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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Fire Investigations 
 
FROM: Stacey Van Zandt 
 
DATE: August 30, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 921 First Draft Circulation Ballot (F2013) 
 

 
The August 29, 2012 date for receipt of the NFPA 921 First Draft letter ballot has passed. 
 
The preliminary First Draft ballot results are as follows: 
 
31     Members Eligible to Vote  
3       Not Returned  (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 
 
In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects, attached are reasons for 
negative votes for review so you may change your ballot if you wish.  Abstentions and affirmative 
comments are also included.  Ballots received from alternate members are not included unless the 
ballot from the principal member was not received.   
 
If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before Monday, 
September 3, 2012 at 10:00 pm ET.  Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now. 
Such changes should be sent to Stacey Van Zandt via either e-mail to svanzandt@nfpa.org or via 
fax to 617-984-7056.  You may also mail your ballot to the attention of Stacey Van Zandt at NFPA, 
1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 02169.  
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
 
Attachment:   
Circulation Explanation Report 



 

 

 

NFPA 921, F2013 First Revision results are as follows unless noted below: 
 
Eligible to Vote:   31    
Affirmative:    22 (Affirmative with comment on one or more FRs - Paulk & Sklar)   
Negative:   6 (On one or more FRs - Carpenter, A. Cox, Gottuk, Hewitt, Lentini, & Weyler)    
Abstain:   0    
Not Returned: 3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 
 

Global Comment 

Mr. Sesniak voted on all of the First Revisions with the following comment: 

Affirmative with Comment on all of the First Revisions (Sesniak): The implementation of the new 
NFPA standards development process created the circumstance where the committee was allotted a 
wholly inadequate three business days to review the first draft and cast a ballot.  This affirmative vote is 
cast only to advance the implementation of the new NFPA process, does not necessarily reflect support 
of the proposed change, and assumes that corrective action can be affected during the public comment 
period.   

NFPA 921 FR 119, Entire Document 

 Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   28  Negative:  0  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Affirmative with Comment (Paulk): The implementation of the new NFPA standards development 
process created the circumstance where the committee was allotted only three business days to review 
the first draft and cast a ballot.  My affirmative vote is cast only to advance the implementation of the 
new NFPA process, and assumes that changes requiring correction can be affected during the public 
comment period. 

NFPA 921 FR 2, Section 1.4 and 1.5 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): This section, as written, does not convey useful information on measurement 
uncertainty and use of significant digits, which is really what you are asking the reader to address. This 
topic should be addressed in the document, but not as written. 



 

 

Affirmative with Comment (Lentini): The first sentence requires revision.  Either the word "when" 
needs to be restored, or the words "are reported" need to be stricken. I favor restoring the word 
"when."  The sentence would read as follows: 1.5. Measurement Uncertainty. The reproducibility of 
measurements reported in this document guide may be very high, such as density measurements of 
pure substances, or more variable, such as when gas temperatures, heat release rates, or event times in 
test fires are reported.  
  
NFPA 921 FR 6, Section 2.3.12 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   28  Negative:  0  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Affirmative with Comment (Carpenter): The references associated with the SFPE Handbook of Fire 
Protection Engineering needs to also include SFPE (Society of Fire Protection Engineers, Bethesda, 
MD) as a publisher in addition to the NFPA being a publisher. 

 

NFPA 921 FR 3, Section 2.3.5 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   28  Negative:  0  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Affirmative with Comment (Lentini): Throughout the document, the space between the letter and the 
number of all ASTM standards should be deleted, as ASTM International has changed its means of 
designating standards.  D56--not D 56.  There is not time to accomplish this now, but NFPA should 
use clerical staff to search the document for the letters ASTM, and correct each of these references. 
 
921 FR 7, Section 3.3 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   28  Negative:  0  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Affirmative with Comment (Gottuk): The definition provided is not complete and should include the 
concept of driving off free and chemically bound water. 

NFPA 921 FR 163, Section 3.3 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Hewitt): I reject the action on the addition of a definition of “hostile fire” (FR 163, new 
3.3.X), the revised definition of “incendiary fire case” (FR 162, new para. 3.3.103) and revisions to 



 

 

“Incendiary Fire Cause Classification” (FR 108, new para. 19.2.1.3). Using “hostile fire” as part of 
the definition of an incendiary fire is inherently contradictory. As one can see below, according to 
definitions used by the NFPA, the insurance industry and the law, hostile fires typically refer to 
accidental fires. In the proposed revisions to NFPA 921, the phrase “hostile fire” is used exclusively 
to define incendiary fires. The definition of “hostile fire” should be removed in its entirety because it 
is not only unnecessary, but confusing for the reasons stated below. For the same reasons, the 
revisions to the definition of “incendiary fire” and “fire cause classification” should be rejected and 
current text left in place.  

