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 ______________________________________________________________________  
 
The ROC letter ballot for NFPA 306 is attached.  The ballot is for formally voting on 
whether or not you concur with the committee’s actions on the comments.  Reasons must 
accompany all negative and abstention ballots. 
 
Please do not vote negatively because of editorial errors.  However, please bring such 
errors to my attention for action. 
 
Please complete and return your ballot as soon as possible but no later than Monday, 
November 26, 2012.  As noted on the ballot form, please return the ballot to Diane 
Matthews either via e-mail to dmatthews@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7110.  You 
may also mail your ballot to the attention of Diane Matthews at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch 
Park, Quincy, MA 02169. 
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.   
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Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 306
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-1     Log #21

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas Beacham, Marine Chemist & Environmental Consultants, Inc.

306-5
Revise test to read as follows:

Committee Proposal: 1.4 Attention of owners, repairers. and Marine Chemist is directed to the rules and regulations...by
certain groups...

The committee should not change anything from the 2009 Issue The current language was put in place
many, many years ago with the sole purpose of highlighting the fact this standard cannot (as written) exceed
governmental regulations. If it ever does then the 306 document crosses over into being a regulatory body which it
cannot do. The 306 is a MINIMUM standard supporting existing governmental regulations and should be viewed in that
context. The Marine Chemist in the field has the authority to go beyond the minimum standard as the Marine Chemist
may deem appropriate in order to better protect the employees and property to support the Certificate. The annex
statement proposed by the committee suggest that this standard "might exceed" the requirements set forth in the
standard. Again, the standard should never exceed the regulations, that is the Job of the regulators. The Annex
proposal as well as the 2009 Annex statement should be deleted in its entirety.

Keeping references to government regulations that apply to shipyard employment is beneficial
to the user of NFPA 306.  Furthermore the change to this section that was approved by the Committee in the Annual
2013 Report on Proposals (306-5) identifies that NFPA 306 is a voluntary consensus standard. As a voluntary
consensus standard the document does not supersede existing requirements of any governmental or local authority.
The Standard can have requirements and recommended practices that may exceed the requirements set forth in
governmental regulations.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-2     Log #3

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert H. Walker, III, Marine Chemist Service, Inc.

306-12
Revise definition to read as follows:

3.3.1 Adjacent spaces. Those spaces in all directions from the subject space, including all points of contact, comers,
diagonals, decks, tank tops, and bulkheads, including areas affected by hot work up to 400°F, where slag, heat
conduction, heat radiation and/or sparks from hot work could fall and/or accumulate and act as a source of ignition, but
in which no entry into and/or hot work in or on is authorized.

Addition of "the" as a definite article to a definite term.
"Up to 400°F" in order to not conflict with the current definition of hot work in NFPA 306 (as well as USN "SAF-010")
Last clause to ensure "hot work" (in particular; but also including "entry") "on"/against" (in particular; but also including
"in") is not attempted. Otherwise, without this clarification, the definition suggests, for example, that "heat conduction"
from a welding and burning operations 1/2 inch from a fuel tank is acceptable.

The recommendation in the comment that makes reference to temperatures, "up to 400oF" is in
conflict with the existing definition for hot work in 3.4.2 of the Standard.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-3     Log #17

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Gregory G. Grondin, Bath Iron Works Corporation

306-12
Revise text to read as follows:

3.3.1 Adjacent spaces:  Those spaces in all directions from subject space including all points of contact, corners,
diagonals, decks, tank tops, and bulkheads. This also includes areas affected by hot work where sources of ignition
from hot work, such as sparks and/or slag would be expected to fall or accumulate. Pipelines are not adjacent spaces
and are considered Not Safe for Hot Work unless noted on the marine chemist certificate.

This provides a method of reverting back to the 2003 definition of adjacent space which was based on
points of contact and to be more in line with the regulatory definition which is structurally based.  OSHA uses the phrase
"bordering a subject space".  I believe this to be a more effective method of addressing other areas affected by hot work
and maintaining the long standing definition of adjacent space.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-4     Log #41

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-13
Revise text to read as follows:

3.3.1 Adjacent Spaces. Those sSpaces in all directions from subject space, including all points of contact, corners,
diagonals, decks, tank tops, and bulkheads, and including areas affected by hot work, where slag, products of
combustion acting as sources of ignition, and sparks would be expected to fall or accumulate. with bulkheads, decks or
overheads, (including corners,) which contact those of the subject space.
The text should read simply:
3.3.1 Adjacent Spaces. Spaces with bulkheads, decks or overheads, (including corners,) which contact those of the

subject space.
"Those" is wordy and superfluous, as is "...in all directions." "...including areas affected by hot work..."

is confusing because it implies 'areas unaffected by hot work" are therefore not adjacent, which is, of course, untrue.

The comment recommended editorial changes that alter the definition in a way that is less
specific in addressing what an adjacent space is.  The Committee has made a change to this definition with its action on
306-3 (Log #17) and 306-10 (Log #18).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-5     Log #4

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert H. Walker, III, Marine Chemist Service, Inc.

306-18
Add new text to read as follows:

3.3.19* Subject Space. A space affected by work; whether cold work (including entry). hot work. or both.
The proposed wording in the above Comment section is respectfully resubmitted, in order to further

exemplify confusion that exists without a definition for "Subject Space." As such, it is recognized the basis for Committee
Meeting Action is explained in its Committee Statement. Therefore, it follows that if a Committee Statement is valid only
occasionally, then it is plausible the associated Committee Meeting Action will be likewise valid only occasionally.  With
that as the pretext, the Committee Statement, "The term subject space is any space that is not an adjacent space," is
true; but only occasionally, for the smallest vessels containing no more than 9 tanks (i.e. a 3X3 arrangement, in two
dimensions).  Therefore, since many vessels contain more than 9 tanks, the foundation for Committee Meeting Action,
which again is based on its Statement, appears to be more the "exception than the rule." In all fairness, the original
Proposal's substantiation, "Though any space can be either a 'subject space' or an 'adjacent space,' it cannot be both at
the same time" was possibly contributory. This substantiation seemed to imply there are only two types of spaces.
However, there is actually another type of space that was not identified. As a point of clarification, this third type of
space is totally unaffected by entry or work in other parts of a vessel (e.g. spaces that are located at the opposite end of
a ship; far removed from all Subject Spaces and Adjacent Spaces). Hence, these could be descriptively classified as
"Unaffected Spaces." In sum, the three types of spaces are those entered into and/or impacted by work (i.e. Subject
Spaces), those adjoining/in physical contact with the aforementioned Subject Spaces (i.e. Adjacent Spaces), and those
even further removed/distanced from subject spaces and adjacent spaces thereto (Unaffected Spaces).  To further
illustrate the confusion that was attempted to be substantiated in the original Proposal, and focus attention on the more
important safety implications from not distinguishing between Subject Spaces and Adjacent Spaces (which are 2 of 3
different types of spaces just mentioned), please refer to the two  diagrams. Diagram 1 shows a welding operation in
one tank (A) against the bulkhead of another tank (B). Hence, both tanks are subject to the effects of hot work and, thus,
both tanks have to be certified Safe For Hot Work in order for the welding operation to be performed safely. A fire or
explosion could occur in Tank B if, for example, it was filled with hydraulic oil (i.e. even with <10% LEL).  Even if A and B
were accommodation/living spaces instead of tanks, a fire could similarly occur in Space B if boxes were stacked
against the bulkhead common with Space A. Diagram 2 shows a similar welding operation in one tank (6-145-2-F or
6-145-0-F; it does not matter which tank the welder is actually standing) against the common bulkhead of another tank
(the other/remaining tank of the two tanks: 6-145-0-F or 6-145-2-F, respectively). As before, the "second" tank also must
be certified Safe for Hot Work; just like the "first" tank. The only difference between the two diagrams is the second
diagram is more realistic. It also shows four Adjacent Spaces (i.e. 6-145-1-F, 6-162-2-F, 6-162-O-F, and 6-162-1-F) to
both of the Subject Spaces, and three Unaffected Spaces (i.e. 6-179-2-F, 6-179-0-F, and 6-179-1-F) which are twice
removed from the actual work between the two Subject Spaces.
The substantiation from the original Proposal is reproduced below as necessary, with light editing: The term "Subject
Space" is found in both NFPA's 306 and OSHA's 1915 definitions of "Adjacent Spaces." Therefore, the use of Subject
Space in regulation is not unprecedented. However, since neither document has a definition for Subject Space, this is
more a matter of promoting safety than an academic pursuit. Understanding what "Subject Space" means is necessary
in order to determine whether or not a space is alternatively an "Adjacent Space" (note: unaffected spaces are not a
concern here because they are too far removed from the work in question). There are occasions when an adjoining
space, in physical contact with another space, is not an Adjacent Space but, instead, is a space "subject" to the effects
of hot work (e.g. heated above 400°F). Subject Spaces in which hot work is performed (in or on/against) are often
treated differently than Adjacent Spaces. If, for example, a fuel tank is a Subject Space, it must be either cleaned or
inerted. If the same fuel tank is classified as an Adjacent Space, it does not have to be cleaned or inerted. It can simply
remain closed; even if it is full of fuel. Thus, though any space can be either a Subject Space or an Adjacent Space, it
cannot be both at the same time. There is a difference between the two types of spaces and, unfortunately, there have
been dire consequences in the past for not properly considering the space on the "opposite side" when hot work was
conducted on the shared bulkhead.

****Insert Artwork Here****
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------------------------------------------------------Diagra m 1---------------------------------------------------

In the diagram below, both Tanks A and B are Subject Spaces (Le. subject to the effects of heat from the welding operation in Tank A; in other words, both 
Tanks A and B will get hot). If only tank A is certified as Safe for Hot Work, and Tank B is not certified Safe for Hot Work but, instead, is treated as only an 
Adjacent Space, a fire could ensue in Tank B if, for example, hydraulic oil had only been drained to low suction. Even if Tank B does not have any flammable 
vapor (Le. O%LEL), the greasy bulkhead on Tank B's side would still get hot from the welding operation in Tank A on the opposite side of their common 
(shared,) bulkhead. 

