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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Flash Fire Protective Garments 
 
FROM: Joanne Goyette 
 
DATE: December 1, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 2113 ROC TC FINAL Ballot Results (A2011) 
 
 
The Final Results of the NFPA 2113 ROC Letter Ballot are as follows:  
 
20  Members Eligible to Vote  
  3  Not Returned (A. Duke, C. Morin, and J. Swiss) 
  2  Negatives (T. Clark and R. Parry) 
  0  Abstentions  
 
There are two criteria necessary to pass ballot [(1) affirmative 2/3 vote and (2) simple majority]. 
 
(1) The number of affirmative votes needed for the proposal/comment to pass is 12. 

(20 eligible to vote - 3 not returned - 0 abstentions = 17 × 0.66 = 11.22) 
 
(2) In all cases, an affirmative vote of at least a simple majority of the total membership 

eligible to vote is required. This is the calculation for simple majority: 
[20 eligible ÷ 2 = 10 + 1 = (11)] 

       
 
Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot from 
the principal member was not received. 
 
According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required 
affirmative votes to pass ballot. 
 
Attachment: 
 Final Circulation Explanation Report 
 



Circulation Explanation Report for FLG-AAA   Comments Wednesday, December 1, 2010
Document # 2113

2113-1 Entire Document (Log # 15 )

Affirmative with Comment

Parry, R. OSHA has reaffirmed, with a Standard Interpretation dated October 19, 2010, that 29 CFR
1910.132 applies to flash fire personal protective equipment (oil and gas well drilling inquiry).

2113-25 4.2 (Log # 11 )

Negative

Clark, T. A defined time interval for re-evaluating a hazard assessment is not necessary.  Hazard assessments
should be reviewed prior to use and certainly re-evaluated after any significant change in the work
environment.  Putting a time requirement on re-evaluation does not increase the effectiveness of this standard
and instead, will likely result in some companies re-evaluating their hazard assessment only every five years
and not when work conditions change.  Additionally, it gives regulators a basis to issue violations and assess
fines based on timing of re-evaluations, not the effectiveness of the hazard assessment.  I maintain that striking
the words "at least every 5 years, or" does not weaken the standard and will emphasize the need to keep
standards up-to-date rather than setting an arbitrary 5 year interval for review.

2113-44 A.4.3 (Log # 23 )

Affirmative with Comment

Clark, P. I do agree with the Committee Meeting Action. The reason for my comment is we do need to retain
wording recognizing that "Garments that continue to burn after a flash fire incident are hazardous."  The
recognition that burning clothing is hazardous by contributing to burn severity was a major part in NFPA
initially being approached to start the development of what became the NFPA 2112 and NFPA 2113 standards,
and for the use of this wording in these standards.

2113-47 C.1.2.5 (Log # 47 )

Negative

Parry, R. See my Comment on Affirmative on Comment 2113-1 (Log #15).
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