NFPA 901 “Standard Classifications for Incident Reporting and Fire Protection Data” 2006 ed. 
defines “hostile fire” as, “Any instance of destructive and uncontrolled burning, including explosion, 
of combustible solids, liquids, or gases.” For coding the cause of ignition, NFPA 901 uses “hostile” in 
defining accidental fires by defining an “unintentional” fire as, “friendly fires that become hostile and 
the failure of a piece of equipment or a heat source.” By contrast, consider how NFPA 901 deals with 
incendiary fires. For coding the cause of ignition, NFPA 901 defines “intentional” fires as “the 
deliberate misuse of a heat source or a fire of incendiary nature.” Therefore, according to NFPA 901, 
hostile fires are unintentional or accidental. Incendiary or intentional fires are by definition NOT 
“hostile.”  

The term hostile fire is not used in the criminal law. It is, however, defined in the insurance industry 
and by legal cases dealing with insurance claims. The insurance industry defines “hostile fire” as a 
“friendly fire” gone wrong, so it is instructive to consider the meaning of both “hostile” and 
“friendly” fires. The following quotes provide the generally accepted insurance and legal definitions 
of “friendly” and “hostile” fires: 

“A “friendly” fire is defined as being a fire lighted and contained in a usual or ordinary place for fire, 
such as a furnace, stove, incinerator, and the like, and used for the purposes of heating, cooking, 
manufacturing, or other common and usual everyday purposes. . . .  
“In contrast, a “hostile” fire has been generally defined as being a fire which is unexpected, 
unintentional, not anticipated, and in a place not intended for it to be and where fire is not ordinarily 
maintained, or which has escaped its ordinary, “friendly” confines. . . . . 
“Otherwise stated, a fire that burns in a place where it is intended to burn to accomplish an intended 
purpose generally is a friendly fire as contrasted with a hostile fire which breaks out from where it 
was intended to be. . . .” (quoting Couch on Insurance § 149:24). 
Hostile fires also include those that begin outside a building and spread inside, or accidentally start 
within a building (LDKBK s 13.04). Other authorities confirm that these are the definitions of hostile 
and friendly fires as used by the legal and insurance communities in the United States. 
Since a hostile fire, while intentionally set, escapes from where it was intended to burn and causes 
damage that is unintended, insurance policies generally pay for losses caused by hostile fires. This is 
because the fire damage is accidental, even though the fire was intentionally set. Contrast a hostile 
fire with and incendiary fire that is intentionally set by an insured person to wrongfully collect 
insurance proceeds. Incendiary fires are excluded from insurance coverage. To emphasize, hostile 
fires are covered by insurance, while incendiary fires set by the insured are not. Therefore, “hostile” 
does not mean the intent of the person setting the fire was hostile, it means that the fire became 
destructive and uncontrolled, which can easily happen by accident. Hostile fires are accidental.  
The NFPA 901 definition is consistent with the insurance and legal definitions of hostile fire. 
Essentially, a hostile fire by both definitions include a fire that was intentionally set but that caused 
“destructive and uncontrolled” burning, such as when a fire escapes beyond the fireplace. Hostile 



 

 

fires, therefore by either their NFPA definition or their insurance and legal definition include 
accidental fires. 
With this in mind, look at the revised definition of “Incendiary Fire” proposed for NFPA 921. 
Incendiary fire is defined as, “A deliberately ignited, hostile fire.” (FR 162, new para. 3.3.103). Said 
another way, an incendiary fire is a deliberately ignited fire that accidentally gets out of control. For 
example, if one intentionally lights a candle and a passerby accidentally brushes the candle flame, 
setting clothing on fire, the fire is by definition hostile. By the NFPA 921 2011 ed. classification it 
would be accidental. However, with the new definition, this fire is now defined and classified as 
“incendiary.” One can postulate numerous similar examples. It is noteworthy that the insurance 
industry has moved away from using the terms “friendly” and “hostile” fire because they are 
confusing.  
While the definition of incendiary may not be sufficient, the new approach taken by these revisions 
should be rejected in their entirety. 

NFPA 921 FR 10, Section 3.3 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (A. Cox): See associated reasoning/comments in FR18. 

NFPA 921 FR 158, Section 3.3.27 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   26  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (A. Cox): My main concern is in the categorization of clean burn as a "fire pattern".  NFPA 
921 currently makes a distinction between "fire patterns" and "fire effects".  As I understand it, the 
distinction was made to delineate between fire scene damages that require interpretation as to why they 
are present (fire patterns) and those damages that are more elemental in nature and can be verified by 
generalized experimentation.  Deposition of soot on a surface, the lack of deposition of soot on a surface, 
and the burning away of soot from a surface where it has already been deposited, are in my opinion, 
consistent with the more elemental phenomena of "fire effects".  In its current definition, the committee 
is suggesting that clean burn may result from from any one of the previously mentioned effects, and 
therefore, requires interpretation by an investigator to determine how it got there.  As a result, clean burn 
is more appropriately defined as a "fire pattern".  As an additional caution, little detailed research is 
available on the factors that contribute to clean burn, and any current definition of clean burn in 921 
should reflect this lack of research. 

