and the char length to the nearest 3.2 mm(1/8

in.).
8.3.12.3 Testing shall be performed as described in 8.3.2 through 8.3.7, except that char length shall not be measured.

I propose removing the char length criteria from being part of the testing process. I base this on the
data supplied in the explanation of the negative vote from Mr. Baitinger which indicates that char length does not have
any relationship to the actual amount of protection provided to the wearer. Since this standards purpose (1.2.1) is to

a

" it follows that any evaluation test that does not aid in the determination of which of those fabrics that are
effective in reducing the severity of burns and provide a high level of protection is unnecessary.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 2112
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #28

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-19
I support the proposal of increasing the maximum allowed char length, and would go as far as

suggesting removing the char length from the criteria all together.
In the test data provided in Mr. Baitinger's Explanation of Negative, the char length provides not

correlation to Body Burn % and would therefore have no value in determining protection capability.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #38

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2112-19
None provided

The committee should accept the proposed verb age by Mr Stull without modification. The chare
length test is not directly related to the protection of the worker and should be increased to 6 inches and bring 2112 in
line with the EN standard
Baitinger comments provide the documentation of the lack of correlation

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #39

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Darren Hewston, PXP

2112-19
Support the rejection of the proposal.  However, it needs to be re-addressed by the TC.  The goal of

the document is to protect personnel from Flash Fire.  The mannequin test provides the best representation of the
protective capability of a garment  to protect wearer from or reduce the intensity of a burn from a flash fire.

As stated by Batinger, Loftin and Dale, there is no correlation between Char Length (vertical flame test)
in the fabric test and the protection of personnel wearing a garment in a flash fire.  As demontrated in the data provided
by Baitinger, there are fabrics that will pass the Char Length requirement yet still result in a high percentage of burn to
the wearer.  Conversely, there are fabrics that do not pass the Char Length requirement but provide excellent protection
to the wearer.  The goal should be in protecting the wearer and not passing a useless test.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #7

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jeffrey O. Stull, International Personnel Protection, Inc.

2112-8
Revise text to read as follows:

Cold weather insulation materials utilized in the construction of flame-resistant garments shall be tested in
accordance with Section 8.4, and shall not shrink more than 25 percent in any direction.

Additional data will be presented at the ROC meeting to provide a substantiation of the proposed
change in the requirement.

8Printed on  9/23/2010



Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 2112
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #15

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

Revise text to read as follows:
Revise text to read as follows:

7.1.5 “. . . predicted body burn rating of not more than 50 35 percent based on the total surface area covered by
sensors, excluding hands and feet.”

When eliminating hands and feet, the test should be based on 35 percent body burn.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #18

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Grace G. Stull, International Personnel Protection, Inc.

2112-21
Revise text to read as follows:

Specimen garments shall be tested for overall flash fire exposure as specified in Section 8.5 as a qualification
test for the material and shall have an average predicted body burn rating of not more than 50 40.

The table below represents the survivability for an average individual given the range of burn injury
(combined 2nd and 3rd degree burn).1 The rate of survival changes with the age of the individual.  For the purpose of
this standard, the ages ranges of 5-34, 35-49, and 50-59 are relevant since these age ranges would encompass the
ages for the majority of workers.
At the current criteria of permitting up to 50% body burn, survivability for each of the respective age ranges is 80%,

60% and 40%.  I submit that these levels are unacceptable for workers who should have the expectation for a better
than average chance of survival when accidentally exposed to flash fire.
The recommendation for a total body burn of not more than 40% would yield survivability rates of 90%, 80%, and 70%,

respectively.  These rates would provide a greater level of safety for workers without significantly decreasing the range
of available clothing material choices.

****Insert Table 2112_L18_S Here****

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #29

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-21
Consider lowering the maximum Body Burn % to a value less than 50.