~ B 



--------------------------------------------------------Diagra m 2-----------------------------------------------

2 Subject Spaces (Le. spaces subject to the effects of hot work ("cherry red" metal), regardless of which tank the welder is standing): 
6-14S-2-F or 6-14S-0-F (both of these tanks need to be certified as Safe for Hot Work) 

4 Adjacent Spaces (Le. in physical contact with either, or both, Subject Space): 
6-14S-1-F, 6-162-2-F, 6-162-0-F, 6-162-1-F (none of these have to be certified as Safe for Hot Work; because there is not hot work) 

3 Unaffected Spaces (Le. not in physical contact with either Subject Space; in this example, they are twice removed from the two Subject Spaces): 
6-179-2-F, 6-179-0-F, 6-179-1-F 

6·145-2.f • 6.14500.f 6·145·1.f 

6·162·2.f 6·162.o.fl 6-162·1.f1 

6·179·2.f 6·179.0., 6·179·1., 
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This exemplified confusion does not appear to be as great of a problem when, for example, fire and molten metal from
cutting an "access" in one space penetrates into an adjoining space. Most everyone knows both spaces are affected by
hot work in this type of scenario and both spaces have to be certified as such (i.e. Safe for Hot Work). The same cannot
be said, however, for welding operations against a bulkhead, overhead, or deck. In these cases, the adjoining space
beside, above, or underneath is still "subject" to the affects of heat transfer coming from the opposite side (i.e. the space
in which the welder is physically located). However, it is less obvious. One plausible reason for this is because the
effects of hot work (e.g. blistering paint, "cherry-red" metal, even smoke) are sometimes obscured by boxes, bunk beds
with mattresses, and lockers. This is also true when the backside surface of the adjoining space is covered with
insulation. Of course, no hot work should be allowed in such scenarios; but it does occur, and at least one fire has been
attributed to this confusion. Further, many Marine Chemists (and Competent Persons) have had numerous experiences
in which they have been asked to inspect a single space for hot work against one of its own bulkheads, overhead, or
deck. Adding this definition will focus attention that two spaces need to be inspected, instead of only one. Left
undefined, the phrase "subject to the effects of' is at best ambiguous, a matter of opinion, and relative (i.e. "subject" only
a little bit, or significantly so).

The recommendation to add a definition of "Subject Space" to the Standard doesn't add any
clarity to the Standard.  In accordance with 3.1 of the Standard,"where terms are not defined in this chapter or within a
chapter, they shall be defined using their ordinarily accepted meaning within the context in which they are used".
The Committee believes that the ordinarily accepted meaning for "subject space" is sufficient for the purpose of the
Standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-6     Log #1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Kerry Nunn, Coastwise Marine Chemist, Inc.

306-22
The Committee revised the proposal as follows:

(C) Grinding, drilling, abrasive blasting, the activation of non-intrinsically or non-explosion-proof equipment or similar
operations, in the presence of or against accumulations of readily combustible materials, or flammable or combustible
liquids or their vapors, or flammable gases, when the atmosphere exceeds 10 percent of the LEL.

Flammable gas is intended to be included in this definition and should be specifically stated.
Deleted “or” and added commas after prepositional phrases to read more fluidly.

Revise text to read as follows:
(C) Grinding, drilling, abrasive blasting, the activation of non-intrinsically or non-explosion-proof equipment or similar
operations, in the presence of or against accumulations of readily combustible materials, or flammable or combustible
liquids, gases or their vapors, or flammable gases when the atmosphere exceeds 10 percent of the LEL.

The Committee agrees with the intent of the submitter and made revisions to the recommended
change to address items that were not adequately addressed in the Report of Proposals action for proposal 306-22.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-7     Log #5

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert H. Walker, III, Marine Chemist Service, Inc.

306-22
Revise definition to read as follows:

3.4.2* Hot Work. (B) Any operation that raises the opposite surface temperature of the work piece to 204°C (400°F), or
higher.

Considering a piece of metal has two sides (i.e. facing side and opposite side), which side the
temperature is to be assess is currently subject to interpretation. The USN's "SAF-010" uses "opposite surface
temperature" and "temperature ... on the opposite side" to overcome this potential problem.
The word "piece" (as in "work piece") implies the temperature consideration is for only the smaller component (i.e.
"piece," such as a 2" X 2" angle) vs. the much larger surface (e.g. a fuel tank bulkhead) to which a piece is affixed.

Revise text to read as follows:
(B) Any operation that raises the opposite surface temperature of the work piece equal to or greater than to 204°C
(400°F), or higher.

The "opposite surface" notation was rejected by the Committee because the heat of both sides
of the metal must be considered.  The Committee agreed to to strike "piece" from the definition.  "Equal to or greater"
addition is an editorial change.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-8     Log #22

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas Beacham, Marine Chemist & Environmental Consultants, Inc.

306-22
Revise text to read as follows:

Committee Proposal: Any activity involving ... When the atmosphere exceeds 10 percent of the LEL.
The committee should not change language that appears in the 2009 issue in regard to the definition of

Hot Work. I recall this definition was changed in an earlier edition in order to be identical to OSHA. I find the Committee's
acceptance of (B) which reads "Any operation that raises the temperature of the work piece to 204 degrees C· as
unworkable and impractical for the field Marine Chemist. This part of the committee's proposal offers no improvement
and solves no problem. Don't have a clue where the 204 degree C comes from but it seems mighty high In regard to
work piece temperature allowance and the autoignition temperatures of some products ..

The format used to breakout the elements of this definition is in accordance with the
, July 2004. The temperature reference is considered by the

Committee to be useful to the definition for hot work.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-9     Log #19

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Gregory G. Grondin, Bath Iron Works Corporation

306-22
Revise text to read as follows:

(C) Grinding, drilling, abrasive blasting, the activation of non-intrinsically safe or non-explosion- proof electrical
equipment in the presence of or against accumulations of readily combustible materials or flammable or combustible
liquids or their vapors when the atmosphere exceeds 10 percent of the LEL.

Non-intrinsically safe equipment includes standard light bulbs, vacuums, and many other pieces of
electrical equipment which are prominent in areas that contain "combustible materials" which is defined in paragraph
3.3.5. This paragraph should address only liquids, vapors and gases that may exceed 10% of the LEL in the
atmosphere.

See the committee's action in 306-6 (Log #1).
Committee agrees with the intent of the recommendation.  Changes to this section are found in

the Committee's action for 306-6 (Log #1).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-10     Log #18

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Gregory G. Grondin, Bath Iron Works Corporation

306-29
Revise text to read as follows:

4.2.2 The Marine Chemist's determinations shall include a visual inspection and tests of the spaces to be certified, and
for repair or alterations involving hot work, all adjacent spaces and other spaces/areas that may be impacted by the hot
work are treated in accordance 4.3.4(4) and 4.3.4(5).

This provides a method of reverting back to the 2003 definition of adjacent space which was based on
points of contact, while also bringing to attention other spaces that can be impacted by hot work.  This allows the 306
definition of adjacent space to be more in line with the regulatory definition which is structurally based.  OSHA uses the
phrase "bordering a subject space".  Log 73 will also be changed to eliminate "areas affected by hot work" from the
definition.   I believe this to be a more effective method of addressing other areas affected by hot work and maintaining
the long standing definition of adjacent space.

4.2.2 The Marine Chemist's determinations shall include a visual inspection and tests of the spaces to be certified, and
for repair or alterations involving hot work, all adjacent spaces and other spaces/areas that may be impacted affected
by the hot work are treated in accordance 4.3.4(4) and 4.3.4(5). The inspection shall include spaces or areas where
products of hot work such as sparks, slag or embers can act as ignition sources.
The determinations also shall include the following:
(1) The three previous cargo loadings
(2) Nature and extent of the work
(3) Starting time and duration of the work
(4) Tests of cargo and vent lines at manifolds and accessible openings
associated with the scope of work on or in the compartments concerned
(5) Verification that pipelines that could release hazardous materials into
spaces that will be certified for entry and or hot work ATMOSPHERE SAFE FOR WORKERS or SAFE
FOR HOT WORK are either disconnected, blanked off, or otherwise blocked by a positive method, or the valves are
positioned and tagged in such a manner to prevent, or by written notice restrict, operation
(6) Tests of cargo heating coils
(7) In spaces which are not cargo tanks or are not adjacent to cargo tanks the Marine Chemist shall carry out tests to
determine the atmospheric or fire hazards that may exist within each affected compartment or space, and any adjacent
spaces which may be affected by hot work, ensuring compliance with
the minimum applicable requirements prior to issuing a Certificate.

Committee changed the word "impacted" to "affected" as an editorial change.  An additional
sentence was added to the requirement because it is the opinion of the Committee that the Marine Chemist must
address those areas that may be affected by sparks, slag, embers, etc. from hot work that  is occurring above spaces or
areas on a vessel or in a shipyard.  The rest of this section remains unchanged from the approved action taken in the
Report on Proposals 306-29 for 4.2.2(5) as per the action in 306-11 (Log #6) which is also included in the
action on this comment by the Committee.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-11     Log #6

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert H. Walker, III, Marine Chemist Service, Inc.

306-29
Revise text to read as follows:

4.2.2(5) Verification that pipelines that could release hazardous materials into spaces that will be certified
ATMOSPHERE SAFE FOR WORKERS or SAFE FOR HOT WORK are either disconnected, ...

Without this addition, if a space contains pipelines that could release hazardous materials into it, and
the pipelines are not disconnected, etc., then this could be a reason for the Marine Chemist to use the standard safety
designations NOT SAFE FOR WORKERS and/or NOT SAFE FOR HOT WORK. Without this addition, a Marine
Chemist could not certify a space as NOT SAFE; which would conflict with current (2009) section 4.4 Preparation of
Certificates: "When the Marine Chemist is satisfied that the related requirements ... have or have not been met, a
Certificate shall be prepared ... "

Revise text to read as follows:
4.2.2(5) Verification that pipelines that could release hazardous materials into spaces that will be certified for entry and
or hot work ATMOSPHERE SAFE FOR WORKERS or SAFE FOR HOT WORK are either disconnected, blanked off, or
otherwise blocked by a positive method, or the valves are positioned and tagged in such a manner to prevent, or by
written notice restrict, operation

The Committee agreed with the intent of the submitter's comment but did not want to limit the
requirement to just the two standard safety designations suggested in the comment.  This change is included in the
action taken by the Committee in 306-10 (Log #18).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-12     Log #14

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James  P. Bruff, Atlantic Coast Marine Chemist, LLC

306-40
Revise text to read as follows:

Permissible exposure limits
Maintain original text of 4.3.1(3) Any toxic chemicals in the atmosphere associated with cargo, fuel, tanks coatings,
inerting mediums, adjacent spaces, or fumigants are within Permissible concentrations at the time of the inspection.
With the only possible change occurring in the appendix as follows: When determining permissible concentrations the
marine chemist may use only PEL's but when no PEL exists for a certain chemical, he/she should use the ACGIH TLV
and in the absence of a TLV< may use NIOSH, or MSDS.
Also, leaving the wording "permissible concentrations" puts NFPA 306 more in line with the 1915 wording under Safe for
Workers, (3) Any toxic materials in the atmosphere associated with cargo, fuel, tank coatings or inerting media are
within at the time of the inspection; OSHA could have said permissible exposure limits in its
definition of Safe for Workers but did not. Simple reasoning should prevail, when no PEL exists all concerned parties
should consult other toxic exposure guidelines.