Negative (Gottuk): There is no technical justification for changing the definition and asserting a 
mechanism of formation that has not been proven.  Other data, such as included in the thesis by Riahi, 
demonstrate that the original definition is correct.  The work by Carmen suggests a hypothesis consistent 
with the change in the definition; however, his hypothesis has not been proven by his work or by others. 



 

 

NFPA 921 FR 159, Section 3.3.40 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Lentini): There is no valid reason for the exclusion of the examples. They should be 
restored, as they help the reader understand the concept. The submitter who proposed eliminating the 
two sentences stated, 
  
"NFPA definitions need to be in single sentences. The added sentences in these definitions are not 
really a part of the definition and should either become an annex note (as proposed) or be included in 
a mandatory part of the standard. 
  
In reviewing the manual of style, I can find no such reference in section 1.6.3 on definitions to this 
alleged "one sentence rule." A search of the MOS for the words "definition" and "sentence" revealed no 
such rule.  Putting the examples in an appendix unnecessarily complicates the reader's search. 

NFPA 921 FR 161, Section 3.3.84 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (A. Cox): First, it is not clear to me that the definition in the Report are representative of the 
actual committee action that took place.  Full room involvement as a result of flashover results in 
compartments that are frequently significantly deficient in oxygen, which is likely to prevent combustion 
in ALL areas, even when it may appear otherwise.  Although pyrolysis may be taking place for items 
located throughout the entire volume of the space, actual combustion (a chemical process of oxidation 
involving the combination of heat, fuel, and oxygen in an uninhibited chain reaction) may not 
necessarily be taking place throughout the "entire volume."  As such, the proposed definition is no better 
than, and contains the same flaws as, the current definition. 

NFPA 921 FR 162, Section 3.3.103 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Hewitt): I reject the action on the addition of a definition of “hostile fire” (FR 163, new 
3.3.X), the revised definition of “incendiary fire case” (FR 162, new para. 3.3.103) and revisions to 
“Incendiary Fire Cause Classification” (FR 108, new para. 19.2.1.3). Using “hostile fire” as part of 
the definition of an incendiary fire is inherently contradictory. As one can see below, according to 
definitions used by the NFPA, the insurance industry and the law, hostile fires typically refer to 
accidental fires. In the proposed revisions to NFPA 921, the phrase “hostile fire” is used exclusively 
to define incendiary fires. The definition of “hostile fire” should be removed in its entirety because it 



 

 

is not only unnecessary, but confusing for the reasons stated below. For the same reasons, the 
revisions to the definition of “incendiary fire” and “fire cause classification” should be rejected and 
current text left in place.  

NFPA 901 “Standard Classifications for Incident Reporting and Fire Protection Data” 2006 ed. 
defines “hostile fire” as, “Any instance of destructive and uncontrolled burning, including explosion, 
of combustible solids, liquids, or gases.” For coding the cause of ignition, NFPA 901 uses “hostile” in 
defining accidental fires by defining an “unintentional” fire as, “friendly fires that become hostile and 
the failure of a piece of equipment or a heat source.” By contrast, consider how NFPA 901 deals with 
incendiary fires. For coding the cause of ignition, NFPA 901 defines “intentional” fires as “the 
deliberate misuse of a heat source or a fire of incendiary nature.” Therefore, according to NFPA 901, 
hostile fires are unintentional or accidental. Incendiary or intentional fires are by definition NOT 
“hostile.”  

The term hostile fire is not used in the criminal law. It is, however, defined in the insurance industry 
and by legal cases dealing with insurance claims. The insurance industry defines “hostile fire” as a 
“friendly fire” gone wrong, so it is instructive to consider the meaning of both “hostile” and 
“friendly” fires. The following quotes provide the generally accepted insurance and legal definitions 
of “friendly” and “hostile” fires: 

