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My name i s  P h i l i p  Schaenmam. I am president ofi TriData Corpwatilon, 

which special~izes i n  a wide range o f  f i n e  protection studiles includY~ng f i i re  

data analysis and publ ic f i r e  education. Prevltously I was Associate 

Administrator o f  the Unitcd States F i r e  Administration I n  charge o f  the 

National F i r e  Data Center. I was a technical reviewer od the John 

Hall/NFPA and Bea HarwoodJCPSC teuhnical reports for t h i s  study group. I 

think they bo th  d id  an excelllent job 11n respondi~ng t o  my carments (though I 

s t i  11 have major disagreement wi th  Ma1 1's methodology.) 

T~ iData 's  c l ien ts  are i n  both the public and pr ivate sector, and f o r  

the reclord incllude the US F i r e  Administratlion, the Consuner Ptodluct Safiety 

Cmrnnilsrion, and the tobacco industry, We pr idk ourselves on the qua l i t y  

alnd i ~n teg r i~ t y  o f  our work, and I woul~d l i k e  our remarks t o  stand on t h e i r  

technical merit. 

1. Overall1 Comments 

The Technical Study Group i s  t o  be congratulated f o r  a superb e f f o r t  

and importanlt contrilbution. I do have a bone to pick, however, wi th the 

d r a f t  reporb's sumnary of f i r e  statislt ics. I also am concerned that  the 

TSB's f i na l  report  w i l l  be misread OF misclbnstrued i n  certain critical 

respects. 



Sane o f  the statements i ~ n  the d r a f t  TS6 report  i lnterpreting the 

pert inent f i r e  data are incorrect, and the way some other data 1s presented 

may give a misleading lmpressien of the f l r e  problkm. By a combinabi~on o f  

errors and missions, an exagg~rated vilew i s  drawn o f  the careless-smoking 

f i n e  problem That problem i s  serious enough wittiwt being overdrawn, 

Oareless smoking remallns the leading cause of fYre deaths i n  the United 

States. Even if it were i n  second or t h i r d  place, thece would s t i l l  Be 

plenty ob j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for focusing on the problem. By exaggerating the 

datab there are two potent ia l  harms: the report 's credi b i  1 l t y  i s  weakened, 

and the resu l ts  are apt t o  be used inappropriately i n  making f i r e  policy. 

Now, l ~ e t l s  get dew t o  specifics. I' 11 make my camnents by page 

number i n  the d ra f t  sumnary report dated August 20. 

Page 6 -- and t h i s  i s  where I have most of my cmnents: The number 

quoted als "serious induries" should be jus t  " inJur ie~ .~  Ilnjurles tp be 

reported t o  NFPA or NFIRS are supposed t o  be those requirilng medical 

attentiion. It i s  not c lear exactly where the 1i1ne i s  drawn i n  practilce. 

The i n j u r y  data are among the softer pieces o f  i~nformation we have. We 

hare no accurate ildea o f  the severity o f  the in ju r ies  reported t o  MFPA's 

survey or the National F i r e  Incildenh Reporting S y s t m ~  There are only two 

l~evels o f  the seuerity dalta element i n  NFIlRS: a1 ive or dead. We db k n w  

*deposition of the vict im* (how the vflctim was handled, e.g. whether 

transported t o  a hospital), but ttialt may miss stme severe injuri ies and 

include milnor ones. The number o f  vi~ctims taken t o  hospitals i s  mch 

smaller than the number shown i n  the report. It thus i s  inappropriate t o  

use ttie w r d  serious t o  modify " i n j u r i ~ r . "  I would suggest that  that  

modlfiler be deleted,. 



Also, you might note tha t  the in ju r ies  quoted are mostly f i r e f i g h t e r  

imjlulries (100~000 o f  the 130,000), and the deaths mostly c i v i l i a n  deaths 

( a l l  but  1M). I would suggest breaking out thle fi~nefllghtler deaths and 

i n  jur ies separately. 