Even if the committee goes with the change of A.4.3.1(3) it has made, then the only change needed, to
keep the wording in 4.3.1(3)of "permissible concentrations", would eliminate the possibility of completely ignoring the
TLV's even in the absence of a PEL.  Which the current proposal would definitely allow, and would encourage
inconsistencies among chemists in the application of Permissible limits.

The Committee reviewed several comments on its action in 306-40 in the 2013 Report on
Proposals. The following Logs were addressed together: 306-12 (Log #14); 306-13 (Log #16); 306-46 (Log #2); 306-47
(Log #26); 306-14 (Log #30), 306-48 (Log #32), 306-49 (Log #45) and 306-16 (Log #46).  It is the opinion of the
Committee that accepting that the existing language in the 2009 edition of the standard gives the Marine Chemist the
widest latitude to use the best choice of occupational exposure limits based on the Marine Chemist's professional
judgment with the most current information which can be the OSHA PEL, ACGIH TLV or other occupational exposure
limit that is available at the time of the Marine Chemist's inspection or survey.  See the action taken by the Committee
action in 306-14 (Log #30).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-13     Log #16

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Lamar E. Labauve, Denham Springs, LA

306-40
The requirement in 4.3.1(3) should remain unchanged from what is the currently in the 2009 edition

of NFPA 306:
(3)* Any toxic chemicals in the atmosphere associated with cargo, fuel, tank coatings, inerting mediums, adjacent
spaces, or fumigants are within permissible concentrations at the time of the inspection.

:
A.4.3.1(3) The marine chemist should use the most conservative published permissible concentration value when
determining permissible concentrations in accordance with 4.3.1(3).
Permissible concentrations can be found in the OSHA (PEL) in Subpart Z of 29 CFR
1915.1000; the latest edition of the , published by
the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists: National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH) (REL's) found in the or the
Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for the material.
A.4.3.1(3) Permissible concentrations can be found in the latest version of

, published by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, in
Subpart Z of 29 CFR 1915.1000, "Permissible Exposure Limit Value," or the value listed in the Manufacturers' Safety
Data Sheet (MSDS).
When determining "permissible concentrations" according to 4.3.1(3), the Marine Chemist should use the lower value of
the published ACGIH's Threshold Limit Values (RLVs) or OSHA's Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) as the primary
source for compliance with the requirement.  Only in the absence of published TLV and PEL for a substance should the
Marine Chemist refer to Manufacturer's MSDSs to determine if any alternate value exists.

As a practicing NFPA Marine Chemist, former MCA Chairman, former MCQB Chairman, current
Chairman of the NFPA Marine Field Service Advisory Committee and provider of confined space safety and competent
person training to both commercial customers and  Department of Defense and Department of Homeland Security
customers it is my opinion that the Committee's action to accept proposal 306-040 (Log #37) to change 4.3.1(3) of the
standard is unnecessary and is a reversal of what Marine Chemists have practice in the field and teach in the
classroom.  The above recommended change in this comment is intended to maintain the status quo and flat out state
the best practice for evaluating toxic chemicals in the atmosphere of a confined space that are associated with cargo,
fuel, tank coatings, inerting mediums, adjacent spaces, or fumigants that has been an NFPA 306 best practice that
pre-dates the Occupational Safety and Health (OSH) Act of 1971.
Since 1948 NFPA 306 has required the atmosphere in confined spaces on vessels is within permissible limits.  With the
passage of the OSH of 1971 OSHA established its permissible exposure limits (PEL) for the purpose of setting a
minimum regulatory standard for a limited number of chemicals.  But long before that private industry groups had
established occupational exposure limits (OEL) for toxic chemicals.  In fact it was the 1968 Threshold Limit Values (TLV)
set by the American Conference of Governmental and industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) that OSHA adopted as its PELs.
With very few exceptions these PELs have never been updated to account for our understanding of the affect of
exposure to toxic chemicals on the human body.  In addition there are now chemicals that have OELs (like the TLV) that
do not have a PEL.
OSHA PELs are used by that agency to enforce its regulatory standard.  The Marine Chemist has no legal authority to
enforce the OSHA PEL.  The Marine Chemist is recognized by the maritime industry as an expert who is hired by the
vessel repairer to verify the conditions of a confined space are safe for entry and work.  The Marine Chemist is obligated
to use the requirements found in NFPA 306.  It makes absolutely no sense for the Committee to mandate the use of
PELs that have remained unchanged for more than 40 years.
The Committee should ask itself, if their son or daughter was working in a cargo tank of a barge that last carried a toxic
chemical, what exposure limit would they use to protect their child?  An OSHA PEL that is 40 years old or another
published OEL that has been updated to offer the best protection?  For example, toluene [CAS 108-88-3] has the
following exposure limits: PEL 200 ppm, NIOSH REL 100 ppm and TLV 20 ppm.  The TLV for toluene was established
in 2006. The PEL dates back to 1968.  During the span of time (1968 to 2006) toluene didn't change.  What changed
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was the industrial hygiene community's understanding of the affect of toluene on humans.  The best practice to protect
workers from exposure from toluene is to use the TLV of 20 ppm.  It is the most conservative published value.
The US Government understands the obsolescence of the PEL values.  Earlier this year a Federal government
committee known as the Federal Advisory Council on Occupational Safety and Health (FACOSH) recommended that
the US Government and its contractors and subcontractors use the most protective OELs in federal workplaces.  Given
that nearly all Marine Chemists do work directly or indirectly for the Federal government it seems strange that the
Committee would approve a practice that mandates the use of outdated PELs in 4.3.1(3).
The Committee's change to A.4.3.1(3) compounds the problem.  The Committee removed clear guidance for the
Chemist to use the most conservative published value for exposure limits and replaced it with a statement that says the
Chemist only should determine "if an alternative value exists".  With no clear guidance to use the best practice of
applying the most conservative published value we are left with what is in the mandatory requirements, that is to use the
out-of-date PEL.
The action by the Committee to revise 4.3.1(3) and A.4.3.1(3) contradicts what Marine Chemists and industrial
hygienists practice in the course of their work.  The Committee has failed to give an adequate reason why NFPA 306 is
now going to revert to using obsolete PELs as a basis for determining if a confined space is safe for workers to enter.
The Committee needs to reexamine its action and correct its revision to 4.3.1(3) and A.4.3.1(3).  As experts in
evaluating the atmosphere of confined spaces on vessels and shipyards.  Marine chemists use the most up to date
information on what is the acceptable exposure to toxic chemicals associated with cargo, fuel, tank coatings, inerting
mediums, adjacent spaces or fumigants.  NFPA 306, 4.3.1(3) and A.4.3.1(3) need to reflect this established practice not
undermine it.

The Committee reviewed several comments on its action in 306-40 in the 2013 Report on
Proposals. The following comments were addressed together: 306-12 (Log #14); 306-13 (Log #16); 306-46 (Log #2);
306-47 (Log #26); 306-14 (Log #30), 306-48 (Log #32), 306-49 (Log #45) and 306-16 (Log #46).  It is the opinion of the
Committee that accepting that the existing language in the 2009 edition of the standard gives the Marine Chemist the
widest latitude to use the best choice of occupational exposure limits based on the Marine Chemist's professional
judgment with the most current information which can be the OSHA PEL, ACGIH TLV or other occupational exposure
limit that is available at the time of the Marine Chemist's inspection or survey.  See the action taken by the Committee
action in 306-14 (Log #30).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-14     Log #30

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Michael Arnold, Marine Chemist Qualification Board

306-40
Reject the action taken in the ROP 306-40 (Log #37) and retain the text that is in 4.3.1(3) and

A.4.3.1(3) in the 2009 edition of the , NFPA 306 (as shown below).
4.3.1(3)*Any toxic chemicals in the atmosphere associated with cargo, fuel, tank coatings, inerting mediums, adjacent

spaces, or  fumigants are within permissible concentrations at the time of the inspection.

A.4.3.1(3) Permissible concentrations can be found in the latest version of
, published by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, in

Subpart Z of 29 CFR 1915.1000, “Permissible Exposure Limit Value,” or the value listed in the manufacturers’ Safety
Data Sheet (SDS).
When determining “permissible concentrations” according to 4.3.1(3), the Marine Chemist should use the lower value

of the published ACGIH’s Threshold Limit Values (TLVs) or OSHA’s Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) as the primary
source for compliance with this requirement. Only in the absence of published TLV and PEL for a substance should the
Marine Chemist refer to manufacturer’s SDS to determine if any alternate value exists.

The existing language in 4.3.1(3) and A.4.3.1(3) of the 2009 edition of NFPA 306 provides a higher level
of safety than the change accepted by the Committee in the Report on Proposals (ROP) 306-40 Log #37.  The text in
the Standard should remain unchanged from that in the 2009 edition of NFPA 306.
OSHA Permissible Exposure Limits (PELs) for a small number of chemical substances were adopted in 1971 based on

the 1968 ACGIH Threshold Limit Values (TLV).  With very few exceptions the PELs have not been updated in 41 years.
In those four decades industrial hygienists’ understanding of exposure to toxic substances has evolved and resulted in
the lowering of many occupational exposure limits (OEL) as established by other organizations.
Federal government agencies recognize the PELs are obsolete.  The US Coast Guard Safety and Environmental

Health Manual states that the more stringent of either the PELs or TLVs will be used whenever possible.  Where there is
no OSHA PEL or Navy developed standard, the ACGIH TLVs shall be used as the Navy OEL per US Navy publication:
S6470-AA-SAF-010 (SAF-10).
In May 2012 the Federal Advisory Council on Occupational Safety and Health (FACOSH), Emerging Issues

Subcommittee concluded that a recommendation should be made to the Secretary of Labor to use the most protective
and feasible OELs in federal workplaces. It also recommended that contractors, subcontractors, recipients, and
subrecipients be required to use the most protective and feasible OEL while working on behalf of the Federal
government.
Marine Chemists are not OSHA Compliance Safety and Health Officers (CSHO).  PELs are enforced by the OSHA