“A “friendly” fire is defined as being a fire lighted and contained in a usual or ordinary place for fire, 
such as a furnace, stove, incinerator, and the like, and used for the purposes of heating, cooking, 
manufacturing, or other common and usual everyday purposes. . . .  
“In contrast, a “hostile” fire has been generally defined as being a fire which is unexpected, 
unintentional, not anticipated, and in a place not intended for it to be and where fire is not ordinarily 
maintained, or which has escaped its ordinary, “friendly” confines. . . . . 
“Otherwise stated, a fire that burns in a place where it is intended to burn to accomplish an intended 
purpose generally is a friendly fire as contrasted with a hostile fire which breaks out from where it 
was intended to be. . . .” (quoting Couch on Insurance § 149:24). 
Hostile fires also include those that begin outside a building and spread inside, or accidentally start 
within a building (LDKBK s 13.04). Other authorities confirm that these are the definitions of hostile 
and friendly fires as used by the legal and insurance communities in the United States. 
Since a hostile fire, while intentionally set, escapes from where it was intended to burn and causes 
damage that is unintended, insurance policies generally pay for losses caused by hostile fires. This is 
because the fire damage is accidental, even though the fire was intentionally set. Contrast a hostile 
fire with and incendiary fire that is intentionally set by an insured person to wrongfully collect 
insurance proceeds. Incendiary fires are excluded from insurance coverage. To emphasize, hostile 
fires are covered by insurance, while incendiary fires set by the insured are not. Therefore, “hostile” 
does not mean the intent of the person setting the fire was hostile, it means that the fire became 
destructive and uncontrolled, which can easily happen by accident. Hostile fires are accidental.  
The NFPA 901 definition is consistent with the insurance and legal definitions of hostile fire. 
Essentially, a hostile fire by both definitions include a fire that was intentionally set but that caused 
“destructive and uncontrolled” burning, such as when a fire escapes beyond the fireplace. Hostile 
fires, therefore by either their NFPA definition or their insurance and legal definition include 
accidental fires. 
With this in mind, look at the revised definition of “Incendiary Fire” proposed for NFPA 921. 
Incendiary fire is defined as, “A deliberately ignited, hostile fire.” (FR 162, new para. 3.3.103). Said 
another way, an incendiary fire is a deliberately ignited fire that accidentally gets out of control. For 



 

 

example, if one intentionally lights a candle and a passerby accidentally brushes the candle flame, 
setting clothing on fire, the fire is by definition hostile. By the NFPA 921 2011 ed. classification it 
would be accidental. However, with the new definition, this fire is now defined and classified as 
“incendiary.” One can postulate numerous similar examples. It is noteworthy that the insurance 
industry has moved away from using the terms “friendly” and “hostile” fire because they are 
confusing.  
While the definition of incendiary may not be sufficient, the new approach taken by these revisions 
should be rejected in their entirety. 

NFPA 921 FR 164, Section 3.3.144 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The addition of the word "evaluation" is not a part of the steps of the Scientific 
Method as described in this document. There is no discussion of how an "evaluation" step is required nor 
is there a description of what such an evaluation entails beyond the formulation and testing of 
hypotheses. 

NFPA 921 FR 12, Section 4.3.6 and 4.3.6.1 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   25  Negative:  3  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): Sections 4.3.6.3 and 4.3.6.4 do not convey coherent information in its current 
written form that is of additional value to the reader. 

Negative (Hewitt): There are errors in the balloted text. In paragraph 4.3.6.2 below the errors are 
editorial and I would vote affirmative with the changes shown. On the other hand, paragraph 4.3.6.4 
does not make sense. I believe it should read as shown below, but without looking at the official notes 
from our TC meeting in May, 2012 I cannot tell whether this is an editorial error or an error by the 
TC, therefore I feel obliged to vote negative on FR12 as written. Below is the way I believe these 
paragraphs should read: 
"4.3.6.2 In another example, if a hypothesis proposes that a specific make and model of a portable 
space heater is (or is not) capable of a portable space heater is (or is not) capable of igniting a 
cardboard box, of a specific type, located at a specific distance as determined from the data at the fire 
scent scene, this hypothesis may have to be tested experimentally.” . . . . 
. . . . 
4.3.6.4 If the hypothesis is refuted or not supported, it should be discarded and alternate hypotheses 
should be developed and tested. This may require the collection of new data or the reanalysis of 
existing data. The testing process needs to be continued until all feasible hypotheses have been tested. 
When conclusion is determined to be uniquely consistent with the facts, and with the principles of 
science, the conclusion confirmed. If no hypothesis can withstand an examination by deductive 
reasoning, the issue should be considered undetermined. 
 



 

 

Negative (Lentini): 4.6.3.2 and 4.6.3.4 have been rendered unintelligible on the ballot item.  They need 
to be fixed, but there is no ability to show legislative format on this form (a serious shortcoming, in this 
member's opinion).  Due to the shortness of the review period (another serious problem) I am unable to 
provide a fix, but the section definitely requires fixing. 

NFPA 921 FR 13, Section 4.3.9 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   28  Negative:  0  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Affirmative with Comment (Carpenter): Not sure why "of" is being struck from this section. 

NFPA 921 FR 15, Section 5.2.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Lentini): Re-insert the word "change" after "decomposition (chemical)", so the text will read 
"decomposition (chemical change)".  The contrast between phase change and chemical change will 
become clearer if the word "change" appears in both places. 

