


A commercially available compressed air foam system (CAPS), with a double-diaphragm pump was 
used to apply water and agents (Figure 2). The water and solutions were pumped through a 15.24 
m (50 ft) long, 1.6 cm (5/8 in) ID. hose fitted with a 0.62 cm (1/4 in) ID. reducer and 15° full cone 
spray nozzle rated 5.3 Lpm (1.4 gpm) at 276 kpa (40 psi). The CAPs were pumped through a 15.24 
m (50 ft) long 3.18 cm (1-114 in) ID. fabric hose, fitted with a 2.54 cm (l in) quarter-tum ball valve. 

The agents and water were kept in separate 126 L (33 gal) containers so that no mixing occurred 
between different agents. Also, after each experiment, the container, pump, and hose were rinsed 
with plain water to avoid obtaining solutions with higher concentrations over time and to avoid agent 
mixing. Solutions were batch mixed, using the agent manufacturer's recommended concentrate-to­
water ratio, within one-half hour of application. 

The target mass to apply to the panels was 2.7 ± 0.14 kg (6 ± 0.31bs) or 0.9 ± 0.05 kg/m2 (0.1 ± 0.01 
lbs/ff) of agent or water. This mass was determined from preliminary experiments using the CAPS 
during which mass flow rates and application times were considered. Mass flow rates of 
approximately 5 kg/min (1.3 gpm volumetric flow rate), for water and solutions, and 8 kg/min (2.1 
gpm volumetric flow rate) for CAPs produced the reach and patterns appropriate for the laboratory 
environment in which the experiments were conducted. However, the expansion of the CAP was 
found to vary between agents for a given mass flow rate. In order to obtain expansions that were 
similar, the mass flow rate was adjusted for each agent. Also, it was found that at least 15 seconds 
were needed to apply the agents uniformly over the area of the panel. The combination of the needed 
mass flow rates and application times resulted in the target mass to apply to the panels. 

3.3.2 Instrumentation and Measurements 

A computer controlled data acquisition system recorded the following measurements every 60 s: 

• Mass of the panels. 

• Relative humidity and temperature, measured 1.2 m (4 ft) in front of the center panel, and 
1.3 m (4.3 ft) up from the floor. 

In addition to using the mass of the panels to determine the amount of agent in or on the panels, the 
initial moisture content of the unstained panels was measured with a drive-in electrode moisture 
meter using electrical resistance technology. Because the stained and unstained panels were stored 
in the same area and were subject to the same environmental conditions, the initial moisture content 
readings from the unstained panels should provide a reasonable estimate of the initial moisture 
content in the stained panels as well. These readings ensured each set of three panels contained 
approximately the. same amount of moisture at the start of the respective test. 

The moisture content was measured in three locations along the vertical centerline of the panels. 
Measured from the bottom of the panel, the locations are 0.61 m (2 ft), 1.22 m (4 ft), and 1.83 m 
(6 ft). Shown below, in Table 2, are the average initial moisture content readings of the unstained 
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panels before each experiment. The plus/minus (±) indicates the farthest deviation from the average 
of the three readings. 

Table 2. Moisture Content of Unstained Panels before each Experiment. 