CSHO, not the Marine Chemist.  The Marine Chemist is an occupational safety and health expert.  With specific
reference to the hazard   of toxic substances in the atmosphere, since 1948, NFPA 306 has had a requirement that the
atmosphere within a confined space is “within permissible concentrations”.  NFPA 306 has historically referenced
various OELs including American Standards Association, American Conference of Governmental and Industrial
Hygienists (ACGIH) Threshold Limit Values (TLV), OSHA PEL and the Safety Data Sheet (SDS).  The best practice to
protect workers from hazardous concentrations of toxic materials is to use the most conservative published OEL.
In 2003 the Committee recognized that there are various OELs that are better suited (than the 41 year old PELs) for

evaluating the atmosphere of a confined space.  In the 2003 ROP (306-31 CP#4) the substantiation on the revision of
A.4.3.1(3) stated: “The Committee notes that in some cases, multiple limits may exist for specific chemicals.  The
Committee also feels that the most conservative value be utilized to afford maximum protection to the employee.”  In the
subsequent 2003  Report on Comments (306-24 Log #8) the Committee defended its earlier ROP action with the
following statement:  “The Committee continues to support the belief that, on the whole, Threshold Limit Values (TLV) as
developed and published in the TLV Guide by ACGIH represent the most current information on workplace exposures to
substances.  The unwritten practice has long been to take the lower value (most conservative) between TLV and PEL.
The language introduced [in the 2003 ROP] formalizes this practice, and the Committee reiterates its support for that
approach with this action….”
The action taken in ROP 306-40 (Log #37) contradicts what the Committee did in 2003 to protect workers engaged in

shipyard employment.  Furthermore the substantiation in ROP 306-47 (Log #37) provides no reason for the Committee’s
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reversal its 2003 action.
The revised text in ROP 306-40 (Log #37) doesn’t address substances that have multiple exposure limits or

substances that do not have an OSHA PEL.  The revised text in A.4.3.1(3) recommends the Marine Chemist refers to
other resources “to determine if an alternative value exists”.  But the Committee removed any direction or specific
guidance for the Marine Chemist to actually use an alternate lower exposure limit value.  In the revised text as published
in the ROP the Chemist can find an alternative exposure limit and then choose not to use it.  This is a step backwards
from an existing long-standing practice for protecting employees from workplace exposure to toxic chemical substances.
The Marine Chemist Qualification Board requests that the Technical Committee on Gas Hazards keep the language

that exists in both 4.3.1(3) and A.4.3.1(3) of NFPA 306, , 2009
edition.  It is a practice that is working and affords the best protection for workers in confined spaces on vessels.
A reference to manufacturer Safety Data Sheet (SDS) is made in A.4.3.1(3) in accordance with recent adoption of

Global Harmonization System by OSHA in the Hazard Communication Standard.

The Committee reviewed several comments on this section and its action in the Report on
Proposals.  The Committee acknowledges there is no one answer that fits all situations.  Therefore it is the opinion of
the Committee that accepting this comment to keep the existing language in the 2009 edition of the standard gives the
Marine Chemist the widest latitude to use the best choice of occupational exposure limits based on the Marine
Chemist's professional judgment with the most current information which can be the OSHA PEL, ACGIH TLV or other
occupational exposure limit that is available at the time of the Marine Chemist's inspection or survey.
The action taken in this comment shall be applied to the following other comments: 306-12 (Log #14); 306-13 (Log #16);
306-46 (Log #2); 306-47 (Log #26); 306-48 (Log #32); 306-49 (Log #45) and 306-16 (Log #46).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-15     Log #23

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas Beacham, Marine Chemist & Environmental Consultants, Inc.

306-42
Revise text to read as follows:

Committee Proposal: 4.3.1(4) The residues or chemicals remaining in a certificated space are not capable of producing
unacceptable concentrations of toxic materials under existing conditions...

The accepted language does not make this paragraph any clearer. As this is part of SFW the space is
already "certified". The word  "unacceptable" does not have any reference. As long as the releases from residues or
chemicals are "controlled"  that is what is important.  No need to change in my opinion.

It is the opinion of the Committee that this requirement is an essential part of the designation
.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-16     Log #46

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas Beacham, Marine Chemist & Environmental Consultants, Inc.

306-42
Revise text to read as follows:

The committee has proposed to change Section 4 3.1(4). This proposal request to combine both (3) and (4) into a new
(3) to read: Any toxic chemical in the atmosphere associated with cargo, fuel, soft and greasy tank coatings, inerting
mediums, adjacent spaces, or fumigants and the residues or chemicals remaining in the space are not capable of
producing exposure that exceeds Permissible Exposure Limits (PELs) listed in 29 CFR 1915 while maintained as
directed on the Certificate.

This proposal is clearer and is consistent with 306-40 Log #37 where the committee confirms that
OSHA PELs represents the minimum requirements. This proposal combines the old 3 and 4 into one statement which is
clearer to the reader. Again the committee has agreed that OSHA represents the minimum requirements of the standard
and thus puts that thought Into this designation.

The reference to "residues or chemicals associated with the work" is sufficient to address a
broad spectrum materials such as cargo and fuel residue, tank coatings, etc. that can be in a confined space.  The
Committee has reverted to the text that is in the 2009 edition of NFPA 306 4.3.1(3) [see the action taken in 306-14 (Log
#30)].  By consequence the recommendation in this comment is unnecessary.  There is no need to specifically reference
the OSHA PEL in this requirement.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-17     Log #47

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas Beacham, Marine Chemist & Environmental Consultants, Inc.

306-42
Revise text to read as follows:

The committee has accepted the following: "The residues or chemicals remaining in a certified space are not capable
of producing unacceptable concentrations of toxic materials under existing atmospheric conditions while maintained as
directed on the certificate."
The revised test proposed is: The residues or chemicals in a space are not capable of producing concentrations of

exposure that exceeds Permissible Exposure Limits (PELs) listed in 29 CFR 1915 while maintained as directed on the
certificate.

This proposal is clearer and is consistent with 306-40 Log #37 where the committee confirms that
OSHA PELs represents the minimum requirements. This proposal simply transfer this requirement from Section 4.3.1(3)
consistent with Section 4.3.1(4).

The Committee has reverted to the text that is in the 2009 edition of NFPA 306 4.3.1(3) [see
the action taken in 30-14 (Log #30)].  By consequence the recommendation in this comment is unnecessary.  There is
no need to specifically reference the OSHA PEL in this requirement.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-18     Log #CC1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Gas Hazards,

306-78
Revise text in ROP 306-78 to read as follows:

The residues or chemicals remaining in a certified space are not capable of producing unacceptable concentrations of
toxic materials that exceed permissible concentrations under existing atmospheric conditions while maintained as
directed on the certificate.

In conjunction with its action on a public comment for this requirement (see 306-15 (Log #23)), the
Committee reexamined the change to this requirement in the 2013 Annual Revision Cycle Report on Proposal for
306-42 and made a minor editorial change to eliminate "unacceptable" which is an unenforceable term in accordance
with the , July 2004.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-19     Log #24

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas Beacham, Marine Chemist & Environmental Consultants, Inc.

306-46
Committee Proposal: The committee has chosen to add "in the entire space" 4 3.4(3)

The committee should not change language that appears in the 2009. As written this rewrite will limit the
designations that Marine Chemist can use in writing their certificate. Specifically, more certificate writing will require the
use of SAFE FOR LIMITED HOT WORK if this proposal is adopted.  The proposal has not identified a problem that this
rewrite will solve.

It has been  the Committee’s intent that when the Standard Safety Designation,
, is used the entire space on which, or wherein hot work shall take place is cleaned sufficiently to prevent the

spread of fire.  Reference to the entire space makes this point clear to the user of NFPA 306.  Partial cleaning for limited
hot work is only permitted in accordance with Chapter 5 of NFPA 306 when the Standard Safety Designation,

, is used.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-20     Log #35

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-47
Revise text to read as follows:

4.3.4 SAFE FOR HOT WORK requires that in the compartment or space so designated, the following criteria shall be
met at the time the Certificate is issued:...
(3)*The residues, scale, or preservative coatings are cleaned sufficiently to prevent the spread of fire uncontrolled

ignition and are not capable of producing a higher concentration than permitted by 4.3.4(1) or (2) under existing
atmospheric conditions in the presence of hot work and while maintained as directed on the Certificate; or, in the case of
the engine room or fire room bilges, or other machinery spaces, or spaces that have not contained flammable or
combustible cargo, fuels, or coils are treated in accordance with the Marine Chemist’s requirements.

The preceding sentence (Section 4.3.4) noted above expressly demands that the Certificate reflect
conditions “at the time the certificate is issued”. However, “in the presence of hot work,”  is never at "the time of
inspection," and readings for compliance with 4.3.4(1) or 4.3.4(2), if they are taken at all, are never taken "at the time the
certificate is issued."   and are thus in violation of 4.3.4, and should be deleted.

The comment as written would allow controlled ignitions within a space.  It is the opinion of the
Committee that such ignitions are undesirable in a confined space.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-21     Log #CC2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Gas Hazards,

306-46
Revise text to read as follows:

(3) The residues, scale, or soft and greasy preservative coatings in the entire space are cleaned sufficiently to prevent
the spread of fire and are not capable of producing a higher concentration than permitted by 4.3.4(1) or (2) under
existing atmospheric conditions in the presence of hot work and while maintained as directed on the Certificate.

The Committee added the words soft and greasy to describe preservative coatings.  It was never the
intent of this requirement in the Standard to remove all hardened preservative coatings such as paint.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-22     Log #7

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert H. Walker, III, Marine Chemist Service, Inc.

306-49
Revise text to read as follows:

4.3.4(4) All spaces adjacent to cargo tanks certified "Safe for Hot Work, as well as any all cargo tank adjacent to a hot
work site, have combustible gas readings less than 10 percent of the LEL, and have been cleaned sufficiently of
residues, scale or preservative coatings to prevent the spread of fire, ; or have been inerted.

Deleting "any" and having two "all" in the first two clauses eliminates any interpretative differences
between the two words "any" and "all."
Sentence construction. Adding "and" combines the next two clauses. Adding a semi-colon instead of a comma
eliminates any interpretation of: <10% LEL, but not cleaned sufficiently or inerted (unacceptable); cleaned sufficiently
but not <10% LEL or inerted (unacceptable, but doubtful); or not <10% LEL or cleaned but inerted (which is acceptable).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-23     Log #8

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert H. Walker, III, Marine Chemist Service, Inc.

306-52
Revise text to read as follows:

4.3.4(6) ... These spaces, along with any adjacent spaces, shall be treated in accordance with the Marine Chemist's
instructions requirements and be free of material which could ignite under conditions of work or be protected with
barriers to prevent the spread of fire.

