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Test Two:



OBJECTIVES OF TEST 2

• Determine an opposite bound to Test 1 w.r.t. 
ventilation.

• Assess the repeatability of the Tests.

• To assess the effectiveness of over-ventilating a fire. 

As a stand alone test: -

When analysed in conjunction with Test 1: -

• A demonstration of FireGrid. (…or one aspect of FG)

• Provide a sensor network dense enough to validate 
CFD models.

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Opening Factor (m-1/2)

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 (?
C

)  
   

   
 .

Thomas' Curve

Test 1

Test 2



FireGrid In Dalmarnock Test 2



FireGrid In Dalmarnock Test 2



Command

Control

Strictly a BETA version!Command and Control Centre

FireGrid In Dalmarnock Test 2



FireGrid In Dalmarnock Test 2



INITIAL VENTILATION CONDITIONS
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300ml of heptane



AS IT HAPPENED

• t = 0  ignition

• t = 24  Pedro leaves

• t = 26  compartment doors close

• t = 30  windows opening

• t = 104  kitchen door opens

• t = 180  corridor door opens

• t = 243  front door opens

• t = 268  fire spreads to bookshelf

• t = 324  large fire growth, 
cameraman exit

• t = 332  fire extinguished

Time Line



AVERAGE TEMPERATURE vs. TIME
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WINDOWS OPENING
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KITCHEN DOOR OPENING
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KITCHEN DOOR OPENING



LOUNGE DOOR OPENS
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APPARTMENT DOOR OPENS
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THE EXCITING END



THE EXCITING END
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WAS THE OVER VENTILATION A SUCCESS?



WAS THE OVER VENTILATION A SUCCESS?

• Initially it made a positive difference, later on it was 
not as effective.

• Given a more advanced system, where a prediction 
is made to assess the impact of any changes, it 
appears this technique could be beneficial.

• Average compartment temperature didn’t surpass 
50˚C for 210 s (3.5 mins).

HOW DOES THIS COMPARE TO TEST 1?



TEST 1 vs. TEST 2 – Average TC Temperature
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TEST 1 vs. TEST 2 – Smoke Layer Height
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TEST 1 vs. TEST 2 – The Hot Layers
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TEST 1 vs. TEST 2 – The Cold Layers
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TEMPERATURE SLICES



TEMPERATURE SLICE 1

90 Seconds post ignition



TEMPERATURE SLICE 1
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TEMPERATURE SLICE 2

200 Seconds post ignition



TEMPERATURE SLICE 2
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TEMPERATURE SLICE 3

268 Seconds post ignition



TEMPERATURE SLICE 3

268 Seconds post ignition
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TEMPERATURE SLICE 4

325 Seconds post ignition



TEMPERATURE SLICE 4

325 Seconds post ignition
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TEMPERATURE SLICES



CONCLUSIONS

•Comparison of Tests 1 and 2 shows a robust test setup 
that leads to a good level of repeatability.

•Conditions in Test 2 remained tenable far longer than 
in Test 1 (w.r.t. Temperature).

•Positive implications for the FireGrid project in terms 
of our ability to affect a pre-flashover fire.

•A high sensor density and thorough characterisation 
of the events provides ample results for validation of 
field models.



STILL AT LARGE


