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Coalition Letter in Opposition to Changes in 
ARFF Standards

 H.R. 1586, as adopted by the House, contains a 
provision that could force airports of all sizes to 
comply with controversial National Fire Protection 
Association (NFPA) requirements.

 To meet NFPA standards, airports of all sizes would 
be required to dramatically increase the number of 
fire fighters and add additional facilities without any 
evidence that these changes would improve the 
safety of airports. 



 A June 2009 study by the Airport Cooperative 
Research Program (ACRP) run by the National 
Academies of Sciences found that the capital costs 
to comply with the NFPA requirements is estimated 
to be an additional $2.9 billion industry wide. 

 The ACRP study also concluded that annual 
operating and maintenance costs would increase 
by $1 billion to $1.5 billion for airports throughout 
our system.



Updates to the FAA ARFF standards have been 
evaluated by the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory 
Committee (ARAC), which allowed all interested 
stakeholders, including airlines, pilot organizations, 
airports, the FAA and fire fighters to participate. Last 
year, the ARAC agreed to formally submit its report 
to the FAA. The FAA has the information put forth 
by both the ARAC and the ACRP study so it can 
determine what, if any, changes are needed to the 
ARFF standards. There is, therefore, no need for 
Congress to take action on this issue.



Please reject any efforts to include any language in 
the final version of the FAA Reauthorization bill that 
would either legislate changes to the current ARFF 
standards or legislate that an unfair rulemaking 
process be undertaken to make changes in the 
standards. Instead, we urge you to let the FAA to 
continue to work with aviation stakeholders through 
the ARAC process and allow them to complete 
their review of the findings of the ACRP report data.

http://www.airlines.org/Pages/Coalition-Letter-in-Opposition-to-Changes
-in-ARFF-Standards.aspx

http://www.airlines.org/Pages/Coalition-Letter-in-Opposition-to-Changes-in-ARFF-Standards.aspx
http://www.airlines.org/Pages/Coalition-Letter-in-Opposition-to-Changes-in-ARFF-Standards.aspx






                   

   ARFF Requirements Working Group (ARFFRWG)
 

• Air Line Pilots Association International (ALPA) – Captain Thomas J. Phillips
• Air Transport Association (ATA) – Mr. Tom Farrier
• ARFF Working Group (ARFFWG) – Assistant Chief Jack Kreckie co-chair
• Airports Council International - North America (ACI-NA) – Ms. Dawn E. Lucini
• Allegheny County (PA) Airport Authority (ACAA)– Mr. Bradley E. Penrod, A.A.A.E.
• American Association of Airport Executives (AAAE) – Mr. Craig Williams
• Armen DerHohannesian and Associates, L.L.C. (ADA)  co-chair
• Aviation Cabin Safety Specialists, Inc. (ACSS) – Ms. Kathy Lord-Jones
• Charlottesville-Albemarle County (Va.) Airport Authority (CHO) – Mr. W. D. Pahuta
• Independent Pilots Association (IPA) – Captain Shannon L. Jipsen
• International Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF) – Captain Charles M. Burroughs
• National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) – Mr. Mark Conroy
• International Association of Fire Chiefs (I-Chiefs) – Chief Donald Hilderbrand
• Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) – Ms. Pam L. Phillips
• San Jose (CA) Fire Department (SJFD) – Captain Les Omans









The 1999 CAAPS “Surviving the Crash” report 
states,

“A review of 60 NTSB reports of survivable aviation 
accidents (accidents in which conditions would allow 
for the possibility of survivors) from 1970 to 1995 
shows that the survival rate was better than 16 
survivors for every person killed.”

                                           -CAAPS report  page 8



“The NTSB reports classified fatalities in three 
categories: during the impact, post-impact, and those 
that occurred at an undeterminable time. Excluding 
undeterminable fatalities, 78 percent of all fatalities 
occurred post-impact; almost all (95.4 percent) 
resulted from smoke inhalation and/or burns. If the 327 
people who died during post-impact accidents had 
been rescued, the survival rate for the 7,488 people 
involved would have been 98.3 percent.”
                                                          
                                                            -CAAPS report  page 8



“To reduce fatalities from post-impact fire and smoke 
inhalation, Part 139 must be revised to mandate victim 
rescue and interior fire suppression as part of the 
airport fire service’s mission. 