Two commas for sentence construction.
Both possessive (i.e. Chemist's) and substituting "requirements" for "instructions" follows convention in para. (3) and (5)
of the 2009 edition; that is, "in accordance with Marine Chemist's requirements."

The word, "instructions", is consistent with terms used in Section 4.4.2(1) of NFPA 306 and 29
CFR 1915.7(c)(1).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-24     Log #28

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas Beacham, Marine Chemist & Environmental Consultants, Inc.

306-52
Revise text to read as follows:

Committee Proposal: Spaces such as passage ways, living spaces or store rooms which are not adjacent to cargo
tanks. . . . . These spaces along with any adjacent spaces shall be treated. . . . . to prevent the spread of fire

This proposal offers no meaning or clarification on how the Marine Chemist is to handle non cargo
tanks. It is already covered under 4.3.4(1) which states ". . . . or spaces that have not contained flammable or
combustible cargo, fuels, or coils are treated in accordance with the Marine Chemist requirements". Should the
committee feel that such information is necessary the committee should consider using the Annex at best.

This section that was approved in the 2013 (306-52) outlines how a
Marine Chemist must address spaces which are not adjacent to cargo tanks or fuel tanks.  The requirement addresses
the manner how a Marine Chemist must address spaces which are not adjacent to cargo. It clearly states how a
Chemist must address hot work in living, storage or miscellaneous areas shipboard. It also requires the Chemist to
address any adjacent spaces as he/she deems necessary.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-25     Log #9

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert H. Walker, III, Marine Chemist Service, Inc.

306-46
Revise text to read as follows:

4.3.4(7) In the case of the eEngine room or fire room bilges ... are treated in accordance with ...
-or-
4.3.4(7) In the case of engine room or fire room bilges ... , they are treated in accordance with ...

Sentence construction.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-26     Log #29

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas Beacham, Marine Chemist & Environmental Consultants, Inc.

306-55
Delete text to read as follows:

Committee Proposal: In compartments/spaces on vessels that are not considered cargo or fuels tanks . . . . to ensure
safe work conditions.

This proposal is similar to 306-52 Log # 8 which has been commented on by this writer in another
comment. This proposal request is the same thought but does it under the Standard Safety Designation of SAFE FOR
LIMITED HOT WORK. It should be rejected for the same reason as these types of spaces are already referred within
4.3.4(1) which states "or spaces that not not contained flammable or combustible cargo, fuel, or coils are treated in
accordance with the Marine chemist's requirements". As an additional note the work "ensure" is not appropriate in this
text. At best the Committee should consider the ANNEX should the Committee feels that clarification is necessary. In my
opinion it is not.

The reference in the submitter's comment substantiation, 4.3.4(1), is incorrect.  4.3.4(1)
addresses oxygen content in the space.
This revision in the Report on Proposals (306-55) addresses a requirement for the Marine Chemist to address spaces or
areas where the scope of work includes hot work when those spaces are not cargo tanks or fuel tanks. The requirement
gives the Marine Chemist flexibility to on how to address such spaces.  The Committee believes the Marine Chemist still
needs to inspect/survey the spaces so covered by this requirement and provide instructions to the competent person on
the Certificate to maintain safe conditions throughout the period of the work.  Similar action and substantiation applies to
306-27 (Log #42), 306-28 (Log #43) and 306-29 (#44).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-27     Log #42

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-55
Revise text to read as follows:

In compartments/spaces on vessels, that are not considered cargo or fuel spaces and have not contained
and are not subject to concentrations of combustible, flammable or toxic liquids, vapors, or gases, the Marine Chemist
shall survey the spaces and adjacent spaces in accordance with Section 4.2.2 (revised). The certificate shall include a
statement under the heading “limitations” describing the locations and type of Hot Work along any directions for the
Competent Person to ensure safe work conditions.

This text should be deleted because it states that "directions" to the Competent Person can "ensure"
safe work conditions. This is false. Safe work conditions are the result of an entire OSHA-based ship repair Competent
Person program involving selection, training, documentation, supervision and evaluation. This paragraph is based on a
very erroneous premise and should be deleted.

This revision in the Report on Proposals (306-55) addresses a requirement for the Marine
Chemist to address spaces or areas where the scope of work includes hot work when those spaces are not cargo tanks
or fuel tanks. The requirement gives the Marine Chemist flexibility to on how to address such spaces.  The Committee
believes the Marine Chemist still needs to inspect/survey the spaces so covered by this requirement and provide
instructions to the competent person on the Certificate to maintain safe conditions throughout the period of the work.
Similar action and substantiation applies to 306-26 (Log #29), 306-28 (Log #43) and 306-29 (Log #44).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-28     Log #43

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-55
Revise text to read as follows:

In compartments/spaces on vessels, that are not considered cargo or fuel spaces and have not contained
and are not subject to concentrations of combustible, flammable or toxic liquids, vapors, or gases, the Marine Chemist
shall survey the spaces and adjacent spaces in accordance with Section 4.2.2 (revised). The certificate shall include a
statement under the heading “limitations” describing the locations and type of Hot Work along any directions for the
Competent Person to ensure safe work conditions.

The Employer wants a Chemist's Certificate because it contains Certainty, based on our experience and
thorough inspections. The crossed-out text should be deleted because it implies the Chemist's Certainty can be
transferred to the acts and judgment of the Competent Person. This is simply not true. Only the Chemist, based on our
culture of "personally determine," writes a Certificate. And it is called a "Certificate" precisely because we guarantee its
Certainty.

This revision in the Report on Proposals (306-55) addresses a requirement for the Marine
Chemist to address spaces or areas where the scope of work includes hot work when those spaces are not cargo tanks
or fuel tanks. The requirement gives the Marine Chemist flexibility to on how to address such spaces.  The Committee
believes the Marine Chemist still needs to inspect/survey the spaces so covered by this requirement and provide
instructions to the competent person on the Certificate to maintain safe conditions throughout the period of the work.
Similar action and substantiation applies to 306-26 (Log #29), 306-27 (Log #42), and 306-29 (Log #44).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-29     Log #44

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-55
Revise text to read as follows:

In compartments/spaces on vessels, that are not considered cargo or fuel spaces and have not contained
and are not subject to concentrations of combustible, flammable or toxic liquids, vapors, or gases, the Marine Chemist
shall survey the spaces and adjacent spaces in accordance with Section 4.2.2 (revised). The certificate shall include a
statement under the heading “limitations” describing the locations and type of Hot Work along any directions for the
Competent Person to ensure safe work conditions.

This text should be deleted because it is based on the false assumption that any particular space may
in fact be "Safe for Hot Work" or "Safe for Limited Hot Work." There are many spaces which are straightforwardly NOT
SAFE FOR HOT WORK. And The Marine Chemist should not be mandated to "include a statement...describing
locations and type of Hot Work, along with any directions...." for an unsafe space. This, of course, is precisely what the
deleted text does.

This revision in the Report on Proposals (306-55) addresses a requirement for the Marine
Chemist to address spaces or areas where the scope of work includes hot work when those spaces are not cargo tanks
or fuel tanks. The requirement gives the Marine Chemist flexibility to on how to address such spaces.  The Committee
believes the Marine Chemist still needs to inspect/survey the spaces so covered by this requirement and provide
instructions to the competent person on the Certificate to maintain safe conditions throughout the period of the work.
Similar action and substantiation applies to 306-26 (Log #29), 306-27 (Log #42) and 306-28 (Log #43).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-30     Log #48

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Alan Bonds, A. Bonds Chemist, LLC

306-55
Revise text to read as follows:

In compartments/spaces on vessels, that are not considered cargo or fuel spaces and have not contained
and are not subject to concentrations of combustible, flammable or toxic liquids, vapors, or gases, the Marine Chemist
shall survey the spaces and adjacent spaces in accordance with Section 4.2.2 (revised). The Certificate shall include a
statement under the heading "Limitations" describing the locations and type of Hot Work along with any directions for
the Competent Person to ensure (maintain) safe work conditions.

Directions for the competent person to "ensure" is in direct conflict with 4.1 Determination of
Conditions. "The Marine Chemist shall personally determine conditions........."

Use of the term "maintain" is consistent with the requirement in Section 4.5 of the Standard and
with the requirement for the competent person to maintain safe conditions in 29 CFR 1915.15,

.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-31     Log #27

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tom D. Littlepage, Gulf Marine Chemists, Inc.

306-62
Delete text to read as follows:

. . . in accordance with this standard and in the format of the most recent Certificate of Style published by the Marine
Chemist Qualification Board in conjunction with the Marine Chemist Association.

(1) No document exists which is titled Certificate of Style, published by the MCQB or MCA.
(2). The most recent version of Recommended Style for Certificate Preparing, dated January1, 2011, contains the
specific wording,

This phrase
has been incorporated in every version published.  The proposed text is meaningless since it is not compatible with the
historical philosophy which recognized the clarity and legibility of typed certificates in outline format, versus hand written
ones.
(3) With the adoption of the new Electronic Marine Chemist Certificate, where form and format are incorporated into the
program, any issues of certificate style will disappear.  As the EMCC program gains wider acceptance, and handwritten
certificates become less common, the intent and objective of the proposal will be realized without change to the
standard.

A guidance for the preparation of Marine Chemists Certificate is considered by the Committee
to be a good idea.  But the Committee has not vetted the 2012 edition of the

and therefore has accepted this comment.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-32     Log #31

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Michael Arnold, Marine Chemist Qualification Board

306-62
Retain the language in the §4.4 of the 2009 edition of the Standard and renumber the section in

accordance with the which will also draw attention to
existing text requiring the Certificate to be written legibly.  Add a statement in Annex A of the Standard to provide
guidance on the formatting of information recorded by the Marine Chemist.

. When the Marine Chemist is satisfied that the related requirements necessary for the
safe conduct of the work have or have not been met, a Certificate shall be prepared in form and manner prescribed by
this standard.
4.4.1 The Certificate shall be written legibly.
4.4.2 If ink stamps are used, all copies of the Certificate shall be stamped and legible.
(Re-number all following subsections in 4.4)
A.4.4 Marine Chemists should refer to the that is

jointly published by the Marine Chemist Qualification Board and the Marine Chemist Association, Inc. for guidance on
how information can be recorded on the Marine Chemist’s Certificate.