2. Oatn f o r  the years 1982-1985 do not r e f l e c t  a stabi l ized f i r e  

situation, i n  nly opi~nion. They declined through 1984 and then rose i n  

1985. 1986, j us t  pub1 ished by NFPA, shorn a dtop from 1985. There i s  no 

basis t o  assume thiat there has been a plateaulng o f  f i r e  deabhs that  w i l l  

pers is t  i n t o  the fubure. They could go up or Qow. There have been 

previous 'pllabeaus' iln the data af ter  which the long-term downward trend 

was resumed. There have also been plateaus 11ike the mid-1970s a f te r  which 

there was an increase i n  deaths. Perhaps you should simply incl~ulde a p l o t  

o f  the l a s t  t e n  yeass o f  f i r e  deaths and f i r e  incidents, and l e t  readens 

j~udge f o r  themselves. It i s  not g a d  s tab is t icat  pract ice t o  pass a ll ine 

through the l lar t  few points i ~ n  a time series and assume that  that  i s  where 

we are headiing. John Hal~ l  wove a plausible scenario o f  why deaths and f i r e  

i~ncidcnts might stabil ize, but there are other scenarios that  are also 

plaulsiblle tha t  could argue they w i l l  gr~ up or dmn. One d ~ e s n ' t  simply 

balance those o f f  and say, W e ' l l  assume i t  i s  level  ." 
3. Also i n  the f i r s t  paragraph, you note that  the United States has a 

hilgher f i ~ r e d e a t h  ra te  than mast other nations and c i t e  sane of my reports 

as the source. What the reports also show i s  that  many peopl~es of  the 

worlld have been ablle t o  achieve ha l f  our f ire-death ra te  more by focusing 

on people's carefulness through publ ic educati~on -- which i s  not t o t a l l y  

beli~eved i ~ n  th4s country. They tend t o  put  w onus on people who s t a r t  

f ires, even by accident. Thle f i r e  c m n i  ty  should not stop and wait  f o r  a 



t i r e  safe c igaret te  t o  be perfected. I stronglp reaomnend that  the TSG 

c a l l  for contilnued aation on smoka betectors, publio education and hume 

spr i~nklers as well as a continuation o f  the f i l r e  safe cilgarette research. 

Surely it i ls  premalture t o  suggest tha t  we hlave a panacea f o r  the careless 

smoking problem, and I wulldn' t  want other prexlention strateglles to slow 

dwn u n t i l  we do. 

Back t o  the data: 

4. Iln the second paragraph on page 6 i t  says tha t  cilgarette i gn i t i on  

of; fu rn i tu re  and mattresses i s  by f a r  the singfile leading cause o f  f i r e  

death. Tlhat i s  no longer true. It i s  s t i l l  the leading caluse, but not by 

far .  And i ~ n  the two extremes o f  population (urban and wral i )  where the 

f i r e  deabh ra te  i s  highest, carelless smoki~ng i s  not the leading cause. I n  

very ru ra l  areas, heati~ng has surpassed smokingb and i n  the urban o ld  

northealstern and north central c i t i e s  with highest f i r e  death rates, arson 

hals passed carelless smoking, according t o  dhta from NRIRS. 

5. A t  the end o f  paragraph 2, page 6 it i s  stated that  cigarettes 

s ta r t  a constant percentage o f  f i r e r  and are thus a continui~ng threat. 

This statement i s  not l i t e r a l l y  t r ue  exen f o r  "811 fires," but more 

importantly, it i s  not t rue f o r  resident ia l  f i res,  where the major i ty of 

the deaths occur. There has been a very sharp drop i n  the percent of 

res ident i~a l  f i res involving ciglarettes. Using the NFPA data i n  the f i n a l  

report  t o  the TSG and NFPA nat ional  estimates, the percentage went from 

10.1% i ~ n  1980 t o  7.95 i n  1984, Usi~ng s l i g h t l y  ollder CPSC data that  had 

been provided t o  the IAFC ad hoc c m i t t e e  that  studied the same probllem, 

the drop was comparable. Uri~ng the US F i r e  Ahinflstrati lon's approach t o  

categorizing causes, the d ~ o p  from 1980 t o  1984 was from 10.5% t o  7.4%. 



Those are major movements, not a t  a1 1 constant percentages. Further, i n  

terms of absolute numbers, there has been almost a 50% drop over the peri~od 

1978 - 1985, and i t i s  even higher on a per cap1 t a  QasIs because our piopu- 

llaltion has grown. It 11s a major missi ion~ o f  the TSG f i n a l  report  t o  ignore 

the enormous drop i n  smoking f i r e s  when characterizing the smki~ng f ilre 

probllem. 