ExperirnnentNUDBber % Initial Moisture Content Applied Agent Agent Form 

1 <6 Water NA 

2 <6 Water NA 

3 <6 Water· NA 

4 6±3 A Solution 

5 11 ± 1 A Solution 

6 7±1 A Solution 

7 10 ± 3 B Solution 

8 10 ± 1 B Solution 

9 8±2 B Solution 

10 8 ± 1 C Solution 

11 6±3 C Solution 

12 7 ± 1 C Solution 

13 8±2 D Solution 

14 9 ± 1 D Solution 

15 8±2 D Solution 

16 11 ± 1 A CAF 

17 12 ± 2 A CAF 

18 6 ± 1 A CAF 

19 <6 .. B CAF 

20 9±0 B CAF 

21 <6 B CAF 

22 <6 C CAF 

23 <6 C CAF 

24 <6 C CAF 

25 <6 D CAF 

26 <6 D CAF 

27 <6 D CAF 

Wood with moisture content values of 6% or less may not yield accurate moisture content readings 
with an electrical resistance moisture meter. Usually, the electrical resistance of the wood at or 
below this moisture content is too high (::::: 1011 0) for the meter to measure [4]. For this reason, 
panels with an associated moisture content of 6% or less listed in Table 2 had an actual moisture 
content of between 0% and 6%, probably not the actual value shown. 
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Once agent has been applied to the panels, a moisture content meter using electrical resistance 
technology may not provide accurate results for two reasons: 

1.	 The conductivity of the agents is much greater than that of water. Experiments performed 
for the Structure Fires portion of this demonstration resulted in an increase in conductivity 
of more than 400% over that of water for one of the agents. This should result in higher­
than-normal measurements because the instrument uses electrical resistance, the inverse of 
conductance, to estimate the moisture content of the wood. 

2.	 The accuracy of an electrical resistance moisture meter is unreliable when the wood is above 
the fiber saturation point (approximately 30% moisture content). This is mainly due to a 
decrease in the rate of change of resistance with moisture content, which reduces the 
sensitivity of the meter4• 

Solutions, by definition of expansion, should have an expansion of 1. However, the combination 
of forcing the solution through the spray nozzle and the impact of it striking the surface of the panel 
creates some foam. For this reason, the expansion of the solutions was measured using a foam slider 
board, shown in Figure 3, and 1600 ml plastic cylinder (100 mm (3.9 in) LD., 200 mm (7.8 in) height 
with a 0.64 cm (1/4 in) drain and valve) as described in NFPA 11, Standard for Low-Expansion 
Foam [5], Appendix C section C-l. The expansion depended largely on how quickly the cylinder was 
pulled from its holder. Even a few seconds delay lowered the expansion value considerably as there 
was a high rate of solution flowing into the cylinder. Also, the resulting bubble structure tends to 
consist of large bubbles which burst quickly, making it difficult to determine when the cylinder is 
actually full. 

The expansion of the CAFs could not be measured using the foam slider board and 1600 ml plastic 
cylinder because the foam tended to flow over and around, but not into, the small cylinder. It was 
found that the smaller cylinder would work only for foams with_ expansions of approximately 10 or 
less. Therefore a vertical surface instead of the foam slider board, and a 103.4 L plastic cylinder, 
with 450 mm (18 in) LD. and 650 mm (25.6 in) height, were used. This cylinder was also fitted with 
a 0.64 cm (114 in) drain and valve to measure 25% drain times. 

3.3.3	 Experimental Procedure 

New T 1-11 panels and a pressure-washed and dried vinyl panel were suspended from the load cells. 
The moisture content of the unstained panels was measured less than 20 minutes prior to agent 
application. The agent container was filled with tap water, and if agent was being used it was batch­
mixed in the container. Three mass flow trials were conducted, averaged, and recorded using a 
container, a balan~e accurate to 1 g, and a stopwatch. Then, the application time was determined 
from the average of the three mass flow rates. The data acquisition system was started, and five 
minutes of background data were recorded. The panels were put onto their stands, and the agent was 
applied at a uniform rate such that the 2.7 kg of agent was distributed evenly over the area of the 
panel. Application was made from approximately 1.2 m (4 ft) in front of the panel with the nozzle 
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held approximately 1.5 m (5 ft) from the floor surface. The panels were released from their stands 
after the agent was applied. This serves as time zero for the mass-retention data. If CAP was 
applied, the expansion and 25% drain time tests were conducted within 20 minutes after application 
was made to the panels. 

3.3.4 Results and Discussion 

The results of the mass-retention experiments are presented in tables and figures. A list of those 
tables and figures follows, along with a brief explanation about why these particular results were 
included in this report. Following the list of results is a discussion, which follows the sequence of 
the results. Finally, the summary is presented in the form of four main points. 