50% body burn is too high to be acceptable for clothing to be called protective. It is generally accepted
that most 3rd degree body burns above 33% can be fatal. The Technical Committee should consider lowering this
maximum % to some values lower than 50.
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1 
NFPA 2112 Log #18 Sub A2011 ROC 

 

Burn Size 
(%) of total 
skin 

0-1 2-4 5-34 35-49 50-59 60-74 >75 

0-10 >95 >95 >95 >95 >95 >95 90 
10-20 >95 >90 >95 >90 >90 >70 >60 
20-30 >90 >90 >90 >90 >75 50 35 
30-40 75 80 90 80 70 40 <20 
40-50 50 65 80 60 40 10 <10 
50-60 50 60 70 60 40 <25 <10 
60-70 40 50 60 40 25 <10 0 
70-80 35 40 45 30 25 0 0 
80-90 30 35 30 30 <20 0 0 
90-100 20 20 20 15 0 0 0 
* The body surface burn, combined second and third degree 



Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 2112
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #11

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2112-11
Revise text to read as follows:

Garment composites utilized in the construction of multi-layer flame resistant garments shall be tested for
thermal protective performance (TPP) as specified in Section 8.2, and shall have a “spaced” TPP rating of not less than
25 17 J/cm2 (6.0 4 cal/cm2) and a “contact” TPP rating of not less than 12.6 8.38 J/cm2 (3.0 2 cal/cm2).

The testing criteria needs to be lower to in order for the garment to effectively protect industrial
workers in the case of a flash fire.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #17

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Pamela A. Kavalesky, Intertek Testing Services

2112-25
Add the following to the table (after the current "Drain" and before the current "Extract":

*****Insert Table 8.1.3 Log #17 Here****

Further testing was conducted to demonstrate the observations previously noted.  A roll of fabric was
prepared in accordance with Section 8.1.3 of the NFPA 2112-2007 Standard.  At the conclusion of the laundering, five
samples of fabric from the machine direction and five samples from the cross-machine direction were analyzed for flame
resistance as outlined in Section 8.3.  A total of six samples (three from each direction) were found to be noncompliant
to the flame resistance test for both char length ad after-flame time.  The remaining roll of fabric was subjected to an
additional (second) rinse cycle.  The flammability test was then performed on five samples from each direction (a total of
ten samples).  The samples (all in the cross-machine direction) were found to be noncompliant for both char length and
after-flame time.  Six of the samples were now compliant.  The remaining roll of fabric was subjected to a third rinse
cycle, and five cross-machine samples were tested for flame resistance.  All samples were compliant to this
performance test after the third rinse cycle.
Additional testing was conducted on samples that were laundered in accordance with Section 8.1.3 of the NFPA

2112-2007 Standard.  Upon completion of the laundering process, samples were subjected to analysis by Scanning
Electron Microscope (SEM).  Pristine samples were also analyzed by SEM, and an unknown residue or containment
was found on the fabric after the laundering procedure.  This is further evidence that additional rinse cycles are needed
for the laundering procedure.  These additional rinse cycles are necessary to eliminate residual detergent that remains
after laundering, which causes a false positive result for the flame resistance test.
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1 
NFPA 2112 Log #17 Rec A2011 ROC 

 

Table 8.1.3 
Drain 1    
Rinse 1 2 38 100 High 
Drain 1    
Rinse 2 2 38 100 High 
Drain 1    
Extract 5    
 



Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 2112
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #19

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
William A. Fithian, Safety Equipment Institute (SEI)

2112-25
Add the following table (after the current "Drain" and before the current "Extract":

***Insert Table 8.1.3 Here***
SEI Comments:

Further testing was conducted to demonstrate the observations previously noted. A roll of fabric was prepared in
accordance with Section 8.1.3 of the NFPA 2112-2007 Standard. At the conclusion of the laundering, five samples of
fabric from the machine direction and five samples from the cross-machine direction were analyzed for flame resistance
as outlined in Section 8.3. A total of six samples (three from each direction) were found to be noncompliant to the flame
resistant test for both char length and after-flame time. The remaining roll of fabric was subjected to an additional
(second) rinse cycle. The flammability test was then performed on five samples from each direction (a total of ten
samples). Three samples (all in the cross-machine direction) were found to be noncompliant for both char length and
after-flame time. Six of the samples were now compliant. The remaining roll of fabric was subjected to a third rinse
cycle, and five cross-machine samples were tested for flame resistance. All samples were compliant to this performance
test after the third rinse cycle.
Additional testing was conducted on samples that were laundered in accordance with Section 8.1.3 of the NFPA

2112-2007 Standard. Upon completion of the laundering process, samples were subjected to analysis by Scanning
Electron Microscope (SEM). Pristine samples were also analyzed by SEM, and an unknown residue or contaminant was
found on the fabric after the laundering procedure. This is further evidence that additional rinse cycles are needed for
the laundering procedure. These additional rinse cycles are necessary to eliminate residual detergent that remains after
laundering, which causes a false positive result for the flame resistance test.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #8

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jeffrey O. Stull, International Personnel Protection, Inc.