In accordance with the (2004 Edition) Table
2.2.2.3, Possible Unenforceable and Vague Terms, the requirement accepted by the Technical Committee in 306-62,
(Log # 33) to use, “the format of the most recent Certificate of Style published by the Marine Chemist Qualification
Board”,  is unenforceable language.
As per its scope statement the Marine Chemist Qualification Board (MCQB) establishes the

that are adopted by the NFPA Board of Directors.  The MCQB acts on
applications for certification and recertification as a Marine Chemist or registration as a trainee; suspends, cancels or
revokes a certificate in accordance with the Rules; and renews certificates based upon satisfactory compliance with the
requirements of the Rules and the MCQB.  Given its oversight responsibility the MCQB periodically reviews Marine
Chemist’s Certificates.  Based on the findings of these reviews the MCQB works with the Marine Chemist Association,
Inc. (MCA) to develop best practices for Marine Chemists to use when writing Certificates.  These best practices are
recommendations and not enforceable within the scope of the MCQB.
If the Committee feels it is necessary to establish some guidance on continuity of information written on Marine

Chemist’s Certificate, then such guidance is more appropriately suited for Annex A of the Standard.  A copy of the
Recommendation for Preparation of Marine Chemist’s Certificates (revised 8/15/12) is attached for the Committee’s
reference.

A guidance for the preparation of Marine Chemists Certificate is considered by the Committee
to be a good idea.  But the Committee has not vetted the 2012 edition of the

.  See the action taken in 306-31 (Log #27).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-33     Log #10

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert H. Walker, III, Marine Chemist Service, Inc.

306-2
Revise text to read as follows:

4.6 Obtaining the Marine Chemist's Certificate. It is the responsibility of the Certificate rRequester to retain the services
of the Marine Chemist, and to secure obtain copies of the Marine Chemist's Certificate in accordance with the provisions
of Section 8.3.

"Requester" is a proper term, and defined and capitalized in the definition section of NFPA 306. Even
"Requested" is capitalized on the Marine Chemist Certificate. This edit will maintain consistency.
Deleting the comma, and adding "and" are simply editorial. "Secured" is defined in NFPA 306 as "Closed in a manner to
prevent opening or operation." Substituting "obtain" is more precise and eliminates confusion.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-34     Log #15

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-2
Revise text to read as follows:

4.6 Obtaining the Marine Chemist’s Certificate. It is the responsibility of the Certificate Requester Vessel Repairer  to
retain the services of the Marine Chemist, to secure copies of the Marine Chemist’s Certificate in accordance with the
provisions of Section 8.3.

The Committee wording is a major change in the legal responsibility for implementing a safety program.
It removes from the ship repairer (or, as OSHA terms him, THE EMPLOYER) the immediate duty of protccting
employees;  Not only that:  the Committee wording invites conflicts of interest when representatives of a vessel owner
have the power to choose a chemist.  The reason is that often Chemist's safety decisions (further cleaning, respiratory
protection, ventilation) cost the owner money, and it is obvious that price or "flexibility" or  other money-saving factors
could cause a port engineer or project manager to "Chemist-shop" for factors unrelated to safety. A vessel repairer and
his Shipyard Competent Persons deal with Chemists regularly, whereas a vessel owner's "certificate requestor" makes
decisions on a basic safety level only infrequently.  That is why OSHA  depends on THE EMPLOYER rather than a port
engineer or a project manager;  the Ship Repairer is not only closer to those doing dangerous work (his employees), but
also closer to basic shipyard safety than would be a vessel owner or his employees.    Moreover, shipyards have
traditionally defended the rights of the "Ship Repairer" to call the Chemist.     And that is why, several revisions ago, an
identical proposal was defeated.

The term Requester is defined in 3.3.16 of the Standard and is consistent with terminology
found in 29 CFR 1915.  Requesters for Marine Chemist's Certificates can be made by entities other than a vessel
repairer.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-35     Log #20

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-2
Revise text to read as follows:

4.6 Obtaining the Marine Chemist’s Certificate. It is the responsibility of the Certificate Requester Vessel Repairer  to
retain the services of the Marine Chemist, to secure copies of the Marine Chemist’s Certificate in accordance with the
provisions of Section 8.3.

Giving the duty of calling the Marine Chemist keep a workplace safe to a "Certificate requester" shifts
from the ship repairer (or, as OSHA terms him, THE EMPLOYER) the immediate duty of protecting employees.    This is
a dilution of responsibility because there is no requirement that the "requester" be at all familiar with the repairs, with the
ship yard, with the work force, or even that he be in the same area of the country.  We commonly are requested by a
purchasing agent in Virginia to attend a vessel in Puget Sound.  The OSHA  "Employer-of-the-Workers" -based legal
responsibility is thus given to someone who has nothing to do with the ship repair workers.  The "Vessel Repairer"
should be reinstated.

The term "Requester" is defined in 3.3.16 of the Standard and is consistent with terminology
found in 29 CFR 1915.  Requesters for Marine Chemist's Certificates can be made by entities other than a vessel
repairer.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-36     Log #25

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas Beacham, Marine Chemist & Environmental Consultants, Inc.

306-66
Committee Proposal:  The committee rejected in total the referenced log #51 and should accept in

part.  The requester is responsible for providing a complete statement of the scope of work at the time of inspection.
The word "complete" is confusing and meaningless in this sentence.  The scope of work is whatever the

client provides to the Chemist at the time of inspection.  That description may be very specific or general in nature.  As
the committee suggested the "scope of work" is already consistent with 4.2.2 which requires a determination of the
"nature and extent of the work".  Including the word "complete" offers no benefit just confusion.  "Complete" is probably
more mundane to the SAFE FOR LIMITED HOT WORK designation only.

Revise text to read as follows:
Only one requester will be listed on the certificate. The requester is responsible for providing a complete statement of
the scope of the work at the time of the Marine Chemist's inspection. The requester listed...

The Committee accepted this comment and added the phrase, "at the time of the inspection"
which appears in the submitter's comment but was not underscored as new text.  "marine chemist was added as per the
action taken in 306-37 (Log #36) and 306-38 (Log #37).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-37     Log #36

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-66
Modify text to read as follows:

4.6.1(D) Only one requester will be listed on the certificate. The requester Employer is responsible for providing a
complete statement of the scope of the work at the time of the Chemist's inspection.

As NFPA 306-2009 instructs us (4.3.6) the "scope" the Chemist receives applies only to the reality at
the time of the inspection.   The added text brings 4.6.1 in compliance. For instance, no employer can know ahead of
time whether an ABS inspector will demand a hull insert rather than a fracture "vee-and-weld."  Therefore, no Employer
always knows the "complete" scope of future work as the Chemist starts a project.

Revise text to read as follows:
Only one requester will be listed on the certificate. The requester Employer is responsible for providing a complete
statement of the scope of the work at the time of the Marine Chemist's inspection.

The term requester is defined in 3.3.16 of the Standard.  Therefore the submitter's
recommendation to use, "Employer" is rejected.  The Committee added the word "Marine" to be consistent with the rest
of the Standard.
This action also applies to 306-36 (Log #25) and  306-38 (Log #37).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-38     Log #37

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-66
Modify text to read as follows:

4.6.1(D) Only one requester will be listed on the certificate. The requester Employer is responsible for providing a
complete statement of the scope of the work at the time of the Chemist's inspection.

The "requester" is often remote from the ship repair workplace.    Commonly such a "requester" is
nowhere near the jobsite he requests the Chemist attend.     The Employer of the workers, by contrast, always has an
immediate presence and gives a more reliable scope of the work.    Please substitute "Employer" or "Ship Repairer" (as
NFPA 306 used in the past) for "requester".

Revise text to read as follows:
Only one requester will be listed on the certificate. The requester Employer is responsible for providing a complete
statement of the scope of the work at the time of the Marine Chemist's inspection.

The term requester is defined in 3.3.16 of the Standard.  Therefore the submitter's
recommendation to use, "Employer" is rejected.  The Committee added the word "Marine" to be consistent with the rest
of the Standard.
This action also applies to 306-36 (Log #25) and  306-37 (Log #36).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-39     Log #33

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-67
Revise the following paragraph:

4.6.2.(1)  Conditions documented on the Certificate shall be inspected by the Shipyard Competent Person within one
day as often as necessary, and at a minimum before work activity the following day, unless otherwise noted on the
Certificate.
The paragraph reads simply:
4.6.2.(1)  Conditions documented on the Certificate shall be inspected by the Shipyard Competent Person as often as

necessary, and at a minimum before work activity the following day, unless otherwise noted on the Certificate.
Plainly, the existing text demands that on Saturday the SCP inspect spaces in an otherwise deserted

shipyard because a Chemist happened to write his Certificate on a Friday.    My suggested change avoids this obvious
difficulty.

The requirement has been a long-standing practice to ensure that at a minimum the competent
person rechecks the spaces listed on the Certificate within the first 24 hours that the Certificate is posted on the vessel
to verify conditions have not changed and safety precautions or instructions as noted by the Marine Chemist on the
Certificate are maintained.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-40     Log #38

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-76
Revise text to read as follows:

__________________________________
5.1.2 Compartments concerned shall be cleaned so that the atmosphere in all cargo compartments and adjacent

spaces, including those diagonally adjacent to the cargo compartments, is in accordance with 4.3.1, 4.3.4, or 4.3.6, or
with both 4.3.1 and 4.3.4, or with both 4.3.1 and 4.3.6, as applicable.

4.3.1  (“Atmosphere Safe for Workers.”) in a space adjacent to hot work has no affect on the fire safety
of the "subject space."   Thus, 4.3.1 arbitrarily forces the Chemist, for instance, to class some perfectly safe subject
spaces as "Not Safe for Hot Work." because it shares a bulkhead with a perfectly clean inaccessible void which
happens to be short of oxygen.  It degrades both the Chemist and the certainty of his Certificate when regulations
demand he write a designation which is obviously false.

Comments 306-40 (Log #38), 306-41 (Log #39) and 306-42 (Log #40) are combined and
addressed together.
In order for the the Marine Chemist and (then subsequently) the competent person to enter the subject space and
adjacent spaces the atmosphere of those spaces must meet the requirements of 4.3.1 of the Standard. The adjacent
spaces need to be safe for entry for the purpose of inspection to verify that hot work can be performed safely.  The
terminology, "as applicable" in the requirement recognizes that some adjacent spaces may not be accessible, may be
pressed up with ballast water or inerted.  In those cases the space would be designated or

in accordance with 4.3.1.1 of the Standard.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-41     Log #39

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-76
Revise text to read as follows:

__________________________________
5.1.2 Compartments concerned shall be cleaned so that the atmosphere in all cargo compartments and adjacent

spaces, including those diagonally adjacent to the cargo compartments, is in accordance with 4.3.1, 4.3.4, or 4.3.6, or
with both 4.3.1 and 4.3.4, or with both 4.3.1 and 4.3.6, as applicable.