Part 139 must include more stringent response time 
requirements, increase ARFF staffing for a 
comprehensive response capability, and improve 
extinguishing agent requirements. The NTSB’s 
chairman agrees that these regulations must be 
revised, and notes that DOD standards offer a good 
model for the FAA to follow.”   
                                                                   -CAAPS report  page 12    
                                                                                



“As the Quincy situation and others illustrate, there is a 
need for the FAA to do a better job of ensuring public 
safety. The FAA can do a better job if it improves Part 
139 - especially at a time when improved cabin 
technology has helped to keep more people alive 
beyond the impact, and when fire fighters have better 
tools to rescue victims. It is critically important that the 
FAA adopt specific standards for the ARFF regulations 
that reflect realities of modern aviation and ensure that 
air travel remains a safe and dependable form of 
transportation. CAAPS, which is composed of 
organizations concerned with public safety at American 
airports, urges the FAA to enact the following 
recommendations to improve aviation safety.”
                                             
                                                                                     -CAAPS report  page 40 
            





The ACRP7 report states,

“The NFPA two-minute runway response requirement 
could more than double the number of firefighters and 
vehicles at the 476 Part 139 airports considered in this 
study.”                                                                         – page 9

This statement is one of many highly subjective 
statements using a small sample of the 476 certificated 
airports identified. Estimating this requirement based 
on a small (49/476 = 10.2%) value without considering 
other unique airport conditions is fallacious.



The report states,
 

“The two-minute demonstrated response time to the 
runway end has the higher costs of the two NFPA 
response standards, with an annualized cost of
approximately $1.03 billion”.
                                                                 –page 10

This is substantiated in the ACRP 7 report with the 
information on two charts….



FAR Part 139.317

(e)Index E. Three vehicles― (1) One vehicle 
carrying the extinguishing agents as specified in 
paragraphs (a)(1) or (a)(2) of this section; and 
(2) Two vehicles carrying an amount of water and the 
commensurate quantity of AFFF so the total quantity 
of water for foam production carried by all three 
vehicles is at least 6,000 gallons.





Note that the four Class/Index 1E airports reporting, have 
identified that 15 new fire stations would need to be built or 
relocated to meet the NFPA 403 2-minute response standard. It 
is very presumptuous to assume that the cost data estimated for 
four of 24 airports identified in this airport category, can be 
averaged for the remaining 20 Class 1E airports. This is very 
“fuzzy” math.

DFW, MSP, ATL, & DEN were used for analysis. 
What if ANC, HNL, IAD & FLL were used? Same result?



Regarding staffing and the differences in other ARFF 
standards identified in the ACRP reports; consider the 
differences in ARFF ideologies (objectives) of the 
NFPA, ICAO and FAA.   
                                                                 
 

NFPA  - “NFPA response strategy is designed to have 
a sufficient number of aircraft rescue and firefighting 
personnel on duty that would respond to the fire and 
could commence not only fire suppression but also aid 
in rescue operations.”                                
                                                                   -ACRP12 pg. 31



                                  NFPA 403 
 

“1.2.2 The principle objective of a rescue and fire-
fighting service is to save lives. For this reason, the 
preparation for dealing with an aircraft accident or 
incident occurring at, or in the immediate vicinity of, 
an airport is of primary importance because it is 
within this location that the greatest opportunity to 
save lives exists. The possibility of, and need for, 
extinguishing a fire that can occur either immediately 
following an aircraft accident or incident, or at any 
time during rescue operations, must be assumed at 
all times.”



ICAO  - “The most important factors bearing on effective rescue 
in a survivable aircraft accident are: the training received, the 
effectiveness of the equipment and the speed with which 
personnel and equipment designated for rescue and firefighting 
purposes can be put to use.”                                 -Annex 14, 9.2
                                                                                 
 FAA - “The FAA’s concept has been based on the need for 
controlling and extinguishing any fire that may be endangering 
the lives of the passengers and crew by securing an escape 
path(s) from the aircraft.”                                   -ACRP12 page 
30 
                                                                                                        
      
Note – the word “rescue” is excluded from the FAA’s objective in 
this ACRP report and a cost basis is not mentioned as a primary 
consideration for determining the ARFF response mission.



The ACRP7 report studied only three aircraft accidents 
in an eleven year period. This suggests a lack of 
empirical data for any comprehensive analysis.

“…Air carrier accidents over an eleven-year period (January 1, 
1997 to December 31,2007) were reviewed to determine if 
revised ARFF standards would have made a difference in the 
number of fatalities.          
 
The three Part 121 accidents of interest required reviewing the 
pertinent sections of the full NTSB report to determine if different 
ARFF standards might have had any impact on the outcome in 
terms of reducing the severity of injuries or in preventing deaths. 
A brief summary based upon the NTSB accident report is 
provided for each one of these accidents.” 
                                                                                       – page 
31



Note that two of the three Part 121 accidents used in 
this report occurred outside of the NFPA “Rapid 
Response Area” and are not applicable to the NFPA 
403 standard. The other single “nine passenger seat” 
accident in Charlotte was not survivable due to severe 
impact trauma and burns caused to the victims when 
the aircraft impacted the hangar and burst into flames. 
ARFF response was not a factor for analysis. Other 
notable aircraft accidents occurring on the airport 
should have been considered for this ACRP report. 
Many others were identified in the ACRP12 report.



