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M E M O R A N D U M 

 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Fire Tests 
 
FROM: Tracy Golinveaux, Staff Liaison 

DATE: April 17, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 289 ROC TC Letter Ballot (F2012) 

 ______________________________________________________________________  
 
The ROC letter ballot for NFPA 289 is attached.  The ballot is for formally voting on 
whether or not you concur with the committee’s actions on the comments.  Reasons must 
accompany all negative and abstention ballots. 
 
Please do not vote negatively because of editorial errors.  However, please bring such 
errors to my attention for action. 
 
Please complete and return your ballot as soon as possible but no later than Wednesday, 
May 2, 2012.  As noted on the ballot form, please return the ballot to Diane Matthews 
either via e-mail to dmatthews@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7110.  You may also mail 
your ballot to the attention of Diane Matthews at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, 
MA 02169. 
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.   
 
 
 
Attachment:  Comments 
   



Report on Comments  –  November 2012 NFPA 289
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-1     Log #4

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Thornberry, Rick Thornberry, FPE

289-5
Delete the proposed revisions to Section 4.1.7 and the proposed new Section 4.1.8 in its entirety.

This test method is mainly intended to be referenced by model codes and standards for their purposes
of regulating the combustibility of materials in specific applications.  Allowing for alternative ignition sources will tend to
make this test method more variable and less standardized, thus resulting in less reproducibility.  The proponent should
consider developing a new test method for the “purpose of forensic fire reconstruction or research” based on this test
method, rather than trying to revise this test method to meet his specific needs.  Furthermore, the Committee Statement
does not address the proponent’s request, but rather indicates that the test method is appropriate for product evaluation
and acceptance which is consistent with my reason for rejecting this Proposal.

Alternative ignition sources will not effect the reproducibility of this test. The new test method
suggested by the submitter would be identical to NFPA 289.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-2     Log #5

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Thornberry, Rick Thornberry, FPE

289-6
Delete proposed new Section 4.1.8 in its entirety.

See my reason in my Public Comment for rejecting Proposal 289-5.

See committee statement on 289-1 (Log# 4)

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-3     Log #6

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Thornberry, Rick Thornberry, FPE

289-7
Delete proposed new Section 5.1.7 in its entirety.

Establishing a specified heat flux exposure goes beyond the purpose and intent of this test method.
The codes and standards that choose to reference this test method should be responsible for determining the
appropriate test exposure, as well as the acceptance criteria, since they have the expertise and the need to do so for the
purpose of regulating or controlling the combustibility of materials for specific applications.  The Fire Tests Technical
Committee’s expertise is in developing the fire test procedures in a standardized form so that repeatable and
reproducible results are obtained and the tests can then be referenced by authorities having jurisdiction as needed to
meet their specific needs.

The 20kW requirement is consistent with the requirements in UL 1975.
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Report on Comments  –  November 2012 NFPA 289
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-4     Log #1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

289-7
Revise text to read

5.1.7* Decorative objects shall be tested using the ignition source at an initial power level of 20 kW.
A.5.1.7 When the fire tests of decorative objects are used for research purposes, if a determination is made that the

heat input to the fuel package was insufficient for proper assessment when testing at a particular power level, such as
20 kW, the fuel package should be retested at a higher power level.

Guidance should be given with regard to research with this test, as to when it is important to use
ignition sources more severe than the one originally used. That is the point of having a test with multiple standard
ignition sources.

Add annex note to section 5.1.7 as follows:
5.1.7* Decorative objects shall be tested using the ignition source at an initial power level of 20 kW.
A.5.1.7 When the fire tests of decorative objects are used for research purposes, a different ignition source or power

level may be appropriate.
Different ignition sources are needed to establish a variety of fire scenarios, including those

above 20kW.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-5     Log #7

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Thornberry, Rick Thornberry, FPE

289-8
Delete proposed new Section 5.2.3 in its entirety.

See my reason in my Public Comment for rejecting Proposal 289-7.

The 20kW requirement is consistent with UL 1975. See action on comment 289-3 (Log #6).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-6     Log #2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

289-8
Revise text to read as follows:

5.2.3* Exhibit booths shall be tested using the ignition source at an initial power level of 20 kW.
A.5.2.3 When the fire tests of exhibit booths are used for research purposes, if a determination is made that the heat

input to the fuel package was insufficient for proper assessment when testing at a particular power level, such as 20 kW,
the fuel package should be retested at a higher power level.

