
 

 

 
COMMITTEE ON HAZARDOUS CHEMICALS PRE-FIRST DRAFT MEETING MINUTES 

 
TO:   COMMITTEE ON HAZARDOUS CHEMICALS  
FROM:   Nancy Pearce and Janna Shapiro, Staff Liaison  
DATE:   January 7, 2016  
SUBJ:  Minutes of NFPA 40 and 400 Pre-First Draft Meeting, December 1-2, 2015, Sheraton 

San Diego Hotel and Marina, San Diego, CA 

 

 
I. Attendance: (by web and conference call) 

Members and Alternates:  
 
Robert James, Chair, UL LLC, FL 
Elizabeth Buc, Fire & Materials Research Laboratory, LLC, MI* 
James Carver, El Segundo Fire Department, CA (representing CA Fire Chiefs Association) 
Chris Connealy, Texas Department of Insurance, State Fire Marshal, TX  
Edwin Cope, Cope Engineering, TX*  
Dirk Der Kinderen, US DOT, PHMSA, DC  
Mark Dossett, San Diego Fire‐Rescue Department, CA (representing CA Fire Chiefs Association)  
Robert Fash, Las Vegas Fire & Rescue, NV (representing Fire Code Committee) 
Henry Febo, FM Global, MA 
Marty Gresho, FP2 Fire, Inc., CO 
Noel Hsu, Orica USA Inc., CO (representing The Fertilizer Institute)  
Paul Iacobucci, Akzo Nobel, IL (representing SPI/Organic Peroxide Producers Safety)  
Lynne Kilpatrick, Sunnyvale Department of Public Safety, Fire Marshal, CA 

Richard Kraus, API/Petroleum Safety Consultants, VA (representing TCC on Flammable and 
Combustible Liquids) 
Kevin Kreitman, Albany Fire Department, OR 
Todd Laberge, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, CA 

Kathy Landkrohn, Occupational Safety & Health Administration, DC* 
R. Kenneth Lee, Axiall LLC, AR 
Patrick McLaughlin, McLaughlin & Associates, ID (representing TC on Industrial, Storage, &  
Miscellaneous Occupancies) 
Joyce Miles, ExxonMobil Research & Engineering, TX (representing American Chemistry Council)  
Kirk Mitchell, Kirk Mitchell & Associates, LLC, FL (representing Isocyanurates Industry Adhoc  
Committee) 
Anthony Ordile, Haines Fire & Risk Consulting Corporation, NJ  
Jerald Pierrottie, Lonza Group, Ltd., GA 



Jerrold Sameth, Compressed Gas Association, VA* 
David Shatzer, Shatzer & Associates Consulting, PA 
Ronald Thomas, Institute of Makers of Explosives, UT  
James Vigerust, CB&I, NM (representing the NFPA Industrial Fire Protection Section) 
Jerry Wallace, Safety Engineering Laboratories, Inc., MI 
Nancy Pearce, NFPA, Staff Liaison 
Janna Shapiro, NFPA, Staff Liaison 
 
Guests: 
Heather Heckman, Moving Image Research Collections, University of South Carolina* 
 
*Joined meeting remotely 

 

II.  Minutes of Meeting 

1. Welcome. The Chair, Bob James, called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m., Tuesday, December 1, 
2015. The Chair welcomed the members and guests and provided a brief outline of the agenda for 
the meeting. The Chair invited the members and guests (including those participating remotely) to 
introduce themselves and identify their affiliations.  
 

2. Minutes. The Committee approved the minutes from August 5-7, 2014 Second Draft Meeting 
without revision. 
 

3. Task Group Reports.  The task groups established at the second draft meeting reported on the 
status of their work and received feedback and direction from the full Committee regarding how to 
move forward, as detailed below. 
 
a) AN Task Group. Noel Hsu gave a presentation covering topics currently being worked on, 
including ventilation, AN storage in railcars, TFI identified areas of concern, and “less dangerous” 
formulations.  The presentation also covered topics for future discussion, including AN incidents 
and a review of NFPA 400 for consistency of requirements for existing and new structures.  See 
details below.   

1) Ventilation.  There was confusion regarding which ventilation requirements the task group 
was proposing to remove, the conditions under which the ventilation requirements are 
applicable, and how the presented OSHA calculation applies to AN.  The task group agreed 
to provide public inputs for three different situations; ventilation in fire/emergency 
conditions, ventilation for open storage and handling situations, and ventilation for closed 
storage and outdoor bin situations. 

