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PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Okay.  The 
24    next report under consideration this morning is 
25    that of the Technical Committee of Fire Tests. 
1    Here to present the committee report is Committee 
 2    Chair Barry Badders of Southwest Research 
 3    Institute, San Antonio, Texas.  The committee 
 4    report can be found in the white 2011 fall revision 
 5    cycle, ROP and ROC.  The certified amending motions 
 6    are contained in the motions committee report and 
 7    behind me on the screen.  We will proceed in the 
 8    order of the motion's sequence number presented. 
 9             Mr. Badders. 
10             MR. BADDERS:  Mr. Chair and ladies and 
11    gentlemen, the report of the Technical Committee on 
12    Fire Tests is presented for adoption and can be 
13    found on report for proposals and report on 
14    comments for the 2011 fall meeting revision cycle. 
15    The technical committee has published a report 
16    consisting of a partial revision of NFPA 275, 
17    standard method of fire tests for the evaluation of 
18    thermal barriers used over foam plastic insulation. 
19             The report was submitted to letter ballot 
20    to the technical committee.  Ballot results can be 
21    found on pages 275-2, 275-4 of the report on 
22    proposal and Page 275-2 of the report on comments. 
23             The presiding officer will now proceed 
24    with the certified amending motion. 
25             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you, 
1    Mr. Bedders.  So we will proceed with discussion on 
 2    the certified amending motion on NFPA 275. 
 3             Microphone 5. 
 4             MR. HIRSCHLER:  Mr. Marcelo Hirschler, GBH 



 5    International, speaking for the North American 
 6    Flame Retardant Alliance. 
 7             And I move to reject comments 275-1. 
 8             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Do I have 
 9    hey second?  I didn't hear.  Do I have a second? 
10             SPEAKER:  Second. 
11             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Okay. 
12    Thank you. 
13             Please proceed. 
14             MR. HIRSCHLER:  Thank you.  This is 
15    different from what the things I was talking about 
16    yesterday.  This is a technical issue.  What we're 
17    talking about is that the committee chose to 
18    replace in the test method, which is the room 
19    corner test, replace the pass/fail criteria by 
20    eliminating the pass/fail criteria. 
21             So what we're now faced with, if this 
22    motion fails, is that a thermal barrier will be a 
23    product that is tested in the room corner test. 
24    That test is run.  Flashover occurs.  That test 
25    continues, and after the test, in some way the 
1    laboratory determines that the plastic insulation 
 2    it still remains in place.  I'm not sure how they 
 3    can determine whether it remains in place.  A 
 4    number of problems with this. 
 5             Number 1, the problem of safety to the 
 6    lab.  The lab is required to run a test long past 
 7    flashover.  This is a 15-minute test.  It could be 
 8    the flashover occurs in two or three minutes, and 
 9    we'll have to continue running the test for another 
10    12 minutes or so during flashover. 
11             Number 2, there is an issue of we are 
12    determining that the material that fails a test, 
13    because it goes to flashover, is suitable for 
14    protecting other materials as a thermal barrier. 
15             The rationale for the issue can be found. 
16    If you look at the proposal, one page above the 
17    comment, proposal 275-12 in page 275-4 for 
18    proposal, and that's where the key thing is.  When 
19    Mr. (inaudible) explained that wood structural 