2112-8
New text to read as follows:

Specimens shall include the complete composite of all layers ordered as used in the construction of the
garment, including the cold weather insulation material.

Testing shall be performed in accordance with 8.4.2 through 8.4.7.
The proposed new section provides for evaluating the cold weather insulation materials in composite

form. Additional data will be presented at the ROC meeting to provide a substantiation of the proposed change in the
requirement.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Amanda H. Newsom, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.

N/A
Revise text to read as follows:

8.5.4.2 The manikin shall be dressed in 150 g/m2 (4.5 oz/yd2) 170 g/m2 (5.0 oz/yd2) (+ 5 percent), jersey knit, 100
percent cotton underwear briefs and 140 g/m2 (4.2 oz/yd2) (+ 5 percent), jersey knit, 100 percent cotton short sleeve
crew-neck T-shirts before the garment specimen is placed on the manikin.

After measuring the weights of the undergarments, it is apparent the target weights of the shirt and the
underwear are different.  Based on our experience, the target weight for the underwear appears to be  5.0 oz/yd (+/-
5%) and the target weight for the shirts appear to be 4.2 (+/- 5%).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #3

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Pamela A. Kavalesky, Intertek Testing Services

2112-28
Revise text to read as follows

The predicted percent total body burn based on the total surface area covered by sensors, excluding hands, feet and
head, for each specimen shall be reported as the body burn rating.

The Manikin test is designed to test the burn characteristics of the fabric. It is assumed that the hands,
feet and head will sustain 3rd degree burns and should not be used as a part of the predicted body burn calculation.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #9

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2112-29
Revise text to read as follows:

A.1.2.1 Users are cautioned that flammable clothing can contribute to the severity of burn injuries
through its their ignition and continued burning after exposure to flash fire.
Short-duration thermal-exposures can arise from other fire types in industrial environments. These include, but are not

limited to, jet flames, liquid fires (pool fires or running liquid fires), solid fires (fires of solid materials or duct fires),
warehouse fires, fires associated with oxygen.

Add the text regarding "Short duration thermal exposures . . . " expands the scope of the document
beyond flash fires. When the other types of fires occur, industrial personnel with have evacuated the area and trained
fire fighters in bunker gear will be involved and exposed to the other short term thermal exposures, not industrial
personnel.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #4

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry K. Clark, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-29
Revise text to read as follows:

Reject both the original proposal and the “Accept in Principle” proposal
Many of the proposals are an attempt to expand the scope and purpose of this standard. Focus of this

standard should remain on the protection and minimization of burns resulting from flash fires. the discussion of pool
fires, “Jet” fires, while interesting, all lie outside the original scope of both 2112 and 2113. It is not possible to predict
when or where a Jet fire may occur and because of that it is not possible to mandate flame resistant garments where
those things might occur. Working next to a natural gas pipeline does not constitute a significant risk to the worker,
whereas breaking of flanges, opening vessels that have contained hydrocarbons, without engineering or administrative
controls in place, does. It is these types of work assignments and conditions that this standard was written for, not
simply being somewhere that a Jet or pool fire could exist.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #14

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2112-29
Revise text to read as follows:

Flash Fire needs to be retained in the text of this paragraph and the committee needs to reject the
added text regarding additional fire types as they are not flash fires which is the original scope of the document.

Eliminating “Flash Fire” from the text and adding the other types of fires into the document expands
the scope of 2112. The document needs to retain its original scope and not be expanded for commercial purposes.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2112-     Log #30

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2112-29
Both the "proposal" and the "accept in principle" should be rejected in entirety.

Removal if the word "flash" broadens the scope of this document which is inappropriate. This standard
is designed to provide a minimum performance measure as it pertains to flash fire, not all types of fires.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #15

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2113-2
Remove reference to: Title 29, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1910.132 personal Protective

Equipment - General Requirements.
29 CFR 1910.132 does not have any information regarding flash fire personal protection equipment

such as fire resistant clothing.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #24

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2113-3
New text to read as follows:

Retain the word “flash” throughout the document.
This document is specific for flash fire. Removing the word “flash” and all references misrepresents the

purpose of the standard and expands the scope of the standard beyond the intent as it does not address other thermal
hazards.