3.3.4.1 Results 

Table 3 lists the results of the mass flow rates, expansions, and 25% drain times for the nine series 
of experiments. This table is included to give the reader an indication of the variability of the Agents 
used in this demonstration. It also highlights some of the limitations ofthe available commercial 
CAPS. 

Figures 4-12 show the mass-retention results of the nine series of experiments conducted. Figure 
4 shows the results of sprayed water. Figures.5-8 show the results of sprayed solution for Agents 
A, B, C, and D respectively. Figures 9-12 show the results of the CAP for Agents A, B, C, and D 
respectively. These figures serve primarily to show the reader the repeatability of the experiments. 
But, they also illustrate another important aspect of the experiments: how the environment affects 
exposure protection. . 

Figures 13 & 14 show how effective the agents were, relative to each other and to water, at 
remaining in or on the siding. These two figures are essentially the summary of the mass-retention 
experiments. 

hi addition to these figures, the Appendix contains the full set ofcomputer acquired data, shown as 
Figures FI-F54, for all twenty-seven experiments. 

3.3.4.2 Discussion 

The values shown below in Table 3 are the average of the three readings taken during the three 
experiments in the series. The plus/minus (±) is the maximum deviation from the average of the 
readings. As evidenced by the over one-half hour difference in 25% drain times between Agents A 
& D, the characteristics of each agent were very different. These different characteristics illustrate 
the difficulty of d~velopinga CAPS which will produce foam with similar characteristics regardless 
of agent. 

The commercially available CAFS used during this demonstration was marketed as a portable, self 
contained unit which could be used by a homeowner for exposure protection. However, minor 
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adjustments to the solution flow valve and the air mixing valve of this CAPS often produced foams 
with considerably varying expansions. If the foam expansion is a critical variable in exposure c , 

protection, then CAPS unit manufacturers will need to consider this factor in the design of units. 

Table 3. Mass Flow Rate, Expansion, and 25% Drain Time Results. 

Agent 

SolutionIWater 
Mass Flow Rate 

(kg/min) 

CAP 
Mass Flow Rate 

(kg/min) 
SolutionIWater 

Expansion 
CAF 

Expansion 

CAF 
25% Drain Time 

(min) 

Water 5.4 ± 0.1 na na na na 

A 5.3 ± 0.2 8.9 ± 0.5 2 ± 1 32 ± 6 46 ± 5 

B 5.6 ± 0.2 9.0 ± 0.1 2 ± 1 43 ± 1 42 ± 10 

C 5.1 ± 0.3 6.3 ± 0.2 2±1 55 ± 6 19 ± 4 

D 5.5·±0.1 9.3 ± 1.2 2±1 35 ± 12 9±1 

- 1 

Figure 1 demonstrates how the environment, in particular relative humidity, can affect water (agent) 
retention. Even though essentially the same mass of water was initially retained by the unstained 
panel during all three experiments, by the end of the sixth hour the unstained panel used in 
experiment 3 contained approximately one-half the amount of water as the other two panels. This 
can be largely attributed to the relative humidity during the experiments which, during experiment 
3, was approximately one-half the value it was during experiments 1 & 2. Because wood is a 
hygroscopic material, its moisture content is very sensitive to relative humidity, and future exposure 
protection research should include different climate conditions as p.art of the scope [6]. 

Because the effectiveness of the agents is discussed in relation to water, the mass-retention of water, 
as shown in Figure 4, is very important. Similar mass-retention experiments were conducted by 
Madrzykowski [7] on unstained T1-11 plywood, during whi~h !Ie found 0.039 g/cm2 to be the 
approximate maximum amount of water which would initially be retained by a sample.' This equates 
to 1.16 kg of water per siding panel. This is within 10% of the 1.05 kg of water per siding panel 
found during these experiments. Therefore, the unstained panels are initially at or near their 
maximum water-holding capacity, which is approximately 3 times more water than the other two 
panel types. Approximately the same amount of water is retained by the stained and vinyl panels, 
starting at approximately 0.4 kg and ending at 0.05 kg. In the following discussion on the 
effectiveness of the agents, it is important to remember the approximate amounts of retained water 
on the three panels. 