20    panels currently meet the thermal barrier 
21    requirements of the past and should be continued to 
22    be used -- 
23             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  One minute 
24    remaining. 
25             MR. HIRSCHLER:  -- if the belief is the 
1    thermal wood structure panels are suitable, then 
 2    that is a code issue; and that's not a standard 
 3    issue.  The test shouldn't be revised to approve 
 4    particular materials and endanger the lives of the 
 5    labs and endanger lives of people because now we 
 6    have a test without a proper criteria. 
 7             Please approve this motion.  Thank you. 
 8             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 9             Mr. Bedders, would you like to give the 
10    Committee's perspective on that? 
11             MR. BEDDERS:  Mr. Chair, I wish to defer 
12    to Jess Beitel, a member of the fire test committee 
13    to speak on behalf. 
14             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
15             Microphone 8. 
16             MR. BEITEL:  Jess Beitel, Hughes 
17    Associates, speaking for myself on this issue and 
18    try to give some clarity to what we are debating. 
19             Basically -- 
20             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  And are you 
21    speaking for or against? 
22             MR. BEITEL:  I'm against the motion on the 
23    floor. 
24             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Okay. 
25    Thank you. 
 1             MR. BEITEL:  In essence, the issue here is 
 2    a thermal barrier product is a product which goes 
 3    through two tests -- a fire resistance test and 
 4    then a room corner type test.  It evaluates whether 
 5    or not it will protect underline foam plastic that 
 6    this material was covering. 
 7             What we have found, as we developed 
 8    NFPA 275 -- it's a new standard -- is that we 
 9    recognize, after the first standard is published, 



10    that there was an issue with respect to certain 
11    materials which have been used as thermal barrier 
12    products because they can meet the fire resistance 
13    portion of the test but yet not meet the room 
14    corner test. 
15             So, for example, if I have an assembly 
16    with foam plastic in the wall, I cover that with, 
17    let's say, a thickness of wood of a wood product, 
18    whatever thickness that is.  That thickness can 
19    pass the first portion of the 275 test, which is 
20    the fire resistance test; and then we put that 
21    assembly into a room corner test.  What will happen 
22    is that the wood material typically will flashover 
23    that roof and will fail that test.  However, what 
24    we are asking in this change is that, in essence, 
25    that you allow that room test, even though it 
1    flashes over, it continues to run for the entire 
 2    15-minute duration that's specified for that test. 
 3    And at the end of that, extinguish the fire, remove 
 4    that protective material, and see if the foam is 
 5    involved. 
 6             If the foam has not been involved in that 
 7    fire, then the wood product did exactly what it's 
 8    supposed to do.  It acted as a thermal barrier. 
 9             A couple of issues that I'd like to 
10    quickly rebut, one is that our laboratories that 
11    can run that test for post flashover conditions, 
12    they are out there.  Maybe not all, but there are 
13    laboratories that can intersect testing, and 
14    San Antonio is one. 
15             The other issue is, in the same manner 
16    which we protect structural steel, we allow 
17    combustible materials, at the correct thickness, to 
18    protect structural steel.  We're just allowing a 
19    combustible material to protect a foam plastic. 
20             At the end of the day, the flame spread 
21    characteristics of the protective membrane are 
22    basically regulated by the interior section of the 
23    code, either 101 or 5000.  So those products are 
24    then regulated by that.  So if they cause a 



25    flashover or if they cause a -- have a Class B or 
1    Class A flame spread, they may not be able to be 
 2    used even as a thermal barrier based on those other 
 3    regulations. 
 4             We feel that this was an appropriate 
 5    change to make to recognize alternate products to 
 6    be used as alternate thermal barriers. 
 7             Thank you. 
 8             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 9    So with that, we'll open up for floor debate on the 
10    motion.  Again, as a reminder, please provide your 
11    name, affiliation, and whether you're going to be 
12    speaking in support of or against the motion. 
13             Microphone 5. 
14             MR. KOVACIK:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
15    I'm John Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories.  I 
16    speak in support of the motion on the floor. 
17             UL has the member on this committee, and 
18    our vote was to reject this comment.  We do not 
19    believe that the material that the committee is 
20    proposing to put into the document is appropriate 
21    and represent some real safety concerns, 
22    specifically related to the testing procedures 
23    themselves. 
24             In our negative ballot, we stated the 
25    following: 
1             For the test method referenced in 
 2    Section 5, specifically UL 9 -- excuse me -- 
 3    UL 1715 and NFPA 286, flashover typically indicates 
 4    conclusive test results; and consequently the tests 
 5    are terminated.  These methods are not intended as 
 6    post flashover tests.  Test laboratories have 
 7    limited or no experience conducting these tests 
 8    potentially well beyond flashover for the purpose 
 9    of examining the foam for MCM being protected. 
10    There are test safety concerns as well as equipment 
11    safety concerns. 
12             In addition, determining whether the foam 
13    or MCM contributes to the fire growth may be 
14    difficult through visual inspection when the room 



