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May 6, 2024 
 
 
RE: Appeal, Soft-sided Hyperbaric Chamber Use 
 
 
Dear Board Members, 
 
There is an appeal to the Des Moines Fire Department’s (DMFD) decision on prohibiting the use of hyperbaric chambers that do not 
comply with ASME-PVHO within commercial buildings.  
 
The International Fire Code (IFC) requires that NFPA 99, Health Care Facilities Code (NFPA 99) be followed for hyperbaric facilities which 
requires ASME-PVHO-1, Safety Standard for Pressure Vessels for Human Occupancy (ASME-PVHO-1) for the construction standard of 
hyperbaric chambers. No documentation or other information could be provided to indicate that the soft-sided hyperbaric chamber in 
question meets or has obtained the ASME-PVHO-1 compliance. Since this equipment is within the scope of the IFC and NFPA 99, but 
does not meet ASME-PVHO-1 as required by NFPA 99, DMFD issued a stop work order for the soft-sided chamber and required that it 
be removed from the building.  
 
The appellant, Dr. LoRang, requested DMFD to visit his business to ensure that he was compliant with fire code. At the time of the initial 
visit there were two chambers present. One of them was a hard-sided chamber which has a metallic placard indicating ASME-PVHO-1 
compliance and was supplied directly from oxygen tanks, which after some additional work was found to be acceptable. The other 
chamber was a soft-sided chamber with its own oxygen concentrator device as a supply. The soft-sided chamber was not clearly 
compliant with NFPA 99 or ASME-PVHO-1 and after providing time for procuring documentation DMFD required that the soft-sided 
chamber no longer be used and eventually DMFD required it to be removed from the building.  
 
At the time of many of the discussions with the appellant DMFD enforced the 2018 IFC, but the city has since adopted the 2021 IFC. No 
significant changes are apparent regarding this topic of hyperbaric chambers. This document will refer to the 2021 IFC.  
 
IFC (2021 edition): 

 
 
IFC indicates that it references the 2021 edition of NFPA 99 in Chapter 80: 

 
 
 
 
NFPA 99 (2021 edition): 
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NFPA 99 Proposed TIA No. 1735 was submitted for review last summer which is very similar to this appeal. The proposal was to 
essentially make an exemption in the standard for soft-side chambers by recategorizing them and not holding them to the same 
requirements as other chambers. The committee vote on this proposal was: 

1   – Abstained (The committee chair only wanted to vote in the event of a tie)  
0   – Agree 
17 – Against 

 
The entire TIA proposal and committee comments can be viewed at the following link: 
https://docinfofiles.nfpa.org/files/AboutTheCodes/99/99_2024_HEA_HYP_Log1735_tiaballot_final.pdf  
 
Some excerpts from this document (highlighting added to help clarify): 

 
 

 
 

https://docinfofiles.nfpa.org/files/AboutTheCodes/99/99_2024_HEA_HYP_Log1735_tiaballot_final.pdf
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As the proposal was denied, the 2024 edition of NFPA 99 still requires all hyperbaric chambers to comply with ASME-PVHO-1, and the 
committee members comments clearly indicate that soft-wall chambers are meant to be within the scope of and regulated by NFPA 99.  
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The FDA approval of this device was provided as an attempt at an alternative to ASME-PVHO-1, however without information 
comparing the scope of these standards and the passing criteria of each I am unable to confirm that the FDA approval is equivalent in 
terms of fire safety. As noted in the comments above in the proposed TIA comments, the FDA has issued a clarification document at this 
link: https://www.fda.gov/consumers/consumer-updates/hyperbaric-oxygen-therapy-get-facts  
Below is a snapshot from this FDA webpage indicating that the FDA approval of these devices are not intended to include use with 
supplemental oxygen: 

 
 
The introduction of concentrated oxygen into a space with the potential to create an oxygen enriched environment creates a significant 
fire hazard. Atmospheric concentrations of oxygen are normally 20.95%. OSHA 1910.146(b) defines an atmospheric oxygen 
concentration above 23.5% as a hazardous atmosphere. NFPA 99 also points to an oxygen concentration of 23.5% in the definition of an 
Oxygen-Enriched Atmosphere. Items that are flammable will burn hotter, faster and are easier to ignite with higher oxygen availability 
and items that that do not burn at all at normal atmospheric levels of oxygen can become flammable in oxygen enriched environments. 
Something as simple as a spark from static electricity can be sufficient to start a fire. 
 
In summary DMFD has taken no stance on medical safety, its FDA compliance or efficacy of these hyperbaric chambers. DMFD is only 
reviewing compliance for them to safely be used within a commercial building. The soft-sided hyperbaric chamber in question is desired 
to be used with supplemental oxygen and is covered by the fire codes mentioned. Further, the FDA approval does not have adequate 
supporting documentation to deem it as an equivalent or alternative to ASME-PVHO-1 and there is no indication that obtaining this 
documentation would support this argument. The NFPA 99 committee should be viewed as the non-biased subject matter experts, and 
they have specifically addressed this topic in their denial of the request to loosen the requirements around these devices.   
 
It is recommended that the board vote to deny the appeal request for allowing the use of the non-compliant soft-sided chamber 
within the commercial building. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeremy Eekhoff, Fire Protection Engineer 
Fire Prevention Bureau 
Des Moines Fire Department 
 
 
 

https://www.fda.gov/consumers/consumer-updates/hyperbaric-oxygen-therapy-get-facts