3.3.4.2.1 Solution Effectiveness 

The agents' retention effectiveness is defined as the ratio of the average mass of agent on the panel 
at time t, to the average mass of water on the panel measured during the water mass-retention 
experiment at time t. 
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The solutions' effectiveness is shown in Figure 13. All solutions performed similarly with respect 
to the three panels. The maximum effectiveness of approximately 4.25 ± 0.75 was realized on the 
stained panels. The unstained panels maximum effectiveness was approximately 2 ± 0.3, and the 
solutions were not as effective as water on the vinyl panels. 

For the unstained panels, at the zero-hour mark the solutions' effectiveness is approximately 1 to 
1.5, so there is little or no mass-retention advantage over water. From the zero-hour to four-hour 
mark, it increases nearly linearly until it reaches a maximum of 2 ± 0.25. The four-hour to six-hour 
mark is essentially a period of steady-state retention effectiveness because the evaporation rate of 
the solutions and water is similar. 

For the stained panels, at the zero-hour mark the solutions' effectiveness is approximately 1 to 1.5, 
so, again, there is little or no mass-retention advantage over water. From the zero-hour to four-hour 
mark. however, the effectiveness increases non-linearly and at a greater rate than that of the 
unstained panels until it reaches a maximum of 3.5 to 5. The four-hour to six-hour mark is 
essentially a period of steady state retention effectiveness because the evaporation rate of the 
solutions and water is similar. 

No dripping occurred from the stained and unstained panels after approximately fIfteen minutes from 
initial application, so the effectiveness after this time is the result of evaporation rather than run-off. 
It is not fully understood why the stained panels retain more solution relative to water than the 

unstained panels. It may be that the solution, because of its lower surface tension, wets a greater area 
of the panel and can better penetrate the stain. Once the solution does penetrate the stain and diffuse 
into the wood cell walls and cavities, the stain may then impede evaporation [8]. Although the 
effects appear dramatic on the effectiveness chart, in all cases the unstained panels retain more 
water/solution than the stained panels. The solutions' effectiveness on the unstained panels is not 
as pronounced because water and solution both can easily penetrate the unstained panel. It appears, 
from the solution penetration experiments conducted as part of this demonstration, that the mass­
retention advantage afforded by solution on the unstained pan~ls !s the result of a deeper, quicker 
penetration than water. 

For the vinyl panels, at the zero-hour mark the solutions' effectiveness is approximately 0.5; the vinyl 
retained half as much solution as water, and it remained at that level or below for the remainder of 
the experiments. This reveals a negative consequence of using surfactants in solution form; if the 
material to which it is applied is not porous, such as vinyl or aluminum, then because of its lower 
surface tension, it may run off the material at a faster rate than water. 
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3.3.4.2.2 CAF Effectiveness 

The CAFs' effectiveness is shown in Figure 14. All CAPs except Agent A perfonned similarly with 
respect to the three panels. Similar to the solution results, the maximum effectiveness of 
approximately 6 ± 2 was realized on the stained panels. The unstained panels maximum 
effectiveness was approximately 4 ± 1, and after fifteen minutes, the CAPs were not as effective as 
water on the vinyl panels. 

For the unstained panels, at the zero-hour mark the CAPs' mass-retention effectiveness is between 
2 and 2.75. From the zero-hour to four-hour mark, it increases nearly linearly until it reaches a 
maximum of 3.25 to almost 5. The four-hour to six-hour mark is essentially a period of steady state 
due to the CAPs (by then in solution form) and water evaporating at the same rate. The anomaly 
is Agent A; instead of reaching a steady state near the four-hour mark, it continues upwards to 4.75. 
The CAF-effectiveness curves are similar in shape to those for solutions but with a near doubling 
of effectiveness afforded by the CAPs. 