2) Railcar Storage.  Noel raised the questions of: whether this is covered by NFPA 400, and if so 
how is it applied; whether this a function of storage time; and how it differs from trucks 
waiting to be unloaded.  The Committee agreed that this is covered by NFPA 400.  The task 
group agreed to provide public inputs to clarify that NFPA 400 is applicable, using the 
requirements in NFPA 30 and NFPA 58 (taken from ARA) as a guide.  Further topics to 
consider in the future may include materials beyond AN, storage in vehicles other than 
railcars (e.g. trucks), and both indoor and outdoor storage. 



3) TFI areas of concern.  For existing buildings, the committee agreed that the language in 
Annex 11.1.5 would be difficult to move into the enforceable part of the text and is in the 
annex to provide options for the AHJ.  For public notification, the task group agreed to come 
back with recommendations regarding who is responsible for the notification and for paying 
for it.  For sprinklers in noncombustible buildings, it was noted that sprinklers are still 
required for new Type I and Type II buildings, and that existing Type I and Type II buildings 
do not require sprinklers unless they have combustible contents or construction.  The task 
group will consider adding annex language to 11.1.5.1 to clarify sprinkler requirements.  For 
signage, there are concerns with the security issues of AN.  The task group is considering 
revising 11.3.2.3.7 to remove the words “ammonium nitrate” for security purposes and to 
be consistent with 11.2.16 to address the fire and explosion hazard.  For spill coverage, the 
task group will work on language for the annex to clarify the applications of spill control, 
particularly that it covers any spillage and not just bag spillage. 

4) The task group also agreed to 1) review the CSB West Texas Report when it is available; 2) 
review code requirements to compare requirements for existing construction and new 
construction; and 3) look further into “less dangerous” formulations. 

 
b) Chapter 14 Task Group. Paul Iacobucci reported that OPPSD is reviewing calculations, and the 
task group will look further into this over the next few weeks.  There appear to be no major issues. 
 
c) Chapter 6 Extracts from NFPA 5000 Task Group.  Pat McLaughlin identified 10 items where 
extract tags from NFPA 5000 either need to be removed or added.  He and Lynne Kilpatrick will 
submit public inputs for these. 
 
d) Common Path.  Marty Gresho noted that the terms “dead end,” “common path,” and “total 
travel distance” are covered by NFPA 101, but “common path” is not addressed by Protection Level 
4 occupancies.  NFPA 101 does not address health hazard issues.  Marty submitted a public input to 
NFPA 5000 to address “common path” for all five hazard classifications, and proposes that NFPA 
400 extract this information from 5000.  There was concern about fully extracting this material, as 
Protection Level 5 is not included in NFPA 400.  Marty will submit a public input to NFPA 400 on this 
subject. 
 
e) NFPA 40 Task Group.  Heather Heckman called in to give a presentation on the changes she and 
the task group plan to propose for Chapters 6 (storage of nitrate film), 7 (handling of nitrate film), 
and 8 (motion picture projection), as well as a proposed definition for “decomposition” in the 
context of NFPA 40, and a global change to replace the term “standard roll” to “1000 foot roll.”  The 
task group will also be considering changes to requirements for flat film once they are able to reach 
out to the stakeholders in the flat film community.  See details below. 

1) There was concern with the impact of changing “standard roll” to “1000 foot roll,” 
particularly with sections that limit the number of rolls rather than the number of feet (for 
example, section 4.3.1.1).  The committee is ok with making the change as long as the task 
group considers these types of impacts and provides justification if the amounts are 
changed in these sections.  The task group should also confirm that there is no impact on 
the 35mm width of the standard roll. 

2) The task group will work on developing a definition for the term “decomposition” and 
submit a public input. 



3) In section 6.5.5, there was discussion that changing the number of cans will change the void 
space on the sides of the cans, and the impact that this might have.  It was noted that this 
might not have a significant impact, since the cubby holes themselves are not being 
changed.  There was a suggestion to have this section limit the number of feet rather than 
the number of cans (for example, change the limit to 2000 ft instead of two 1000 ft cans).  
The task group will consider this and will look at the criteria for this section to make sure the 
proposed revisions are consistent throughout.  The suggested revision might also make it so 
not all cans are able to contact the back wall (Section 6.5.5.4), so additional revisions should 
be considered to address this.  The task group will also propose language to prohibit cans 
from hanging over the lip of the cubby. 

4) The task group will work on language for the proposed changes to Chapter 7 and make sure 
to include justification for these changes.  For example, to match DoT/EPA regulations the 
task group might propose removing the requirement to store nitrate film under water, and 
the justification can include a discussion on off-gassing.  