NFPA 921 FR 16, Section 5.2.3.2 through 5.2.3.2.5 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): Section 5.2.3.2.4 - The percentages of vapor in air needs to be qualified as 
"percent by volume" and the use of "ordinary temperatures" is vague and not a recognized term-of-art in 
the combustion community. In addition, the last sentence of section 5.2.3.2.5 does not seem to convey 
accurate information. "...the lower the LEL, the higher the UEL ..." is not an accurate statement in this 
context. 

NFPA 921 FR 16, Section 5.2.3.2 through 5.2.3.2.5 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   28  Negative:  0  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Affirmative with comment (Lentini): 5.2.3.2 The third sentence should read "The percentage of the 
mixture of gaseous fuel in air by volume..." rather than "to air by volume..." 

 5.2.3.2.5 The colon in the last sentence should be a comma. 
 
 



 

 

NFPA 921 FR 18, Section 5.5.5 through 5.5.5.3.4 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (A. Cox): The discussion of thermometry as proposed, while accurate, provides information 
that is in no way unique to fire investigation.  While the qualified fire investigator should probably know 
something about thermometry, NFPA 921 can not and should not become a textbook for all that needs to 
be known by the fire investigator.  The study of temperature measurement is arguably no more or less 
important than flow velocity, gas concentration, heat flux, or any number of other experimental 
measurements, none of which are described in such detail, if at all, in 921.  The topic of experimental 
measurement is adequately addressed by any number of other references, and the proposed text is 
unnecessary and inconsistent with how 921 addresses related material. 

Affirmative with comment (Lentini): 5.5.5.3 has an extra colon in the last sentence after however. 
5.5.5.3.3  The ratios appear to be transposed. The two sentences about relative sizes of degrees should 
read: The size of a degree Fahrenheit or Rankine is smaller than that of a degree Celsius or Kelvin by 
a ratio of 5:9.Conversely, the size of a degree Celsius or Kelvin is larger than that of a degree 
Fahrenheit or Rankine by a ratio of 9:5. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 182, Section 6.2.3.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): Caption provides an interpretation that may not be scientifically reliable. There 
may be other exposure conditions that could produce similar results with respect to the ultimate damage 
but does not involve fire movement from left to right. For example, thermal radiation can produce 
differences in mass loss on a sofa through a reduction in incident flux by differences in distance from the 
source. 

NFPA 921 FR 185, Section 6.2.8.4 (a) and Section 6.2.8.4 (b) 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): Caption provides an interpretation that may not be scientifically reliable. There 
may be other exposure conditions that could produce similar results with respect to the ultimate damage 
but does not involve fire movement from left to right. For example, localized thermal conditions that 
produce differences in damage not associated with "heat travel." 

 



 

 

NFPA 921 FR 25, Section 6.2.10.3.4 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): Sometimes the issue of smoke alarm performance is not known at the time of the 
fire scene investigation and smoke alarms have the potential to provide useful data in all fires where they 
are present. Thus, smoke alarms should be collected as evidence in all cases, if found at the fire scene. 

NFPA 921 FR 190, Section 6.2.11 (a) and 6.2.11 (b) 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   26  Negative:  2  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (A. Cox): Clean burn is more appropriately categorized as a "fire pattern" and not a "fire 
effect".  Refer to reasoning/comments in FR158. 

Negative (Gottuk): There is no technical justification for changing the text and asserting a mechanism 
of formation that has not been proven.  Other data, such as included in the thesis by Riahi, demonstrate 
that the original definition is correct.  The work by Carmen suggests a hypothesis consistent with the 
change in the definition; however, his hypothesis has not been proven by his work or by others. 

Affirmative with comment (Lentini): In 6.2.11.1, the word "Such" should be deleted from the beginning 
of the sentence.  "Such determinations as to the direction of fire spread based on such patterns should be 
accompanied by a determination as to the likely mode of the pattern generation."  It reads much better to 
state, "Determinations as to the direction of fire spread based on such patterns should be accompanied by 
a determination as to the likely mode of the pattern generation." 

NFPA 921 FR 172, Chapter 8 (new) 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (A. Cox): The Report on First Revisions with Statement document does not include proposed 
revision text.  While I am aware that versions of proposed text were circulating among Committee 
members, I have not seen any text that has been clearly defined to be the final proposed revision.  While 
fire protection systems is not likely a source of significant controversy, I cannot vote in the affirmative 
for revision text I have not seen. 