The employer already has the OSHA duty to make adjacent
spaces safe for SCP inspection.  The Chemist's Certificate should not be used to force an Employer to do his OSHA
duty the day after the Certificate was written.

Comments 306-40 (Log #38), 306-41 (Log #39) and 306-38 (Log #40) are combined and
addressed together.
The requirements in Chapter 5 of the the Standard and this section describe the steps necessary for preparing a vessel
for the issuance of a Marine Chemist's Certificate.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-42     Log #40

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-76
Revise text to read as follows:

___________________________________
5.1.2 Compartments concerned shall be cleaned so that the atmosphere in all cargo compartments and adjacent
spaces, including those diagonally adjacent to the cargo compartments, is in accordance with 4.3.1, 4.3.4, or 4.3.6, or
with both 4.3.1 and 4.3.4, or with both 4.3.1 and 4.3.6, as applicable.

Adding 4.3.1 ("Safe for Workers") arbitrarily to spaces adjacent to hot work in a "subject" space is
illogical because it will force the Chemist to demand ventilation in, for instance, an adjacent but inaccessible void with
only 15% oxygen.  The 4.3.1 status of many adjacent spaces has absolutely no bearing on whether or not the "subject"
space is or remains "Safe for Hot Work".

Comments 306- 40 (Log #38), 306-41 (Log #39) and 306-38 (Log #40) are combined and
addressed together.
In order for the the Marine Chemist and (then subsequently) the competent person to enter the subject space and
adjacent spaces the atmosphere of those spaces must meet the requirements of 4.3.1 of the Standard. The adjacent
spaces need to be safe for entry for the purpose of inspection to verify that hot work can be performed safely.  The
terminology, "as applicable" in the requirement recognizes that some adjacent spaces may not be accessible, may be
pressed up with ballast water or inerted.  In those cases the space would be designated or

in accordance with 4.3.1.1 of the Standard.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-43     Log #11

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert H. Walker, III, Marine Chemist Service, Inc.

306-2
Revise text to read as follows:

5.2.4 Care shall be exercised in the selection of methods and materials used for cleaning or inerting to avoid
noncompatibility incompatibility with previous cargoes.

"Noncompatibility" was not found in the online version of the referenced Merriam-Webster's Collegiate
Dictionary. "Incompatibility" was found.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-44     Log #34

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Don Sly, Sound Testing Inc

306-85
The Committee modified the text as follows:

5.3.2.2 All Vent lines (unless they are (inerted) to the spaces involved in by the scope of work shall be inspected to
ensure they are free of concentrations of combustible gas greater than 10% of the LEL, vapor, and product.

1.  Vent lines, especially manifolded vent lines with their horizontal runs of pipe, will never be "free" of
vapor, and no inspection will make them free.  The idea that a Chemist may be required to certify any vent free of vapor
is unrealistic.   Also, no Chemist will drill holes in the low spots of horizontal runs of diesel vent piping to "ensure" they
are free of "product."    Actually, this whole paragraph is poorly written, unnecessary, problematic, and should be
deleted.

The requirements in Chapter 5 of the the Standard and this section describe the steps
necessary for preparing a vessel for the issuance of a Marine Chemist's Certificate.  Specifically, this section provides
instruction and guidance to the owner or operator on what needs to be done with regard to preparing the vent lines to
get the vessel in a condition that is ready for the Marine Chemist's Certificate.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-45     Log #12

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert H. Walker, III, Marine Chemist Service, Inc.

306-25
Revise text to read as follows:

A.4.2.1.1 ... In these limited cases the Marine Chemist should make every attempt to verify the accuracy of their
instruments prior to use.

Adding "Marine," as in "Marine Chemist," is the proper term that is defined in NFPA 306 and OSHA
1915.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-46     Log #2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas Beacham, Marine Chemist & Environmental Consultants, Inc.

306-40
Revise text to read as follows:

OSHA Permissible Exposure Limit Values (PELs) are found in Subpart Z of 29 CFR 1915.1000. In addition to or In the
absence of an OSHA PEL the Marine Chemist is required to consult with alternate guidance documents such as, but not
limited to, the most recent edition of the Threshold Limit Values for Chemical Substances and Physical Agents,
published by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, the National Institute of Occupational
Safety and Health (NIOSH) Recommended Exposure Limits (RELs) or Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) in
determining testing requirements for certificate issuance.

It is noted the Annex is provided for additional information only. This language provides clarity and
better guidance to the marine chemist and other users of this standard.

The Committee reviewed several comments on its action in 306-40 in the 2013 Report on
Proposals. The following Logs were addressed together: 306-12 (Log #14); 306-13 (Log #16); 306-46 (Log #2); 306-47
(Log #26); 306-14 (Log #30), 306-48 (Log #32), 306-49 (Log # 45) and 306-16 (Log #46).  It is the opinion of the
Committee that accepting that the existing language in the 2009 edition of the standard gives the Marine Chemist the
widest latitude to use the best choice of occupational exposure limits based on the Marine Chemist's professional
judgment with the most current information which can be the OSHA PEL, ACGIH TLV or other occupational exposure
limit that is available at the time of the Marine Chemist's inspection or survey.  See the action taken by the Committee
action in 306-14 (Log #30).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-47     Log #26

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas Beacham, Marine Chemist & Environmental Consultants, Inc.

306-108
Revise text to read as follows:

Committee Proposal A.4.3.1(3) OSHA Permissible Exposure Values are found in Subpart Z of 29 CFR 1915 1000. In
addition to or in the absence of an OSHA Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) the Marine Chemist should refer may
consult with the Threshold Limit Values . . . . , published by ACGIH . . . . RELs. . . . MSDS. to determine if any alternant
value exist. Based upon this review the Marine Chemist may determine that testing beyond OSHA requirements is or is
not applicable.

As the Annex is not part of the 306 document but is for informational purposes the above language best
describes what is needed in the Annex. "may consult" is better than "should refer".

The Committee reviewed several comments on its action in 306-40 in the 2013 Report on
Proposals. The following Logs were addressed together: 306-12 (Log #14); 306-13 (Log #16); 306-46 (Log #2); 306-47
(Log #26); 306-14 (Log #30), 306-48 (Log #32), 306-49 (Log #45) and 306-16 (Log #46).  It is the opinion of the
Committee that accepting that the existing language in the 2009 edition of the standard gives the Marine Chemist the
widest latitude to use the best choice of occupational exposure limits based on the Marine Chemist's professional
judgment with the most current information which can be the OSHA PEL, ACGIH TLV or other occupational exposure
limit that is available at the time of the Marine Chemist's inspection or survey.  See the action taken by the Committee
action in 306-14 (Log #30).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-48     Log #32

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steve Eversmeyer, Port of Portland

306-108
Existing text is:

Permissible concentrations can be found in the latest version of Threshold Limit Values for Chemical
Substances and Physical Agents, published by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial hygienists, in
Subpart Z of 29 CFR 1915.1000, "Permissible Exposure Limit Value," or the value listed in the Manufacturers' Safety
Data (MSDS). When determining "permissible concentrations" according to 4.3.1(3), the Marine Chemist

of the published ACGIH's Threshold Limit Values (TLVs) or OSHA's Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) as
the primary source for compliance with this requirement. Only in the absence of published TLV and PEL for a substance
should the marine chemist refer to Manufacturer's MSDSs to determine if any alternate value exists.
Do not change current language.

The current language requires the Marine Chemist to use the more protective and current exposure
levels (TLVs) in most cases rather the OSHA PELs which are over 40 years out of date. Many of the OSHA PELs were
established to protect workers from totally different health problems than the current TLVs. Examples include:

OSHA has three PELs for toluene including a 200 ppm time weighted average (TWA), a 300 ppm short term
exposure limit (STEL) and a 500 ppm peak. The PELs date back to 1946 and were set to prevent central nervous
system depression (symptoms of intoxication). The newer TLV of 20 ppm was adopted in 2007 when toluene was listed
as a reproductive hazard causing spontaneous abortions.

The OSHA PEL for manganese is 5 milligrams/cubic meter (mg/m3). This PEL was set to prevent metal
fume fever, a temporary flu -like condition . The current TLV is 0.2 mg/m3 and is proposed to be lowered to 0.02 mg/m3

to prevent Parkinsonism, a Parkinson like condition affecting the nervous system. There are currently class action suits
filed against the manufacturers of welding supplies (welding rods and wire) which contain manganese for failure to warn
users of the potential for Parkinsonism resulting from exposure to manganese fume. NIOSH has also stated that they
are reviewing the REL since Parkinsonism conditions have been noted in welders with exposures less than 0.2 mg/m 3.
These are only two examples of how newer occupational exposure limits (OELs) have changed to provide worker

protection. Clearly, any health and safety professional would not recommend that OSHA PELs should be used to limit
worker exposure in situations like these.
Additionally, OSHA has stated that their PELs are badly out of date and should be updated.

Most certified health and safety professionals, occupational physicians, etc. use the TLVs.
Several other countries have adopted the TLVs for their occupational exposure limits (OEL) and many more consider
the TLVs when adopting their own OEL.  Federal agencies such as the DOD and USCG use the TLVs.

ACOE - HAZARDOUS OR TOXIC AGENTS AND ENVIRONMENTS
06.A.01 Exposure standards.
a. Exposure, through inhalation, ingestion, skin absorption, or physical contact, to any chemical, biological, or physical

agent in excess of the acceptable limits specified in the most recently published ACGIH guideline.  "Threshold Limit
Values and Biological Exposure Indices," or by OSHA, whichever is more stringent, shall be prohibited.  For the purpose
of this document, the term used for the most stringent standard is the Occupational Exposure Limit (OEL).

The US Coast Guard uses the TLVs.  The following is from their health and safety programs / operation
manuals.
USCG - Occupational Medical Surveillance and Evaluation Program (OMSEP)

recognizes that the OSHA PELs are
outdated and recommends more protective occupational exposure limits as noted below.

Because the Occupational Safety and Health Administration's (OSHA's) Permissible Exposure
Limits (PELs) have remained unchanged since their adoption on May 29, 1971, and do not account for 40 years of
advances in technology or the latest peer-reviewed published toxicological information, the Federal Advisory Council on
Occupational Safety and Health (FACOSH) asked its Emerging Issues Subcommittee to analyze Federal agencies' use
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of PELs.  The Subcommittee examined how Federal Executive Branch agencies use occupational exposure limits
(OELs) published by other agencies, professional organizations, and other foreign or domestic entities.
The Subcommittee considered all aspects of controlling a potential hazardous chemical in the workplace include risk

assessment approaches and the hierarchy of controls.  The Subcommittee concluded that FACOSH should recommend
that Executive Branch departments and agencies use the most protective and feasible OELs in Federal workplaces,
notwithstanding the existence of a PEL for a given substance of concern; require contractors, subcontractors, recipients,
and subrecipients to use the most protective and feasible OEL while working on behalf of the Federal government; and
designate a person deemed to be competent by virtue of training and experience to make recommendations regarding
acceptable chemical exposure risks, appropriate OELs, and employee exposure controls."