15    corner assembly has gone beyond flashover. 
16             I urge the members of this body to vote in 
17    support of this motion. 
18             Thank you. 
19             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
20             Microphone 8. 
21             SPEAKER:  Timothy (inaudible) American 
22    Wood council speaking against the motion. 
23             This motion is a backhanded effort to 
24    regulate interior finish through 15-minute thermal 
25    barrier.  One place where wood product is commonly 
1    used to protect foam insulation is on houses that 
 2    are built on stilts like close to the ocean to 
 3    prevent storm surge from getting into house. 
 4             If you're going to use foam insulation on 
 5    the underside of the house, you need to protect the 
 6    foam; and typically you can use gypsum board 
 7    because it's exposed to -- and what's commonly used 
 8    right now is wood product that meets the 15-minute 
 9    thermal barrier requirement. 
10             There was a question about the 
11    laboratories can actually conduct the test proposed 
12    by the committee.  There are two labs that are 
13    capable of conducting it.  That's Southwest Reserve 
14    as well as Western Fire.  I urge you to reject this 
15    motion. 
16             Thank you. 
17             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Microphone 
18    Number 5. 
19             MR. DAVIS:  Dick Davis, FM Global speaking 
20    in support of the motion.  I would like to make it 
21    clear to everyone that the language on 275-2 in the 
22    ROC is only language, even though some of it has 
23    been underlined. 
24             This concern over the performance of the 
25    thermal barrier, after the test, it's stated to be 
1    based on visual examination.  The language in this 
 2    proposal is not proper.  It doesn't say how to 
 3    provide visual examination.  It doesn't tell you 
 4    what the pass/fail criteria should be.  It may be 



 5    obvious to some of us, perhaps, more so with the 
 6    foam.  But this also includes metal composite 
 7    materials will be more difficult for someone to 
 8    assess whether or not it actually passed or failed 
 9    without a specific pass/fail criteria in the 
10    standard. 
11             And just not to repeat what's been said, 
12    but I've overseen many of these tests.  There are 
13    four different corner tests that are allowed to be 
14    used by the standard ranging from 8 to 50 feet in 
15    height.  And typically, when they do fail, it 
16    happens relatively earlier in a fire, which means 
17    you have to continue running the test for at least 
18    another five or ten minutes.  And there is a very 
19    good chance it may over task the pollution control 
20    system, and it does put the personnel in jeopardy 
21    that are running the test.  And I've seen quite a 
22    few tests that are pretty scary and failed these 
23    tests. 
24             So I urge you to support this proposal. 
25             Thank you. 
1             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 2             Microphone Number 4. 
 3             MR. HOLLAND:  Joe Holland, Hoover Treated 
 4    Wood Products.  Speaking against the motion. 
 5             When you -- I need to respond to a couple 
 6    of comments by folks that are supporting the 
 7    motion. 
 8             When you're running a test, you know, 
 9    you've got to look at what's the end result of the 
10    test that you're trying to achieve.  I think Jess 
11    explained that quite well in that, in this 
12    particular case, you want to ensure that the 
13    material behind the thermal barrier is not going to 
14    be impacted.  And the fact that you have flashover 
15    is not an indication that the material behind the 
16    material is going to be impacted.  All that means 
17    is that we have a fire, but what we want to be sure 
18    is that, in this case, the foam plastic does not 
19    become involved in the fire and add to it.  So that 