bet  me restate, because I arn c~ncerned about t h i s  being taken out o f  

aonbext, tha t  the large drop i n  the careless smoking p rob lm i n  no way 

makes it an unimportant problem. There I s  plenty ofi gmd reason t o  j u s t i f y  

t r y i ng  t o  solve the cilgarette f i r e  problkm. There are a var iety of  forces 

and approaches t o  reducing the problem that  have apparently been succeeding 

over the past decade. Making the product safer ce r ta in ly  merits consildera- 

t ion, toio. But the pollicy decision regarding i t s  use shiouilld take inlto 

aacount the prevllous h is tory  and trend? The other factors halving an e f fec t  

on the probl~em should not be Ignored. Neither should the magnitude o f  the 

problem be exaggeratedl 

6. The t h i r d  paragraph on page 6 says that  the r i s k  o f  death from 

f i r e  i s  increasing. What i s  Knlown i s  that  the number o f  f i r e  deaths per 

thousand reported f i res  i a  increasing. What i d  not knom i s  whether the 

r i s k  per fgni t i o n  11s increasi~ng. It may wel l  be that  some or  most of the 

ilncrease i n  deaths per f i r e  comes from the reductions i ~ n  the denominator o f  

milnor f l res where smoke detectors were present and the f i r e  got detected 

early, (Resl~dential f l r e s  have gone dorm nuch m r e  sharply than residen- 

t i a l  fire deaths ovler the l a s t  decade.) 



I n  l i g h t  o f  the uncertainty tha t  c lear l y  exists on t h i s  point, I would 

suggest that  the statement concerning per f i r e  r i s k  be d k l ~ e t d  from the 

f i n a l  report. 

* * * * * * + *  
Attached i s  a rewri t ten copy of pg. 6 as I bcli~eve it should read i n  

l i g h t  o f  the poi~nts I made. 

7. On 'page 19, I wornl~d shorten the t i t l e  t o  "Cbmnercial Feasibill- 

i ty.' The slecti~on rea l l l y  does not 'analyzen the feas ib i l  i t y  o f  a1 te r ing  

pcrt i~nent ~h~arac te r i s t i cs ,  but rather l l i s t s  potent ia l  probliem areas. The 

t i t l e  i s  para l le l  to the ether sections, but the content i s  n l ~ t  para l le l  

because the tlechnical study d i d  not include a dktai led anallysis o f  manu- 

factur ing f e a s i b i l i t y  on the many other factors l l is ted i n  t h i s  section. 

8. Also on page  nineteen^, Section B i s  titld aMonitoringl Success." 

Perhaps a d i f fe ren t  t i t l e  such as ' b n i  to r i~ng  I gn i t i on  Propensi t y "  milght be 

clearer and more accurate. 

9. Page 200-1 was puzzlkd by why the discussion o f  the f ie l ld  tes t  

f e a s i b i l i t y  was the main d'fsculssi~on under the topic sentience i n  bold thalt , 

deals w i th  "racking i~ncidence o f  c i ga re t t e - i n i t i l a t d  fires." Why wouldn'lt 

the p r i m  monitoring o f  c igaret te  f i r e s  be done as i t  has i ~ n  the past, w i th  

a clombinatii~on o f  the NFPA annual survey and the USFA NFIRS data on causes 

o f  f i res?  I f  a l l  cigarettes on the market were t o  be changed toward llower 

i gn i t i on  propensity, the overal l  s t a t i s t i c s  on care1 ess-smoking f i r e s  

should ref l lect  the change i f  it i s  signif icant. O f  course, other rea l -  

world changes could a f fec t  the overal l  f i r e  picture, too, such as the CI - 
-0 

number o f  ci~garettes smoked, infl~uences on carefuthess o f  smokers, and 0 
N 

performance o f  smoke detectors. But s t i l l ,  the overal l  s ta t is t i la  would be @ 
CI 

the prime measure, wi th s t a t i ~ s t i c a l  analyses to separate out other impacts. + 



It wulld take a much larger samplle than i s  oonltemplated for the CPSC 

f i e l d  work t o  detect changes among cilgalrettes wlth confidhcle, a f te r  taki~ng 

oub vlaryfng salles by brand and area. The CPSC fea5ilbil i t y  study showed1 

tha t  you can indeed1 oo l lec t  many deta i ls  on f ilres I~nvolving cigarettes, 

inclhidlng the brand and socioeoonomic characterfst ics o f  the smokers. I t  

also showed tha t  flu coul~d reaoh wrong conclusions fra small non-randm 

samples. The po int  is, If the impact i s  large, the current stat i ls t ics w i l l  

su f f  i c e i  I f  the Impact l a  small, a large, nerly careful ly drawn f iield 

sample w i l l  be needledl t o  make sbatilstioal inferences. I do belileve the 

f i e l d  study can be useful, but not as the main monitoring tool. 