Support the explanation of Negative by Baitinger.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #49

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Darren Hewston, PXP

2113-2
All references to changing the term "flash fire" to "fire" should not be accepted.

W. Baintenger wisely states multiple times that this document only covers selection of garments for
protection of flash fires.  While there are other types of fires and heat exposures that could be encountered in the
industrial workplace, those hazards are being the scope of this document and should be addressed separately.

Changing to scope of the document to cover all fires and thermal exposures looks like an attempt by a single fabric
manufacture to expand their market.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James Douglas Dale, University of Alberta

2113-1
Revise text to read as follows:

The proposal was to remove the words “Against Flash Fire” from the title of the document. This was accepted in
principle at the February, 2010 meeting. Upon reflection I think these words should NOT be removed from the title for
the same reasons outlined by W. Baitinger in his negative.

Leaving the words “Against Flash Fire” in the title limits the use of the document to the mandate of this
technical committee.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #7

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry K. Clark, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-1
Reject this proposal in its entirety.

This proposal expands the standard to address the fires that are longer in duration than a flash fire.
Flash fires may be a small subset of actual fires that are experienced, however the purpose of this standard is to
address just those types of fires and the hazards associated with them.  The other types of fires are adequately
addressed in other NFPA standards.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #14

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2113-1
Retain the original text title of the document.

IADC  objects to the expansion of the scope of this document by removing "Flash Fire" from the title.
By changing the text, the committee is creating an expanding scope of the document beyond flash fires and creating
confusion of its scope and appears to be done for commercial purposes and not for the safety of the industrial workers.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #21

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2113-1
New title text should be rejected and the original 2113 should be retained.

IADC objects to the expansion of the scope of this document by removing "Flash Fire" from the title.
By changing the text, the committee is creating an expanding scope of the document beyond flash fires and creating
confusion of its scope and appears to be done for commercial purposes and not for the safety of the industrial workers.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #25

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2113-1
New text to read as follows:

Retain title as:
Standard on Section, Care, Use, and Maintenance of Flame-Resistant Garments for Protection of Industrial Personnel

Against Flash Fire
This document is specific for flash fire. Other NFPA standards address protective clothing for other

types of fire hazards such as NFPA 1851, NFPA 1971, NFPA 1977, NFPA 1992 and NFPA 1999. Removing the word
changing the title of the standard expands the scope of the standard beyond the intent.

Support of the Explanation of the Negative by Baitinger.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #38

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-1
Revise text to read as follows:

Both the 'proposal' and the 'accept in principle' proposal should be rejected in its entirety.
Keep the original title: "Standard on Selection, Care, Use, and Maintenance of Flame-Resistant Garments for

Protection of Industrial Personnel Against Flash Fire"
Removing the word "Flash" from the document title represents a change in the scope of the document.

The purpose of this document is to address the specific garment protection issues associated with flash fire exposure
and not be all encompassing of other types of fires. There are other NFPA documents which address protection issues
with other types of fires. If it is felt that those documents are not adequate, then those documents should be modified.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #48

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Darren Hewston, PXP

2113-1
This proposal should have been rejected by the TC.  Delection of the word "Flash" from the title

changes the purpose of the document without providing information/guidance to select garments for anything other than
Flash Fire.  If the goal is to expand the scope, it should be addressed in another document.

W. Baitinger provided excellent substantiation for not accepting the proposed change.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #39

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-3
Revise text to read as follows:

Both the 'proposal' and the 'accept in principle' proposal should be rejected in its entirety.
The removal of the word "flash" and all references to a flash fire inappropriately expands the scope of

this document beyond its original intent. This document should remain focused to flash fires.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #31

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2113-6
Revise text to read as follows:

Reject the revised definition and retain the original definition in the standard.
Delete the new definition and retain the original definition as in NFPA 2112 and 2113 for Component.

The change in the definition can bring unintended expansion of the scope of the standard.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #30

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2113-7
None provided.

Support the committee's decision to reject the proposed change and not broaden the scope of the
standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #33

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2113-8
None provided.

Support the committee's decision to reject the proposed change and not broaden the scope of the
standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #34

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2113-9
None provided.