Guidance should be given with regard to research with this test, as to when it is important to use
ignition sources more severe than the one originally used. That is the point of having a test with multiple standard
ignition sources.

Add annex note to 5.2.3 as follows:
A.5.2.3 When the fire tests of exhibit booths are used for research purposes, a different ignition source or power level
may be  appropriate.

Different ignition sources are needed to represent a variety of fire scenarios, including those
above 20kW.
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Report on Comments  –  November 2012 NFPA 289
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-7     Log #8

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Thornberry, Rick Thornberry, FPE

289-9
Delete proposed new Section 5.3.5 in its entirety.

See my reason in my Public Comment for rejecting Proposal 289-7.

The 20kW requirement is consistent with UL 1975.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-8     Log #3

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

289-9
Revise text to read as follows:

5.3.5* Theater, motion picture and television stage settings shall be tested using the ignition source at an initial power
level of 20 kW.

A.5.2.3 When the fire tests of theater, motion picture and television stage settings are used for research purposes, if a
determination is made that the heat input to the fuel package was insufficient for proper assessment when testing at a
particular power level, such as 20 kW, the fuel package should be retested at a higher power level.

Guidance should be given with regard to research with this test, as to when it is important to use
ignition sources more severe than the one originally used. That is the point of having a test with multiple standard
ignition sources.

Add annex note to section 5.3.5 as follows:
A.5.3.5 When the fire tests of theater, motion picture, and television stage settings are used for research purposes, a
different ignition source or power level may be  appropriate.

Different ignition sources are needed to represent a variety of fire scenarios, including those
above 20kW.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-9     Log #9

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Thornberry, Rick Thornberry, FPE

289-10
Delete proposed new Section 5.4 in its entirety.

See my reason in my Public Comment for rejecting Proposal 289-7.  I also have concerns about the
wording in 5.4 which I consider to be vague and ambiguous.  For example, in 5.4.2 which edge of the burner is to be
used?  And in 5.4.3 it’s not clear to me what “inside the outermost portion of the tree” means.  And how is the vertical
centerline of the burner to be located vertically and is that to be measured above or below the bottom branches?  This
will lead to a lack of reproducibility of the test method.

The language developed in the ROP is consistent with UL 2358 and provides sufficient
guidance.
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Report on Comments  –  November 2012 NFPA 289
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-10     Log #10

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Thornberry, Rick Thornberry, FPE

289-26
Delete proposed new Section 8.1.2.4 in its entirety.

What is the purpose of allowing fire sizes greater than 300 kW?  The specified fire exposures in this
test method are intended to be used for regulatory purposes that are discussed in the Annex A Section A.4.1.7.1.  I have
concerns that the test equipment and instrumentation may not be capable of handling fires that may result from
combustible fuel packages being exposed to larger heat fluxes and may not produce accurate results that are
reproducible.

Providing flexibility in the code allows the users to measure fire sizes greater than 300 kW.
Section 8.2.4 allows the user to go above 300kW and there is no reason to limit fire sizes as long as instruments are
calibrated appropriately.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-11     Log #17

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Fuss, US Govt.

289-29
Add new text to read as follows:

An alternative method shall be permitted to calculate the calibration factor. The alternative method is described
as follows. Following completion of a calibration test, the average heat release rate shall be calculated for the burner
output at each set point. The corresponding average heat release rate shall be calculated for each point based on the
oxygen consumption measurements. A linear, least squares regression shall be performed on this data set, using the
burner averages as the dependent (Y) variable. The slope of this line shall be used as the calibration factor.

Data sets were examined from twenty four experiments conducted under large scale calorimeters at
the ATF Fire Research Laboratory in which the calibration factor was calculated using the method described in Section
8.2.3 as well as the proposed method outlined above. It was determined that the calibration factors calculated using
both methods, were in agreement to within 1% in all cases. Data sets for the twenty-four experiments are supporting
material.

One advantage to the proposed method is that each step in the calibration test carries equal weight. The method
described in Section 8.2.3 places heavier weight on the higher heat release rate steps, assuming each step is of equal
duration.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

Add new text to read as follows:
An alternative method shall be permitted to calculate the calibration factor, as described in 8.2.3.2 and 8.2.3.3.

8.2.3.2  Following completion of a calibration test, the average heat release rate shall be calculated for the burner output
at each set point. The corresponding average heat release rate shall be calculated for each point based on the oxygen
consumption measurements. A linear, least squares regression shall be performed on this data set, using the burner
averages as the dependent (Y) variable. The slope of this line shall be used as the calibration factor.