The Committee reviewed several comments on its action in 306-40 in the 2013 Report on
Proposals. The following Logs were addressed together: 306-12 (Log #14); 306-13 (Log #16); 306-46 (Log #2); 306-47
(Log #26); 306-14 (Log #30), 306-48 (Log #32), 306-49 (Log # 45) and 306-16 (Log #46).  It is the opinion of the
Committee that accepting that the existing language in the 2009 edition of the standard gives the Marine Chemist the
widest latitude to use the best choice of occupational exposure limits based on the Marine Chemist's professional
judgment with the most current information which can be the OSHA PEL, ACGIH TLV or other occupational exposure
limit that is available at the time of the Marine Chemist's inspection or survey.  See the action taken by the Committee
action in 306-14 (Log #30).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-49     Log #45

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Troy Corbin, AMEX Environment and Infrastructure

306-108
Existing text is:

Permissible concentrations can be found in the latest version of Threshold Limit Values for Chemical
Substances and Physical Agents, published by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial hygienists, in
Subpart Z of 29 CFR 1915.1000, “Permissible Exposure Limit Value,” or the value listed in the Manufacturers’ Safety
Data (MSDS).  When determining “permissible concentrations” according to 4.3.1(3), the Marine Chemist

of the published ACGIH’s Threshold Limit Values (TLVs) or OSHA’s Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL)
as the primary source for compliance with this requirement. Only in the absence of published TLV and PEL for a
substance should the marine chemist refer to Manufacturer’s MSDSs to determine if any alternate value exists.
Do not change current language.

The current language requires the Marine Chemist to use the more protective and current exposure
levels (TLVs) in most cases rather the OSHA PELs which are over 40 years out of date.  Many of the OSHA PELs were
established to protect workers from totally different health problems than the current TLVs. Examples include:

OSHA has three PELs for toluene including a 200 ppm time weighted average (TWA), a 300 ppm short term
exposure limit (STEL) and a 500 ppm peak. The PELs date back to 1946 and were set to prevent central nervous
system depression (symptoms of intoxication). The newer TLV of 20 ppm was adopted in 2007 when toluene was listed
as a reproductive hazard causing spontaneous abortions.

The OSHA PEL for manganese is 5 milligrams/cubic meter (mg/m3).  This PEL was set to prevent metal
fume fever, a temporary flu-like condition. The current TLV is 0.2 mg/m3 and is proposed to be lowered to 0.02 mg/m3 to
prevent Parkinsonism, a Parkinson like condition affecting the nervous system. There are currently class action suits
filed against the manufacturers of welding supplies (welding rods and wire) which contain manganese for failure to warn
users of the potential for Parkinsonism resulting from exposure to manganese fume. NIOSH has also stated that they
are reviewing the REL since Parkinsonism conditions have been noted in welders with exposures less than 0.2 mg/m 3.
These are only two examples of how newer occupational exposure limits (OELs) have changed to provide worker

protection. Clearly, any health and safety professional would not recommend that OSHA PELs should be used to limit
worker exposure in situations like these.
Additionally, OSHA has stated that their PELs are badly out of date and should be updated.

Most certified health and safety professionals, occupational physicians, etc. use the TLVs.
Several other countries have adopted the TLVs for their occupational exposure limits (OEL) and many more consider
the TLVs when adopting their own OEL. Federal agencies such as the DOD and USCG use the TLVs.

ACOE - HAZARDOUS OR TOXIC AGENTS AND ENVIRONMENTS
06.A.01 Exposure standards.
a. Exposure, through inhalation, ingestion, skin absorption, or physical contact, to any chemical, biological, or physical

agent in excess of the acceptable limits specified in the most recently published ACGIH guideline, "Threshold Limit
Values and Biological Exposure Indices," or by OSHA, whichever is more stringent, shall be prohibited. For the purpose
of this document, the term used for the most stringent standard is the Occupational Exposure Limit (OEL).

The U.S. Coast Guard uses the TLVs. The following is from their health and safety programs / operation
manuals.
USCG - Occupational Medical Surveillance and Evaluation Program (OMSEP)

The recognizes that the OSHA PELs are
outdated and recommends more protective occupational exposure limits as noted below.
“ Because the Occupational Safety and Health Administration’s (OSHA’s) Permissible Exposure

Limits (PELs) have remained unchanged since their adoption on May 29, 1971, and do not account for 40 years of
advances in technology or the latest peer-reviewed published toxicological information, the Federal Advisory Council on
Occupational Safety and Health (FACOSH) asked its Emerging Issues Subcommittee to analyze Federal agencies’ use
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of PELs. The Subcommittee examined how Federal Executive Branch agencies use occupational exposure limits
(OELs) published by other agencies, professional organizations, and other foreign or domestic entities.
The Subcommittee considered all aspects of controlling a potential hazardous chemical in the workplace including risk
assessment approaches and the hierarchy of controls. The Subcommittee concluded that FACOSH should recommend
that Executive Branch departments and agencies use the most protective and feasible OELs in Federal workplaces,
notwithstanding the existence of a PEL for a given substance of concern; require contractors, subcontractors, recipients,
and subrecipients to use the most protective and feasible OEL while working on behalf of the Federal government; and
designate a person deemed to be competent by virtue of training and experience to make recommendations regarding
acceptable chemical exposure risks, appropriate OELs, and employee exposure controls.”

The Committee reviewed several comments on its action in 306-40 in the 2013 Report on
Proposals. The following Logs were addressed together: 306-12 (Log #14); 306-13 (Log #16); 306-46 (Log #2); 306-47
(Log #26); 306-14 (Log #30), 306-48 (Log #32), 306-49 (Log # 45) and 306-16 (Log #46).  It is the opinion of the
Committee that accepting that the existing language in the 2009 edition of the standard gives the Marine Chemist the
widest latitude to use the best choice of occupational exposure limits based on the Marine Chemist's professional
judgment with the most current information which can be the OSHA PEL, ACGIH TLV or other occupational exposure
limit that is available at the time of the Marine Chemist's inspection or survey.  See the action taken by the Committee
action in 306-14 (Log #30).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
306-50     Log #13

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert H. Walker, III, Marine Chemist Service, Inc.

306-115
Revise text to read as follows:

(c) Section 5.2: Safe condition obtained by inerting cleaning the subject space and inerting other cargo tanks and slop
tanks ...
(f) Section 5.4: Safe condition obtained by cleaning inerting the subject space and inerting the adjacent cargo tanks and
securing all other cargo tanks and slop tanks ...

In (c) Section 5.2, 4S is not shaded. According to the key, a tank that is not shaded is a "clean" tank, not
an "inert" tank.
In (f) Section 5.4, 4S is cross-shaded. According to the key, a cross-shaded tank is an "inert" tank, not a "clean" tank.
Either the caption should be changed, or the illustration changed.

Annex B Examples of Safe Conditions 

The illustrations of a double-hulled tank ship in Figure B.1, parts (a) through (f) (e), are examples of safe conditions
discussed in Chapter 5 of this standard. In this example hot work is planned for the deck area above the 4-starboard
cargo tank. The vessel is not in a dry dock. The conditions shown in the drawings correspond to Sections 5.1 through
5.4 of this standard. Although the single plane drawings show horizontal separations only, vertical compartmentation
should be similarly treated. 

****Insert Artwork of vessel cross section Here****

(a) Side and cross-section view of a double-hulled tank ship.  The overhead view of the vessel is used in examples (a)
through (e) below:

****[Insert illustration (a) for Section 5.4]****

(b) (a) Section 5.1:  Safe condition obtained by cleaning all cargo tanks, slop tanks and wing and double-bottom ballast
tanks.

****[Insert illustration (b) for Section 5.2]****
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(c) (b) Section 5.2: Safe condition obtained by inerting cleaning the subject space and inerting the other cargo tanks
and slop tanks.  All wing and double-bottom ballast tanks are filled with water.

****[Insert illustration (c) for Section 5.2]***

(d) (c) Section 5.2: Safe condition obtained by inerting the subject space and other cargo tanks and slop tanks.  All wing
and double-bottom ballast tanks are filled with water.

****[Insert illustration (d) for Section 5.3]****

(e) (d) Section 5.3: Safe condition obtained entirely by cleaning the subject space and adjacent cargo tanks and
securing all other cargo tanks.  All wing and double-bottom ballast tanks are filled with water.

****[Insert illustration (e) for Section 5.4]****

(f) (e) Section 5.4: Safe condition obtained by inerting cleaning the subject space and inerting the adjacent cargo tanks ;
and securing all other cargo tanks and slop tanks.  All wing and double-bottom ballast tanks are filled with water.

****[Insert Illustration Key]****

In addition to the changes recommended by the submitter the Committee made the following
revisions to the material in Annex B:
The Committee added a sentence to the explanation of the illustration.  The drawings show a vessel that is pier-side or
at an anchorage rather than being in a dry dock.  Ballast tanks would not be filled if the vessel was in a dry dock.
The Committee renumbered the captions for the illustrations.
The Committee added cross-hatching to the two (2) slop tanks located aft of the cargo tanks in illustrations for Section
5.2 that are inerted as per the caption for those illustrations.

34Printed on  11/8/2012



6 5 4

4S 4P

3 2 1
ENGINE ROOM

Side and cross-section view of a double-hulled tank ship. The 
overhead view of the vessel is used in examples (a) through (e) below:

(a) Section 5.1: Safe condition obtained by cleaning all cargo tanks, 
slop tanks and wing and double-bottom ballast tanks.

(b) Section 5.2: Safe condition obtained by cleaning the subject space
and inerting other cargo tanks and slop tanks. All wing and double-

bottom ballast tanks are filled with water.

(c) Section 5.2: Safe condition obtained by inerting the subject space
and other cargo tanks and slop tanks. All wing and double-bottom 

ballast tanks are filled with water.

(d) Section 5.3: Safe condition obtained entirely by cleaning the 
subject space and adjacent cargo tanks and securing all other cargo 
tanks and slop tanks. All wing and double-bottom ballast tanks are 

filled with water.

(e) Section 5.4: Safe condition obtained by inerting the subject space
and the adjacent cargo tanks and securing all other cargo 

tanks and slop tanks. All wing and double-bottom ballast tanks are 
filled with water.
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