Notable accidents that could have been used in the 
ACRP7 report to analyze variations in effective ARFF 
response that occurred ON the airport are;

August 19 1980 – Saudia Flight 163, a Lockheed L-1011 Tristar, lands at 
King Khalid International Airport in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia when a fire breaks 
out on board; the evacuation of the plane is delayed and all 301 on board 
die.
June 2 1983 – Air Canada Flight 797, a McDonnell-Douglas DC-9, catches 
fire during flight over Kentucky; 23 of 46 passengers die from smoke 
inhalation even after the crew successfully lands the aircraft in Cincinnati, 
Ohio.
August 22 1985 – British Airtours Flight 28M, a Boeing 737, aborts its 
takeoff from Manchester, England because of an engine fire. While 82 
passengers and crew escape alive, 55 are killed, most from smoke 
inhalation.
August 31 1988 – Delta Air Lines Flight 1141, a Boeing 727, crashes on 
takeoff from Dallas-Fort Worth International Airport as a result of pilot error; 
of 108 people on board, 12 passengers and two crew members are killed.



February 1 1991 – USAir Flight 1493, a Boeing 737, strikes SkyWest Airlines 
Flight 5569, a Fairchild Metro commuter plane waiting to take off from the 
same runway on which the Boeing 737 was landing at Los Angeles 
International Airport. Of the 101 people on both aircraft, 34 people, including 
all 12 aboard the Metro and 22 of the Boeing 737 passengers, are killed.

NTSB Accident Report PB91-910409, NTSB/AAR-91/08

“2.6 Survival Factors
The emergency response for this accident was timely and effective. The close 
proximity of Fire Station 80 to the accident site, coupled with the rapid 
response of ARFF units, facilitated personnel efforts to apply extinguishing 
agent to the external fires and to assist some of the passengers in egressing 
from the B-737. The Safety Board believes that these factors reduced injuries 
and saved lives. The Safety Board also found that the rapid availability of 
adequate numbers of ARFF-trained fire fighters, from both Fire Station 80 and 
off airport structural fire companies, allowed ARFF personnel to implement an 
interior fire attack immediately. Sufficient personnel also allowed the 
extrication of the first officer, while protecting him from fire.”

(Note - The ARFF response by the Los Angeles City Fire Department was in 
compliance with the NFPA 403 standard and exceeded FAA Part 139 
requirements.    Q. Is this not proof that the NFPA 403 standard saves lives?)



20 August 2007 - China Airlines 737-800; Naha, 
Japan: Shortly after landing at Naha on the island of 
Okinawa, the left engine caught fire and the crew 
initiated an emergency evacuation. Although the 
aircraft was destroyed by fire, all 157 passengers 
(including two toddlers) and eight crew members 
survived. 

http://youtu.be/r357EzZD5YU

http://youtu.be/r357EzZD5YU
http://youtu.be/r357EzZD5YU


The ACRP7 report states,

“…It is difficult to suggest what might happen in terms 
of future accidents. With the very small number of 
accidents in passenger air carrier operations and the 
multiplicity of causes and outcomes, it is not possible to 
reach a conclusion about future mortality from past 
accidents.”                                                 -ACRP7 pg. 33
 

“Very small number of accidents”?  In what time 
period?  The recent 11 years? 
 

The statement made, “it is not possible to reach a 
conclusion about future mortality from past accidents” 
is very ignorant of past history and lessons learned by 
this technical committee.



In planning for a full scale 
exercise, the minimum number 

of “casualties” to be used 
should be based on the 
following: Airport Index 

Minimum # 
“Casualties” 

A 20 - 30 
B 40 - 50 
C 60 - 70 
D 80 - 90 
E 100 or more 

FAA AC 150/5200-31C, Appendix 3 uses the following 
criteria for air accident exercise evaluation.
(See Table 7-2)                                            -page 111

Q. If it is not possible to predict future mortality, how 
was this criteria (above) established?



“It was assumed that five firefighters are needed to 
cover one position on a shift if the station operates 24 
hours, seven days a week.”                         -page 42

This is erroneous. How did they arrive at five? Using a formula of 
1.7 persons needed for each position is generally understood as 
a managerial staffing formula, but in reality, on a typical 3-platoon 
24-hour staffing system, three firefighters would be needed. This 
is a staffing cost error of 40%. 
 