For the stained panels, at the zero-hour mark the CAPs' mass-retention effectiveness is between 4 
and 5.5. From the zero-hour to the one-tenth hour mark, the effectiveness increases slightly before 
decreasing to a minimum of approximately 3 ± 0.75. From this point it increases nearly linearly until 
reaching a maximum of 6 ± 2 at the three-hour to four-hour mark. The four-hour to six-hour mark 
is essentially a period of steady state due to the CAPs (by then in solution form) and water 
evaporating at a similar rate. Again, the anomaly is Agent A which attained a maximum 
effectiveness of approximately 3.5, about one-half as effective as the other three agents. Why Agent 
A exhibited this behavior is unclear. The effectiveness curves for Agent A on the unstained and 
stained panels cross at approximately the 20 minute mark, where it appears that the curve for the 
unstained panels starts to track the curves for the stained panel and the curve for the stained panels 
start to track the curves for the unstained panels. Since this behavior was not evident in Figure 4, 
the effectiveness curves for solution, it is possible that the beha,viQ.r is the result of the agent being 
in CAP form. The two defining characteristics of Agent A, CAP fonn, are that it h8.d the lowest 
average expansion and the highest average 25% drain time amongst all the CAPs. ill comparison, 
Agent D, CAP form, had similar expansion characteristics but the lowest average 25% drain time 
amongst all the CAFs, one-fifth the 25% drain time of Agent A. Yet, Agent D was more than twice 
as effective as Agent A on the stained panels. A better understanding of the relationship between 
expansion, 25% drain time, and mass-retention is needed. 

The curve is the result of the opposite behavior of the CAPs and water on the stained panels. For 
the first five minutes after application, the CAP remains on the panel because it has not yet begun 
to drain or slide. ill contrast, the first five minutes after applying water to a stained panel is the 
period of most run-off. The result is an increase in effectiveness. After the five minute mark, the 
opposite occurs; the CAF starts to drain and slide from the panel at its fastest rate and the water run­
off is at a slow rate compared to the first five minutes. The result is a decrease in effectiveness. By 
the one-hour mark, the CAF has stopped sliding from the panel and the curves are similar in shape 
to those for solutions but with a 50% increase in effectiveness afforded by the CAF. 
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For the vinyl panels, at the zero-hour mark the CAFs' effectiveness is greater than one, but within 
five to ten minutes it is approximately 0.5. It remained below 1 for the remainder of the experiment. 
The CAPs slide from the vinyl in sheets until only traces remain in some recesses of the panel. 

In summary, there are four main points which resulted from using these agents in the form of 
solution or CAF during the mass-retention experiments: 

•	 The material to which they are applied greatly affects the mass retention, and the mass 
retention may be better or worse than that of water for a given material. The agents are not 
effective on vinyl, and even though they were more effective on the wood, plywood absorbs 
much more moisture than boards or planks [4]. 

•	 The effectiveness of the four agents was similar, although some patterns developed. For 
example, Agent A in solution form was the third most effective on the stained panels, but it 
was the most effective on the unstained panels. Similarly, Agent A in CAP form was the 
fourth most effective on stained panels but, once again, the most effective on the unstained 
panels. Agent D, in both solution and CAF form was the most effective on the stained 
panels. 

•	 The agent application method, solution vs. CAP, is an important mass-retention factor, 
especially within one-hour of application. The CAFs' effectiveness was approximately 1.5 
times and 2 times greater than the solutions' effectiveness on the stained and unstained panels 
respectively. 

•	 The large effectiveness values exhibited by the agents on the stained panels is mainly due to 
the ineffectiveness of water on those panels. The agents appear to evaporate at a near 
constant -rate regardless of form, whereas water evaporates at a greater, non-eonstant rate. 