20    is the purpose of the thermal barrier. 
21             The purpose of the thermal barrier is not 
22    to ensure that we don't have flashover.  The 
23    problem that the test lab have, those are problems 
24    that the test lab have.  That has nothing to do 
25    with what we are trying to achieve in running this 
1    test.  We just want to make sure that foam plastic 
 2    is not becoming involved in the fire. 
 3             I urge you to reject the comment -- I 
 4    mean, to -- against the motion.  How is that? 
 5             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 6             Microphone Number 5. 
 7             MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler GBH 
 8    International for NAFRA.  I want to rebut a couple 
 9    of things. 
10             First of all, this test is referenced in 
11    all the building codes, both NFPA 5000 and IBC -- 
12             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Are you 
13    speaking for or against the motion? 
14             MR. HIRSCHLER:  Excuse me.  I'm speaking 
15    for the motion. 
16             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
17             MR. HIRSCHLER:  Okay.  Excuse me about 
18    that. 
19             This is referenced in the code.  So that 
20    pass/fail criteria come here will have an impact in 
21    the code.  This is not a backhanded way of 
22    address -- of addressing the code.  If someone 
23    wants to have a specific exclusion for a specific 
24    material, like a wood structural panel that happens 
25    to behave well, then the code is the place to do 
1    that. 
 2             The code requires that interior finished 
 3    foam plastic shall not be used exposed.  It needs 
 4    to be covered by thermal barrier.  What's the point 
 5    of that?  The point of that is to demonstrate that 
 6    we don't get flashover; that we don't get a serious 
 7    situation. 
 8             I just noticed the gentleman before, 
 9    Joe Holland, saying that flashover just indicates 



10    there is a fire.  No, flashover indicates a hell of 
11    a lot more then there is a fire.  There's a big 
12    fire.  That room is gone. 
13             So if we have a room corner test, the test 
14    where we test the entire room and if we go to that 
15    room to flashover, we're now saying that this 
16    material that is going -- that has gone to 
17    flashover is safe to protect another material. 
18             I don't think so.  Thank you. 
19             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
20             Microphone 8. 
21             MR. BEITEL:  Jess Beitel, Hughes 
22    Associate.  Representing myself on this issue and 
23    stand against the motion on the floor. 
24             I just like to reiterate a couple of 
25    things.  There are labs which can do this test.  If 
1    any lab takes on wanting to do this test, then that 
 2    lab report, because of all their procedures, will 
 3    determine whether or not they can run that test 
 4    from a lab safety point of view either for 
 5    personnel or equipment protection. 
 6             With respect to the use of this type of 
 7    assembly, which would be a combustible material to 
 8    protect foam plastic, we think that's a viable 
 9    alternative.  It's not going to be common.  It's 
10    not going to be used a lot because, if you can 
11    think about that, if you can picture that room 
12    corner test continuing to flashover for another ten 
13    minutes, that's an excessive amount of severe fire 
14    which is going to be imposed onto that thermal 
15    barrier material and whether or not it can 
16    withstand that and still protect the foam 
17    underneath it. 
18             If it can, we feel that that material 
19    should be allowed to be used.  That material 
20    surface flammability is regulated by other sections 
21    of the code, which will address that issue; and in 
22    a very similar manner, as we protect things such as 
23    structural steel, we can use combustible materials 
24    to protect structural steel hourly ratings, two 



25    hours rating.  This is the same thing, just 
1    protecting the foam plastic. 
 2             I urge you to reject the motion. 
 3             Thank you. 
 4             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Thank you. 
 5             Is there any further discussion on 
 6    Motion 271-51 which is to reject Comment 275-1? 
 7    Any final comments from the Chair? 
 8             MR. BEDDERS:  Not at this time. 
 9             PRESIDING OFFICER HARRINGTON:  Okay. 
10    Thank you.  So at this point, we're going to move 
11    on to vote, and before we vote; let me restate the 
12    motion. 
13             The motion on the floor is to reject 
14    Comment 275-1.  So please record your vote, one in 
15    favor of the motion or two opposed to the motion. 
16    Balloting closing in five seconds.  Balloting 
17    closed.  And the motion passes. 
18             Is there any further discussion on 
19    NFPA 275?  Seeing none, we'll move on to the next 
20    document. 
21             Thank you, Mr. Bedders. 
 