 

 



 

 

NFPA 921 FR 59, Section 10.4.1.6 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The role of hierarchical approaches to hazard control is not as finite a concept 
as is portrayed in the text of this proposed section. For example, this section states "Consistent with 
the hazard control hierarchy, a warning is not an acceptable substitute for design or guarding 
controls." This is an oversimplification of this concept for a decision framework that was not 
designed to provide strict rules that produce products that are considered reasonably safe. Instead this 
concept is intended to provide "rules of thumb" that help guide consideration of options and strategies 
as opposed to rules that dictate safety decisions. For a discussion of this topic, see: 
  
Hall, S. M., Young, S. L., Frantz, J. P., Rhoades, T. P., Burhans, C. G., and Adams, P. S., "Clarifying the 
Hierarchical Approach to Hazard Control," Proceedings of the 3rd International Conference of Applied 
Human Factors and Ergonomics, July 17 - 20, 2010, Miami, FL, pp. 1057 - 1064. 

NFPA 921 FR 87, Section 16.7.3 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   28  Negative:  0  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Affirmative with Comment (Lentini): ASTM E1492 is listed twice at the end of the paragraph. Also, 
throughout the document, the space between the letter and the number of al ASTM standards should be 
deleted, as ASTM International has changed its means of designating standards. 

NFPA 921 FR 98, Section 17.4.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The proposed Figure 17.4.2 is significantly modified from the original figure 
shown in the cited reference. The original figure should be the figure being proposed for inclusion in the 
document for the cited reference. The original figure provides additional information on the extent of 
damage relative to the developed vectors that may be of value to the reader. 

NFPA 921 FR 99, Section 17.4.4.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   28  Negative:  0  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Affirmative with Comment (A. Cox): While this proposed section needs work, my affirmative vote at 
this time is simply to ensure that the Committee has an opportunity to consider for inclusion in the 2nd 



 

 

Revision the results of a pending study cited during the last Technical Committee meeting. 

Affirmative with Comment (Lentini): In the next-to-last sentence of 17.4.4.2, there is a typo in the 
parenthetical. (l ft) should be (1ft) 

NFPA 921 FR 102, Section 18.4.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The use of the word "potential" needs to be replaced with "hypothesized." The 
Scientific Method requires evidence in order to formulate the hypothesis. "All potential ignition sources" 
could include those ignition sources that have no reliable evidence of their existence. 

NFPA 921 FR 103, Section 18.6.5 and 18.6.5.1 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   26  Negative:  2  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The process of elimination is a methodology that is reliable when there is a 
finite set of conditions. This finite set of conditions is not the case with a fire investigation. Thus, the 
process of elimination is not an integral part of the Scientific Method as applied to the investigations 
of fire and explosion incidents. In addition, NFPA correctly states that alternative hypotheses should 
be considered. This consideration only applies when there is reliable evidence to formulate an 
alternative hypothesis. Thus, the first two sentences are inaccurate and need to be removed. The third 
and fourth sentences do provide correct information and are of value and should be added to this 
section. 
 
Negative (Lentini): As written, the third sentence in 18.6.5 contains both an apostrophe fault and a 
logical flaw. 
  
"However, the elimination of a hypothesis’ can be used inappropriately." 
  
I believe that the committee means to say "However, the process of elimination can be used 
inappropriately." 

NFPA 921 FR 108, Chapter 19 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   26  Negative:  2  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Hewitt): I reject the action on the addition of a definition of “hostile fire” (FR 163, new 
3.3.X), the revised definition of “incendiary fire case” (FR 162, new para. 3.3.103) and revisions to 
“Incendiary Fire Cause Classification” (FR 108, new para. 19.2.1.3). Using “hostile fire” as part of 



 

 

the definition of an incendiary fire is inherently contradictory. As one can see below, according to 
definitions used by the NFPA, the insurance industry and the law, hostile fires typically refer to 
accidental fires. In the proposed revisions to NFPA 921, the phrase “hostile fire” is used exclusively 
to define incendiary fires. The definition of “hostile fire” should be removed in its entirety because it 
is not only unnecessary, but confusing for the reasons stated below. For the same reasons, the 
revisions to the definition of “incendiary fire” and “fire cause classification” should be rejected and 
current text left in place.  

NFPA 901 “Standard Classifications for Incident Reporting and Fire Protection Data” 2006 ed. 
defines “hostile fire” as, “Any instance of destructive and uncontrolled burning, including explosion, 
of combustible solids, liquids, or gases.” For coding the cause of ignition, NFPA 901 uses “hostile” in 
defining accidental fires by defining an “unintentional” fire as, “friendly fires that become hostile and 
the failure of a piece of equipment or a heat source.” By contrast, consider how NFPA 901 deals with 
incendiary fires. For coding the cause of ignition, NFPA 901 defines “intentional” fires as “the 
deliberate misuse of a heat source or a fire of incendiary nature.” Therefore, according to NFPA 901, 
hostile fires are unintentional or accidental. Incendiary or intentional fires are by definition NOT 
“hostile.”  