Support the committees decision to reject the proposed change and at broaden the scope of the
standard. NFPA 1975 is not appropriate to this standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #46

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Glossary of Terms Technical Advisory Committee ,

2113-10
Adopt the preferred definition of Fit from the Glossary of Terms, extracted from 1851.

The quality, state, and manner in which clothing and equipment, when worn, relate to the human body.
[ 2008]

Making small editorial changes to the definition that do not change its meaning only creates more
duplicate definitions. The Glossary of Terms Technical Advisory Committee recommends extracting the definition as is
or creating an entirely new definition that suits the documents needs.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #10

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry K. Clark, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-12

I support this rejection based on the comments from the Technical Committee.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #16

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2113-12
Retain original text of this paragraph.

IADC strongly supports the committee's Final Action of Rejecting the revision of changing the text of
paragraph 3.3.16*.  Removing the word "Flash" expands the scope of the document beyond its original intention.  Also
the original definition of "Flash Fire" more accurately addresses the scope of the document.  Also the dictionary
definition of fire is adequate.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #35

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2113-12
None provided.

Support the committee's decision to reject the proposed change and not broaden the scope of the
standard. This standard is intended to be specific for “flash fire” and the current definition of “fire" is adequate.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #40

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-12
Revise text to read as follows:

Support 'rejection' of the proposal submitted.
I support the rejection based on the comments of the Technical Committee. This document is specific

to flash fire and  should remain so. Flash fires are a subset of actual fire types and this document is intended and should
focus on that subset. The existing definition is adequate to meet the needs of NFPA 2113.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #19

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2113-3
Do not remove "flash" from paragraphs in this chapter.  Retain the original text "flash fire" contained

in this paragraph.  Keep text:  "3.3.23 Industrial Personnel:  Workers who might be exposed to flash fire."
IADC  objects to the expansion of the scope of this document by removing "Flash Fire" from the title.

By changing the text, the committee is creating an expanding scope of the document beyond flash fires and creating
confusion of its scope and appears to be done for commercial purposes and not for the safety of the industrial workers.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #41

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-14
Revise text to read as follows:

Support the 'rejection' based on the reasoning provided by the Technical Committee.
The proposed definition does not include the means of generation.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #42

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-15
Revise text to read as follows:

Support the 'rejection' based on the comments of the Technical Committee.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #11

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry K. Clark, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-16
Revise text to read as follows:

The organization shall reassess the hazard assessment at least every 5 years, or when a significant change is
made to the work environment to verify that the requirements for wearing or the levels of protection required from
flame-resistant garments has not changed.

Putting a 5 year reassessment requirement into this standard is not necessary.  If the work
environment has not had a significant change, there is no logical reason to reassess the hazard assessment.  It is
enough to state that such a reassessment is necessary if the work conditions change.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #13

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2113-3
Retain the original text "flash fire" contained in this paragraph.

IADC objects to the expansion of the scope of this document by removing "Flash Fire" from the
document.  By changing the text, the committee is creating an expanding scope of the document beyond flash fires and
creating confusion of its scope and appears to be done for commercial purposes and not for the safety of the industrial
workers.

The text "generate a flash fire" should be retained.  The scope of this document is not to cover all types of fires, only
flash fires.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #20

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2113-3
Retain the original text "hazard presenting a flash fire potential" contained in this paragraph.  Reject

text: a fire hazard".
IADC objects to the expansion of the scope of this document by removing "Flash Fire" from the

document.  By changing the text, the committee is creating an expanding scope of the document beyond flash fires and
creating confusion of its scope and appears to be done for commercial purposes and not for the safety of the industrial
workers.

The text "hazard presenting a flash fire" should be retained.  The scope of this document is not to cover all types of
fires, only flash fires.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #18

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2113-3
Retain the original text "generate a flash fire" contained in this paragraph.  Reject text: "present a

fire hazard".
IADC  objects to the expansion of the scope of this document by removing "Flash Fire" from the

document.  By changing the text, the committee is creating an expanding scope of the document beyond flash fires and
creating confusion of its scope and appears to be done for commercial purposes and not for the safety of the industrial
workers.

The text "generate a flash fire" should be retained.  The scope of this document is not to cover all types of fires, only
flash fires.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #3

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2113-16
Change the revised text to read:

The organization shall reassess the hazard assessment at least every 5 years, or when a significant change is made
to the work environment to verify that the requirements for wearing or the levels of protection required from
flame-resistant garments has not changed.