Most fire departments use flexible staffing levels to reduce higher 
salary costs while using overtime to supplement the minimum 
manpower needed to cover for vacation and sick time absences. 
This minimizes additional costs for employee medical benefits as 
well.



“The largest costs are firefighter salaries and benefits, at $545.7 
million per year. The total estimated annual cost increases at 
Class I, II, and III airports are $568 million, or an average of about 
$1.2 million per airport.”                                                 -page 49

Using the FAA minimum of 3 (ARFF vehicles) X 3 (shifts) = 
9 drivers/1E airport needed to satisfy Part 139 response 
requirements. NOT 115!



These are contradictory statements, 

“It should be noted that it is not the purpose of this 
research to recommend whether or not the proposed 
regulation should be enacted.”                 -ACRP12 pg. 31  
                           
 

“Overall, there is no conclusive evidence in the accident 
reports to indicate that accident fatalities or serious 
injuries would be reduced by replacing the current Part 
139 ARFF standards with those found in ICAO Annex 
14 or in NFPA 403 and its associated documents.”
                                                                   -ACRP12 pg. 49





4.1.1. OLS capability represents the amount of agent 
needed to execute rescue operations at large fires 
(exterior and interior) involving aircraft. OLS provides 
sufficient agent for quick knockdown of exterior fires 
(one minute) (Q1), continued control of the exterior fire 
after the first minute or complete extinguishment (Q2), 
and agent to support hose lines for interior fire fighting 
and rescue operations (Q3). OLS provides reasonable 
expectation of successful rescue where large fires are 
involved. 



4.1.2. RLS capability represents the amount of agent 
needed to execute rescue operations at substantial 
fires at one location of an aircraft. Sufficient agent is 
provided for exterior fire control for one minute and 
enough continued control of the fire after the first 
minute or complete extinguishment of the exterior fire. 
This level of service represents increased risk/loss 
potential due to lack of sufficient agent to perform 
rescue and simultaneously conduct both interior and 
exterior fire fighting. A rescue operation is not expected 
from catastrophic fire situations where simultaneous 
interior and exterior fire attack is required. 



4.1.3. CLS capability represents the amount of agent 
needed to execute rapid intervention at small fires at 
one location of an aircraft. At this level of service 
aircraft interior rescue is not expected to be successful. 
This level of service represents increased risk/loss 
potential due to the lack of sufficient agent to maintain 
control of exterior or interior fire long enough to 
conduct interior rescue operations. Rescue may still be 
possible from fighter-type aircraft where interior fire 
fighting operations are not needed. 











“3.5.3.1. It is a core mission to rescue aircrew members 
from aircraft involved in accident/fire incidents.
At locations with a flying mission, rescue personnel 
designated by the Fire Chief must be trained in aircrew 
rescue and extraction techniques on mission assigned 
aircraft as identified in TO 00-105E-9, Aerospace 
Emergency Rescue and Mishap Response Information 
(Emergency Services).”
                                          -AFI32-2001 9 SEPTEMBER 
2008  page 18





Programs for Training of ARFF Personnel - AC 150/5210-17b
 
b. Live-Fire Drills. All rescue and firefighting personnel must 
participate in at least one live-fire drill every 12 months. This drill 
must include a pit fire with an aircraft mock-up or similar device, 
using enough fuel to provide a fire intensity that simulates 
realistic firefighting conditions. The conditions would simulate the 
type of fire that could be encountered on an air carrier aircraft at 
the airport. AC 150/5220-17 provides more detailed guidance on 
recommended standards for the burning area structure. It is 
intended that the drill provide an opportunity for the firefighting 
team to become familiar with the use of all fire extinguishment 
equipment they will use in the event of an accident. If possible, a 
simulated rescue of aircraft occupants will help in creating a 
realistic simulation. During the drill, each fire fighter must 
demonstrate the following: 



(1) the control and extinguishment of a simulated aircraft fire 
using handlines and turrets, given an airport-type foam 
firefighting vehicle. The decision to train on handline or turret 
should be based on whether the trainee is assigned a handline or 
whether the trainee is a driver/operator who would normally 
operate the turrets. Many training programs may have all the 
participants working the handlines, and it would be acceptable for 
the driver/operator to meet the annual requirement in this 
fashion. However, it would not be acceptable for a handline 
firefighter to use training on the turrets to meet the annual 
requirement;
(2) the control and extinguishment of a simulated aircraft fire 
using handlines and turrets, given each type, other than foam-
type, firefighting vehicle [see (1) above for guidance on 
acceptability of handline and turret operation]; and
(3) using fire streams to protect fire fighters and aircraft 
occupants, given an airport firefighting vehicle.