The term hostile fire is not used in the criminal law. It is, however, defined in the insurance industry 
and by legal cases dealing with insurance claims. The insurance industry defines “hostile fire” as a 
“friendly fire” gone wrong, so it is instructive to consider the meaning of both “hostile” and 
“friendly” fires. The following quotes provide the generally accepted insurance and legal definitions 
of “friendly” and “hostile” fires: 

“A “friendly” fire is defined as being a fire lighted and contained in a usual or ordinary place for fire, 
such as a furnace, stove, incinerator, and the like, and used for the purposes of heating, cooking, 
manufacturing, or other common and usual everyday purposes. . . .  
“In contrast, a “hostile” fire has been generally defined as being a fire which is unexpected, 
unintentional, not anticipated, and in a place not intended for it to be and where fire is not ordinarily 
maintained, or which has escaped its ordinary, “friendly” confines. . . . . 
“Otherwise stated, a fire that burns in a place where it is intended to burn to accomplish an intended 
purpose generally is a friendly fire as contrasted with a hostile fire which breaks out from where it 
was intended to be. . . .” (quoting Couch on Insurance § 149:24). 
Hostile fires also include those that begin outside a building and spread inside, or accidentally start 
within a building (LDKBK s 13.04). Other authorities confirm that these are the definitions of hostile 
and friendly fires as used by the legal and insurance communities in the United States. 
Since a hostile fire, while intentionally set, escapes from where it was intended to burn and causes 
damage that is unintended, insurance policies generally pay for losses caused by hostile fires. This is 
because the fire damage is accidental, even though the fire was intentionally set. Contrast a hostile 
fire with and incendiary fire that is intentionally set by an insured person to wrongfully collect 
insurance proceeds. Incendiary fires are excluded from insurance coverage. To emphasize, hostile 
fires are covered by insurance, while incendiary fires set by the insured are not. Therefore, “hostile” 
does not mean the intent of the person setting the fire was hostile, it means that the fire became 
destructive and uncontrolled, which can easily happen by accident. Hostile fires are accidental.  
The NFPA 901 definition is consistent with the insurance and legal definitions of hostile fire. 
Essentially, a hostile fire by both definitions include a fire that was intentionally set but that caused 
“destructive and uncontrolled” burning, such as when a fire escapes beyond the fireplace. Hostile 



 

 

fires, therefore by either their NFPA definition or their insurance and legal definition include 
accidental fires. 
With this in mind, look at the revised definition of “Incendiary Fire” proposed for NFPA 921. 
Incendiary fire is defined as, “A deliberately ignited, hostile fire.” (FR 162, new para. 3.3.103). Said 
another way, an incendiary fire is a deliberately ignited fire that accidentally gets out of control. For 
example, if one intentionally lights a candle and a passerby accidentally brushes the candle flame, 
setting clothing on fire, the fire is by definition hostile. By the NFPA 921 2011 ed. classification it 
would be accidental. However, with the new definition, this fire is now defined and classified as 
“incendiary.” One can postulate numerous similar examples. It is noteworthy that the insurance 
industry has moved away from using the terms “friendly” and “hostile” fire because they are 
confusing.  
While the definition of incendiary may not be sufficient, the new approach taken by these revisions 
should be rejected in their entirety. 

Negative (Lentini): In 19.1.1 and 19.1.3, the sentence, "When the intent of the person’s action cannot 
be determined or proven to an acceptable level of certainty, the correct classification is undetermined. 
" should be deleted.  The committee changed the definition of incendiary fire precisely to avoid 
placing the investigator in a position of being required to know what was in an arsonist's mind.  These 
two sentences are not necessary, and cause serious confusion. 
 
Affirmative with Comment (Carpenter): Not sure if this section on classification, as proposed here, 
will be consistent with the changes to the definition of an incendiary fire cause. Will hold edits to this 
section for the comment portion of this revision cycle. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 112, Section 21.5.7 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Lentini): The sentence, "This occurs because the speed of sound is proportional to the 
change in the square root of the absolute temperature (Kelvin or Rankin), in air." should be modified 
or deleted.  The speed of sound in air does, in fact, increase with air temperature.   The speed of 
sound is NOT proportional to the CHANGE is the temperature.  We do not really need to tell readers 
WHY the speed of sound changes with temperature--just that it does. 
 

NFPA 921 FR 116, Section 21.9.3 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   28  Negative:  0  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Affirmative with Comment (Lentini): There is false precision in the expression (0.02oz / ft33 to 2.0 
oz/ft33) with the most common concentrations being less than 1000 g/m3 (1.0 oz/ft33). "2.0 oz" 
should be expressed as "2 oz". "1.0 oz" should be expressed as "1 oz". 
 



 

 

NFPA 921 FR 135, Section 22.2.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   28  Negative:  0  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Affirmative with Comment (Gottuk): Delete the added phrase “absent flashover conditions” since it is 
not always true. 