8.2.3.3 The r-squared correlation coefficient of the least squares regression shall not be less than 0.90.
The committee revised and reformatted the language. A lower limit for the r-squared value was

established and included to eliminate excessive scatter.
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Report on Comments  –  November 2012 NFPA 289
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-12     Log #11

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Thornberry, Rick Thornberry, FPE

289-30
Delete proposed new Section 8.2.8 in its entirety.

See my reason in my Public Comment for rejecting Proposal 289-26.  Furthermore, what is considered
acceptable documentation of the fuel constants for the alternate fuels that may be used?  This should be specified in
this test method in order that consistency will be achieved in obtaining accurate test results with alternate fuels that are
reproducible.

See committee statement on 289-10 (Log #10).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-13     Log #12

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Thornberry, Rick Thornberry, FPE

289-31
Delete the proposed revisions to Section 9.1.3 and all its subsections.  Also delete the proposed

revisions to Sections 9.1.6, 9.1.7, and 9.1.8.
See my reason in my Public Comment for rejecting Proposal 289-30.

The revisions in ROP 289-31 were made to generalize the use of the document for all ignition
sources.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-14     Log #13

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Thornberry, Rick Thornberry, FPE

289-32
Delete the proposed revisions to Section 9.1.3 and all its subsections.  Also delete the proposed

revisions to Sections 9.1.6, 9.1.7, and 9.1.8.
As noted in my reason in my Public Comment for rejecting Proposal 289-32, allowing an alternate fuel

(ignition) source may lead to varying and inconsistent results and, thus, less reproducibility.

Allowing an alternative ignition source is appropriate and allows for consistent, reproducible
results.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-15     Log #14

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Rick Thornberry, Rick Thornberry, FPE

289-35
Delete the proposed new Section 9.1.3.3 in its entirety.

See my reason in my Public Comment for rejecting Proposal 289-32.

See statement on 289-14 (Log #13).
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Report on Comments  –  November 2012 NFPA 289
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-16     Log #15

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Fuss, US Govt.

289-37
Delete Section 10.3.1.

The release rate of carbon monoxide can be calculated using the same methodology that is used for
calculating the release rate of other combustion gases, described in Section 10.3.2.

Data sets were examined from twenty experiments conducted under large scale calorimeters at the ATF Fire Research
Laboratory. The experiments were conducted using multiple fuels and configurations. The CO release rate was
calculated based on the methods outlined in Section 10.3.1 and 10.3.2. A comparison was performed of the CO release
rate as well as the total CO released. In the case of the CO release rate, the average difference between the
calculations was less than 1% in all cases. The results were similar in the case of total CO released. In 19 of 20 data
sets the difference in the total mass of CO released was at or below 1.0%. The maximum difference was 1.1%.

Data sets for the twenty experiments are supporting material.
Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

The original equation was retained and a new equation for all gases was added as an
alternative. See action on 289-17 Log #16.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-17     Log #16

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Fuss, US Govt.

289-37
Revise text to read as follows:

For other combustion gases, t The release rate shall be a function of the summation of the concentration of that
gas at each scan in the exhaust (i.e., the products of the mole fraction of the combustion gas, and the overall mass flow
rate for that scan, and the scan period), and its molecular weight as follows:

******Insert Equation Here******

The existing equation in Section 10.3.2 produces an average combustion gas release rate over the
duration of the test. The proposed changes reduce the equation to an expression for the instantaneous combustion gas
release rate.  Subtracting the mole fraction measured in the incoming air adjusts for the presence of baseline values.

Keep original 10.3.2 and add new section 10.3.3 as follows:
10.3.3 An alternate procedure for calculating the release rate of gases, including carbon monoxide, shall be a function

of the concentration of each gas species at each scan in the exhaust (i.e., the products of the mole fraction of the
combustion gas, and the overall mass flow rate for that scan) and its molecular weight as follows:

******Insert Equation from recommendation Here******
The original text and equation in 10.3.2 should be retained. The suggested text was edited and

added to a new section as an alternate procedure. The suggested equation was added to the new section.
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Report on Comments  –  November 2012 NFPA 289
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
289-18     Log #18

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Paul Fuss, US Govt.

289-38
Delete this section.

The text will be added to Section 8.2.3.1.

This action was completed during the ROP
The committee addressed this issue during the ROP. This comment results in no change to the

original ROP.
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