It is not mentioned in the ACRP7 Report that the FAA 
is not exempt from White House circular A-119, 
“Federal Participation in the Development and Use of 
Voluntary Consensus Standards and in Conformity 
Assessment Activities” identified in the 
2004 ARFFRWG Final Draft. 
                                                                    -page 75
 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars_a119

http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars_a119


The ACRP7 report states,

“…Any actual differences in future ARFF standards would 
depend on how ICAO and NFPA standards entered into changes 
to Part 139. Under existing procedures FAA would have to justify 
such changes and conduct a regulatory evaluation. In addition, 
the proposed legislation would require that FAA justify cases 
where it did not adopt voluntary consensus standards (it is 
general government practice to base regulations on common 
standards).”                                                                    - page 31
                                                                  

Q. Although the Senate removed the requirement from the 
S. 223 bill, is the FAA willing to recommend adoption of NFPA 
403 standards or comment why the standards are not adopted 
as stated in the coalition letter with flawed ACRP analysis?

“…allow them to complete their review of the findings of the 
ACRP report data.”



“The proposed rule will generally not be adopted 
unless the benefits of the rule outweigh its costs. If the 
final version of the rule has a benefit-cost ration 
greater than one, the agency may decide to issue the 
rule. The various requirements contained in the final 
rule then become required for entities and persons 
within the applicability of the rule. For Part 139, this 
includes certificated airport operators and their 
employees.”
                                                                                                  -ACRP12 
page 20-21

Q. How much is a human life worth?





-ACRP12  page 38



“In making its determination, the research team 
considered carefully what the accident investigating 
agency said about the survivability of each accident. 
Although this approach was somewhat subjective, the 
members of the research team believed that they had 
the background to make objective reviews and 
determinations on these accidents. The team’s 
decision to determine a range for the reductions, e.g. 0 
to 2 serious injuries provided a means to capture 
uncertainty introduced by the subjective nature of the 
determination.”
                                                                                                         

-ACRP12 page 44
 

What are the qualifications of the “research team”? 
Admitted subjectivity.



“While the Little Rock and Quincy accidents were rich with data, 
it turned out that most of the other accidents were not. This was 
particularly true for accidents that occurred outside the United 
States. Some accidents were relatively easy to analyze. For 
example, many of the fatalities were the result of trauma from 
impact or where the fire occurred so quickly the accident was 
considered non-survivable. In those cases, a change in ARFF 
standards would not have affected the number of fatalities. 
However, in other accidents, there would be a statement that 
“all the fatalities were due to impact or were fire related.” In 
those accidents, the research team could not determine if a 
change in ARFF standards would have made any difference in 
the accident outcome.”
                                                                                                              
-ACRP12   page 44

Admitted lack of empirical evidence to support conclusion.



“The research team believes that the additional 
two firefighters and agent that the NFPA
standard would have required could have 
resulted in a reduction of 3 to 14 fatalities.”
 

                                                             -ACRP12, Quincy Accident  
page 46

This comment does not support the overall 
ACRP12 conclusion. This tragic accident that 
demonstrated a lack of an NFPA ARFF 
response is identified as an “exception”.



“For many of the accidents, the data included in the 
accident reports were not sufficient to allow the research 
team to conclude that a change in ARFF standards 
would have changed the accident outcome in terms of 
fatalities and/or serious injuries. Based on the data the 
research team was uncomfortable even with providing a 
range of estimates for fatalities and serious injuries. If 
additional data were available, it is possible that the 
research team may have reached a different conclusion 
for some of these accidents.”                   -ACRP12 page 47

 

Additional data was available. Every ARFF agency has 
local accident response records. Interviews with Incident 
Commanders for details are helpful to determine 
problems not identified in official accident reports.



“Notwithstanding the lack of detailed data, based upon the 
information contained in the accident reports, the research 
team’s collective judgment was that a change in ARFF 
standards would not have reduced fatalities or serious injuries in 
any of the accidents reviewed as part of this research effort with 
the possible exception of one accident .”

“Overall, there is no conclusive evidence in the accident reports 
to indicate that accident fatalities or serious injuries would be 
reduced by replacing the current Part 139 ARFF standards with 
those found in ICAO Annex 14 or in NFPA 403 and its 
associated documents.”
                                                                        -ACRP12 page 49

OPINION: These flawed ACRP reports were used to support 
misinformed recommendations to the FAA ARAC and in the 
May 5, 2010 Coalition letter to the Senate. 



  Thank you !

ARFF Solutions.com
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