Hazard assessments are required when a significant change is made in the work environment. Adding
the 5 year rule will give a false impression that hazard assessments are only required once every 5 years.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #37

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jeffrey O. Stull, International Personnel Protection, Inc.

2113-17
New text to read as follows:

(x) Visibility characteristics of fabric
Some garments may employ visibility materials (fluorescent or retroreflective) for enhancement of

worker visibility under daytime or nighttime conditions.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James Douglas Dale, University of Alberta

2113-17
Revise text to read as follows:

The proposal was to add words to 4.3.1, specifically: “(1) *Thermal protective characteristics of the fabric over a range
of thermal exposures (e.g., to evaluate the effect of delayed egress, etc.). This was accepted in principle at the
February, 2010 meeting. Upon reflection I think these words should NOT be added to the text for the same reasons
outlined by W. Baitinger in his negative.

Adding the words “over a range of thermal exposures (e.g., to evaluate the effect of delayed egress,
etc.)” leads the reader to expect some guidance as to what thermal exposures should be considered. This is outside the
mandate of this technical committee.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #4

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2113-17
Reject the proposed change in the text.

Both the original submitter's proposal and the TC revised text should have be rejected, The inclusion
of the words "over a range of thermal exposures (e.g., to evaluate the effect of delayed egress, etc.)" misrepresents
what the purpose of this document is.

This standard is specific for flash fire and does not address other fire scenarios last greater than 3 seconds. The
Explanation of the Negative should be considered.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #12

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry K. Clark, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-17
Reject both the submitted proposal and the accepted in part proposal.

These proposals both seek to expand the scope of this standard to cover more than flash fires.  To
evaluate the effectiveness of a garment in protecting a worker from the potential thermal exposure due to a delayed
egress, presupposes that it is even possible to determine how long of a delay there would be in exiting a fire or what the
heat flux during such an activity would be.  The existing criterion adequately covers the heat and time duration of a flash
fire and should not be changed.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #43

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-17
Revise text to read as follows:

Reject this 'proposal' and the ‘accept in part’ proposal in its entirety.
The purpose of this document is to address issues associated with flash fire. The inclusion of "over a

range of thermal exposures (e.g. to evaluate the effect of delayed egress, etc)" misrepresents the intent of the
document.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #8

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry K. Clark, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-20
Reject both the submitted proposal and the accepted in part proposal.

These proposals seek to expand the scope and purpose of this standard.  Whether or not flash fires
are a small subset of the actual fire types experienced in a work place, there is no practical method of determining the
type, heat flux or duration of any other type of fire.  This standard should stay focused on what it can address and not be
expanded to what is not predictable.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #44

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-20
Revise text to read as follows:

Reject this 'proposal' and the 'accept in principle' proposal in its entirety.
Removing the word “flash” from the definition basically removes flash fire from the General Definitions

and assists in propelling the intent of this document outside its original scope. The proposed changes do not enhance
the definition of flash fire, which is the focus of this document. The existing definition of flash fire is adequate for this
document. The proposed definition is appropriate for fire, but not flash fire.

Within the Substantiation, the comment of ''The purpose of this standard is to provide minimum specification
requirements to address all of these industrial fires" is actually not the purpose of this standard. The purpose of this
standard is to address the issues related to flash fires.

The expansion of this standard to encompass all fires seems to be a continuing theme. The effort to expand this
standard beyond flash fires does not enhance the intent of protecting personnel from flash fires, which is and should be
the primary focus of this standard. But rather, may in fact result in confusing information and expectations, and create
undue burden while trying to protect from flash fire.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #51

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert Schultz, Devon Energy

2113-20
We object to the attempt to change the scope from "Flash Fire" to "all fires". This attempt to include

all fires defeats the purpose and original intent.
By limiting the scope to Flash Fires it will restore the original intent.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #5

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2113-20
Reject the committee's proposed change in the text.

TC revised text should be rejected and the original wording retained. Jet, pool and other types of fires
are out of the scope of the standard. The inclusion of these types of fires unnecessarily broadens the scope of the
standard.

This standard is specific for flash fire and does not address other fire scenarios last greater than 3 seconds.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #17

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2113-20
Change added text to read:

Short-duration thermal exposures (flash fires) can arise from other fire types in industrial environments.
These include, but are not limited to jet flames, liquid fires, (pool fires or running liquid fires), solids fires (fires of solid
materials or dust fires), warehouse fires, fires associated with oxygen.