NFPA 921 FR 106, Section 23.10.8.2 through 23.10.8.2.4 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   28  Negative:  0  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Affirmative with Comment (Lentini): Please lose the comma in the third line after "various." 
 23.10.8.2.5 A fire modeling program, such as Fire Dynamic Simulator (FDS) or CFAST, can be used 
to correlate the amount of CO needed to achieve the victim’s known COHb level with the amount of 
CO estimated to be produced in the various, hypothesized fire scenarios. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 160, A.3.3.40 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Lentini): This information was properly located in the definitions section. There is no valid 
reason for the exclusion of the examples. They should be restored, as they help the reader understand 
the concept. The submitter who proposed eliminating the two sentences stated, 
  
"NFPA definitions need to be in single sentences. The added sentences in these definitions are not 
really a part of the definition and should either become an annex note (as proposed) or be included in 
a mandatory part of the standard. 
  
In reviewing the manual of style, I can find no such reference in section 1.6.3 on definitions to this 
alleged "one sentence rule." A search of the MOS for the words "definition" and "sentence" revealed 
no such rule.  Putting the examples in an appendix unnecessarily complicates the reader's search. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 325, A.3.3.84 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (A. Cox): See reasoning/comments for FR161. 
 
 
 



 

 

NFPA 921 FR 166, Section A.4.3.6 
 
Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   26  Negative:  2  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The example of a "thought experiment" is incomplete and requires more than an 
expectation that the patterns that should be present without any reliable technical basis. This example 
should really be the application of reliable fundamental knowledge. Thus, there needs to be some 
reliable understanding that get applied in the "thought experiment." So while you may not need to run 
tests for this specific fire, there needs to be existing data for which to provide a reliable technical basis 
for the "thought experiment." 

Negative (Weyler): The newly added text is correct.  However, the first part of this section, which is 
current text, should have been deleted when the new text was added.  This first part, i.e., the current 
text, is a discussion of the concept of a "thought experiment," a concept that was eliminated in 
paragraph 4.3.6, the primary paragraph that this supplemental paragraph was written to support.  
Since the current text in paragraph A.4.3.6 does not supplement the newly written paragraph 4.3.6, 
then this current text should be eliminated. 

NFPA 921 FR 19, Section A.5.5.5 and A.5.5.5.3.4 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   26  Negative:  2  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
Negative (A. Cox): Reference reasoning/comments in FR18. 

 
NFPA 921 FR 175, Section A.5.6.3.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 167, Section A.5.6.3.3.1 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 



 

 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 168, Section A.6.2.4.4 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 27, Section A.6.2.11 (new) 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 34, Section A.6.3.2.2.3.3 (new) 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 173, Section A.8 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 169, Section A.12.1.1.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 



 

 

NFPA 921 FR 176, Section A.15.1 and A.15.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 174, Section A.17.4.4.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 177, Section A.20.1 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 179, Section A.20.4.8.3.1 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 107, Section A.23.10.8.2.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (A. Cox): In the example provided, had the fire originated in the victim's room, it may be 
more likely the victim would have succumbed to thermal injury before "accumulating this level of 
COHb in the victim's blood", but it is not necessarily absolute fact.  The wording seems to suggest the 
analysis provides a definitive answer, rather than more appropriately characterizing it as another piece 
of significant information in a larger system of evidence and analysis.  I am suggesting the following 
alternative language:  "It may be reasoned under certain circumstances that had the fire originated in 



 

 

the victims room, and assuming that it was not a locally under-ventilated fire, the victim may more 
likely have succumbed to thermal injury before accumulating this level of COHb in the victim's 
blood." 
 
NFPA 921 FR 136, Section A.25.1 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
NFPA 921 FR 171, Section A.25.4.3.2 

Eligible to Vote:  31  Affirmative:   27  Negative:  1  Abstain: 0    

Not Returned:  3 (Carey, Finneran, & D. Smith) 

Negative (Carpenter): The cited references that are proposed are incomplete and do not provide the 
reader with the ability to obtain the reference based on the incomplete citation. 
 
Affirmative with Comment (A. Cox): I have no issue with FR171.  Rather, I am using this comment 
to place the following on public record:  Technical Committee (TC) members received the Report on 
First Revisions with Statement and the associated ballot on August 24, 2012 with a requirement for 
voting to be completed by August 29, 2012.  Due to currently unknown errors in electronic 
communications, I did not receive the Report or ballot until the morning of August 29th, affording me 
less than one working day to document my votes.  The six days provided to TC members is a very 
short time frame to adequately formulate responses to what are sometimes very complicated and 
technical proposed revisions.  Such a short time frame likely affects the ability of many TC members 
to adequately address all of the proposed revisions, and inevitably diminishes the effectiveness of the 
revision process. 
 