10, The disculsslon on  page 20, paragraph 4, brings up the f a c t  thalt 

hlalf of the smoki~ng f i~ res  ant ic i~paf ed f rom the nine c i  t i e s  were not 

reported during the course ofi the study. It will1 be important i n  the 

future t o  k n w  whebher t h i s  half-reporting was a stat ist f lcal  f luke (i.e., 

many fewer f i ires occurred than normally occwr duri~ng the pari~od), whether 

the need to report  detaltls helid back report ing coverage (always a p ~ s s i -  

b i l i t y ) ,  or whether when asked t o  fol low up on f i r e s  callled *cigarette 

fires,* many that  might have been thrown i n  that  cause b in  without a firm 

foundation were now bei~ng cal led something else. I t  would be deslrablie f o r  -. 
any follow-up study bo pay a t ten t ion  t o  resolvilng that  issue. It would be 

useful t o  know whether most o f  the f i lres cal led "smking f i resm were indeed 

that, or whether the numbers were inflated. I might add that  the same type 

of probllem ex is ts  f o r  e lec t r i ca l  f ires, *chilldten pl~aylng" f !Ires, and sane 

other cause categories. Helplng t o  rcsollve questi~ons concernfng the val id-  - 
- 

f t y  05 the dhta w u l d  seem an important par t  o f  a recamended f;otlow-on. o 
N 
8 
P 
t-! 



11. On page 21, I thi~nk Table 7 shoulld be deleted as unnecessary and 

p~ss i lb ly  mia1eadingm The potent ia l  reductiionl in c i g a ~ e t t e  tosses I s  the 

en t i re  baseline, nob an a rb i t ra ry  port ion o f  it. The tab le  shows the kilnds 

o f  numbers that  would resu l t  i f  one o f  the "best" experi~mental cigarettes 

were c a n e r c l a l l y  feasible. But i f  aigarette number 106 ils not comer- 

c i a l l y  feasible, or  i s  otherwise s h m  t c p  be inappropriate -- blecause, for 

e~ample i t  cannot be smoked -- then the potlentilal reduction i s  sumthing 

less. H8ving the table there may well I~mply t o  the average reader, or t o  

the aeader who skims, that  thlis i s  the exlpected reduction, when that  i s  not 

what i s  meant t o  be desc r i bd l  As I read the report  and backup materials, 

and l i s t e n  t o  the  discussion^ a t  these meetings, it 1s clear that  the TSG i s  

f a r  f rom being i n  a pos i t ion  t o  say that  a par t icu l~ar  modified c igaret te  

should be introduced* 'Technf ical f eas ib i~ l  i ty"  has been diemonstrated i n  one 

sense, but "techni~cal fealsibi l  i t y Q f  a c m e r c i a l  l y  feasible c igarette has 

not* Iln 1 igh t  o f  the above carments, Table 7 does not seem to serve a 

usefruil purpose and i s  l l i ke ly  to miislead many readers. I also am concerndl 

that  many readers o f  the second paragraph o f  page 4 o f  the d ra f t  report  

w i l l  be misread f o r  the same reasons. I would recmend that that  para- 

graph be d k l k t d ,  so that  readers can focus on the "p r r t i cu la r  concl~usions~ 

o f  the study that  folllow, which seem wel l  stated. 

Also, fncidentallly, I might also note that  Tablle 7 assumes that  deaths 

from carelless smoking w i l l  contimue a t  exactly the same llevel as a t  present 

for the next 10 years (1,500 timer 1O)l. As I noted earl i~er, there 11s no 

support for that  assumpti~on obher than the s h m  assertion that  the l a tes t  

years' 1983-1985 data stop the long term trend. 



12. There ils an anissiion from the report o f  the important reseanch 

dlone by Rhlyrnle and Spears on the use o f  log i~s t i cs  curves t o  analyzie pro- 

pensity of uphosterd malterilals to ignite. The concepts were 11eft out o f  

the discussien i m  Hal l 's  report, which I s  probably wtiy they dlld not surface 

i n  the summary. But they could be important if cmunevcial f e a s i b i l i t y  

1 i m i  t s  or precludes potent ia l  improvemenbs i n  ilgni tilon propensity. I don't 

understand why t h i s  research was ignored, and suggest i t  be considered. 

Thank you f o r  considertnrg my carments. I hope they are useful. 