IADC strongly disagrees with the committee's Final Action.  "Flash fires" should be added to the first
sentence and delete warehouse fires from the text.  Industrial personnel would have evacuated the warehouse once the
fire starts and professionals or warehouse trained fire fighter with proper bunker gear will be responding to the fire.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #6

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Brower, Occidental Oil and Gas

2113-21
Reject the committee's proposed change in the text.

TC revised text should be rejected and the original wording retained. Flash fires do have a duration of
3 seconds or less and the committee's revised text broadens the intent and purpose of the standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #9

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry K. Clark, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-21
Reject both the submitted proposal and the accepted in part proposal.

These proposals seek to expand the scope and purpose of this document. The standard covers flash
fires and whether they be a small subset of actual fires experienced or not, minimizing worker injury from that type of fire
is what this standard addresses.  Protection from "jet", "pool" or "solids" fires are not adequately addressed by the
garments described in the standard and expand it beyond its original scent.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #23

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2113-21
Need to retain "Flash Fire" in the title of 2112 as well as in the other places where "flash" has been

removed from the text.  Need to retain the original text from this paragraph.
The flame-resistant garments addressed in NFPA 2112,

, and in this standard provide a measure minimum level of protection against
unplanned exposure to flash fire [testing done at an intensity of approximately 84 kW/m2 (2.0 cal/cm2s) and cumulative
energy of (6 cal/cm2)] for relatively short periods of time, typically 3 seconds or less. This standard directs end users to
conduct hazard assessments for the appropriate tasks and work environments prior to selecting flame resistant
garments. The minimum protection identified in NFPA 2112 may not be appropriate for the thermal hazards faced or
meet the PPE requirements of OSHA 29 CFR 1910.132.

Flame-resistant garments could can may serve to reduce the severity of burn injury as a result of a hydrocarbon flash
fire but cannot completely prevent an injury. Testing of selected garments and material systems is recommended at the
minimum and maximum hazard levels identified in the fire assessment so that overall performance can be understood,
especially in situations where escape times are approximate or the nature of the hazard may change.

Note that garments that continue to burn after a flash fire incident are may Hazardous result in burns to the victim.
NFPA 2112 was developed specifically to screen the use of inappropriate materials to minimize this hazard type of
injury.

NFPA 2112 specifies several requirements for flame-resistant garments in terms of flame resistance, heat resistance,
thermal shrinkage, and flash fire performance. Descriptions of these performance requirements are provided in Annex
B.

IADC strongly disagrees with the committee's Final Action, the original text needs to be retained with
minimum changes as indicated above.

29 CFR 1910 132 does not have any references to FR protection therefore the reference to 29CFR 1910 132 should
not be added.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #45

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Prihoda, Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

2113-21
Revise text to read as follows:

Reject this 'proposal' and the 'accept in principle' proposal in its entirety.
This proposal expands the scope of this document by removing the word "flash".

In addition, OSHA 29CFR 1910.132 does not specify PPE requirements for thermal hazards. In addition, OSHA
29CFR 1910.132(g) specifically states that hazard assessment (paragraph (d)) only applies to 1910.133 (Eye and Face
Protection), 1910.135 (Head Protection), 1910.136 (Foot Protection), and 1910.138 (Hand Protection).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2113-     Log #22

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joseph R. Hurt, International Association of Drilling Contractors

2113-3
Retain the original text "from a flash fire" contained in this paragraph.

IADC objects to the expansion of the scope of this document by removing "Flash Fire" from the title.
By changing the text, the committee is creating an expanding scope of the document beyond flash fires and creating
confusion of its scope and appears to be done for commercial purposes and not for the safety of the industrial workers.

IADC agrees with Mr. Baitinger suggesting that the submitter's proposal should have been rejected.
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2113-2
Though it is desirable to review the entire document to ensure the referenced documents are correct

and up to date, the TC must ensure that all referenced documents are applicable.

In C.1.2.5 the standard references OSHA regulation 29 CFR 1910.132.  This regulation does not cover flame resistant
clothing or other body protection for flash fires.

The standard references OSHA regulation 29 CFR 1910.132.  This regulation does not cover flame
resistant clothing or other body protection for flash fires.
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