3.4	 Ignition-Inhibition Experiments 

The mass-retention experiments demonstrated that, compared to water, the agents, both in solution 
and CAF form, were better able to remain in or on both stained and unstained TI-II plywood siding. 
They also demonstrated that the agents, regardless of form, were ineffective on vinyl siding, so the 
vinyl panels were not included in the ignition-inhibition experiments. The NFPA Fire Protection 
Handbook indicates that when factors such as size, shape, and chemical make-up of the wood are 
the same, then an increase in moisture content will increase the time to ignition [1]. This is to be 
expected since the evaporation of moisture (up to 100 °C) is the first of the five phases of 
combustion for wood exposed to high temperatures [11]. The increase in time to ignition afforded 
by higher moistur~ content is likely to be the result of prolonging this phase. To determine how 
much of an increase in time to ignition may be realized by using the agents versus plain water on T I­
11, the ignition-inhibition experiments were conducted as follows. 
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3.4.1 Experiment Setup 

Water and the same four agents that were used during the mass-retention experiments were used 
during the ignition-inhibition experiments. Circular samples 9.8 em (3-7/8 in) in diameter, were cut 
from the stained and unstained T 1-11 and were placed in a conditioning room for not less than 72 
hours before conducting an experiment. The temperature in the conditioning room was 23 ± 3 °c 
(73 ± 5 oF) and the relative humidity was 50 ± 5 %. Under these conditions the equilibrium 
moisture content of the wood was approximately 9 ± 1 %. The agents were applied as solution or 
as foam to the T1-11 samples. Water and solutions were applied as a spray, and a laboratory-scale 
foam generator was used to apply foam (Figure 6). The primary components of the foam generator 
are a solution container, needle valve, and glass-bead mixer. The solution container was maintained, 
via the air inlet, at a constant pressure of 97 ± 14 kPa (14 ± 2 psi). 

The time to sustained flaming ignition was measured with an oxygen consumption calorimeter (cone 
calorimeter) [9]. The samples were held with a circular aluminum frame, mounted vertically in the 
cone calorimeter, and subjected to an irradiance of 30 kW/m2 (Figure 7). To gain perspective on the 
effects of a 30 kW/m2 heat flux, sunshine provides approximately 1 kW/m2 at the earth's surface, 
when skin is exposed to 10.4 kW/m2 pain is experienced after 3 seconds, and when skin is exposed 
to 16 kW/m2 it blisters after 5 seconds. 12 kW/m2 can be considered as a minimum for piloted 
ignition of most wood although 27 kW/m2 is considered the minimum for hardboard, another 
commonly used exterior siding [12]. 

Many factors like wood type, grain orientation, period of heating, and wood geometry and 
arrangement influence the time to piloted ignition of wood. The following equation describes, using 
material properties, the time to piloted ignition of wood when exposed to a known heat flux [13]. 

[qr - (qr)minlti~3 =0.6 [(.JkPcr + 0.119 x 106 
] 

where, qr =the irradiance of the object (W/m2
).· . ­

( qr )miD =the minimum irradiance at which ignition is possible (W/m2
). 

= the time to ignition (s). 

= the thermal absorptivity of wood (J/(m2slf2K». 

The three variables inside the square root symbol, k, p, c, are collectively referred to as the thermal 
inertia All three are material properties. The first, k, is the thermal conductivity which is a measure 
of how well the material conducts heat. Wood has a relatively low thermal conductivity, 
approximately 0.11-0.15 Wl(mK) for plywood, but it increases with temperature, moisture content, 
and density [11]. The second, p, is the density of the wood. Wood with high density, such as 
hardboard (480 kg/m\ is harder to ignite than wood with low density, say balsa (130 kg/m3

) [10,1l]. 
The large range in wood density is the reason 12 kW/m2 is considered as the minimum heat flux for 
piloted ignition of most wood but 27 kW/m2 is considered the minimum for hardboard. The third, 
c, is the specific heat of the material. The specific heat is a measure of the amount of thennal energy 
needed to raise the temperature of a unit mass of material by 1°C. The specific heat of wood is 
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