5) The task group will develop language for the proposed change to include requirements for 
temperature and humidity control in section 8.1.  Language will also be developed to clarify 
that openings are protected with a rated shutter (section 8.1.6) and therefore the 
requirement for the number of openings in section 8.1.5 is irrelevant and can be removed.  
The committee would like to see any relevant data supporting revisions to section 8.1.9 for 
the exhaust capacity to be compatible with xenon-bulb projectors. 

 
f) Separation Distance Task Group and Research Foundation Report.  Ron Thomas gave a 
presentation to go over the work of the separation distance task group and to bring up some 
questions/concerns, detailed below. 

1) Why is the American table of Distances of Explosives separation distance being used for AN?  
2) TNT equivalency may not be appropriate for AN fertilizer grade. 
3) Should this task group just be looking at AN or should other materials be addressed 

(peroxides, oxidizers, etc.)?  What parameters should be looked at? (e.g. process to building, 
process to storage, etc.) 

4) Large scale tests for AN are ongoing, and will likely be completed by end of summer 2016. 
5) The Research Foundation project on separation distances is not useful to the committee 

because it is focused on explosives (industrial grade AN).  This report might be more useful 
to the NFPA 495 committee and should be sent to them. 

The task group agreed that for now they will focus on AN, and will address parameters including 
process to building, process to storage, storage to storage, and storage to property line. 
 
g) Chapter 15 Task Group.  Tony Ordile provided an update including the scope of this task group 
and the topics that this group plans to address.  The task group agreed that their scope is limited to 
inside and outside storage tanks containing hazardous material liquids at atmospheric pressure, 
with a focus on oxidizers and corrosives for this cycle.  See details below. 

1) Indoor storage of tanks.  The task group does not intend to revise the MAQs for inside 
storage as the existing MAQ tables are applicable.  If the MAQ is exceeded, then the tank(s) 
need to be located in the appropriate Protection Level cut-off room.   

2) Outdoor storage of tanks.  The task group does not intend to revise MAQs for outdoor 
storage to accommodate tanks, but may develop annex material to clarify what becomes 
applicable when the outdoor storage exceeds the MAQ.  The task group believes the tank(s) 



can exceed the MAQ as long as spill control and separation are maintained per the 
Protection Level requirements. 

3) Whether protected structures.  The task group agreed that if a weather protected structure 
is provided over an outside tank farm, it shall be in accordance with Section 6.2.7.2.  The 
task group plans to research situations involving tank farms adjacent to a building with a 
weather protected canopy attached to the building, and will either add or revise text for this 
situation or provide annex materials on how sections 6.2.7.2, 15.4.2.1, and 15.4.1.3 would 
be used in conjunction with each other. 

4) Closed-Use System.  The task group agreed that outdoor storage tanks connected to a 
process in a building are part of a “closed-use” system, however the requirements for 
outdoor storage are applicable to the storage tanks and do not need to be reiterated in the 
outdoor use section. 

5) Other issues to be addressed:  
- Tanks storing corrosives in Chapter 12   
- Spacing between multiple tanks (for oxidizers and corrosives, the distance being 

considered is 3 feet) 
- Access aisles around a group of tanks and between the tanks and building or separation 

walls (considering a 3 foot minimum distance, per section 24.5.6 of NFPA 30) 
- Minimum clearance between top of tank and ceiling or roof for tanks in a room 

(considering a 3 foot minimum distance, per section 24.5.7 of NFPA 30) 
- Requirements for the prevention of overfilling of tanks (revise section 6.3.1.2.4.1 to have 

similar wording to Section 5003.2.7 of the IFC), including liquid level controls and overfill 
pipes 

- Normal venting of tanks and the discharge point of the vents 
- Prohibiting the manifolding of vent piping 
- Need for emergency venting of tanks for fire exposure 
- Allowance of transfer pumps to be located in the same diked area containing the tanks 
- Requirements for remote filling of indoor tanks from outside tanker vehicles 
- Requirements for tank storage that could be applicable to all tanks containing hazardous 

materials to be included in Chapter 6 as fundamental requirements 
  

4. Update on Research Foundation Project Proposals.  Tony Ordile and Elizabeth Buc plan to resubmit 
a proposal on sprinklers for Class 2 oxidizers (previously submitted in November 2014).  Paul 
Iacobucci and the task group will continue to work on a proposal to address the hazard classification 
of technical and fertilizer grade AN.  There was discussion as to whether the focus should be on the 
possible classification of AN as an unstable reactive per NFPA 400 or if the focus should be 
determining the conditions under which AN detonates. Proposal will be submitted by end of 
December.  
 

5. TSD Facilities Report and Status Update.  Elizabeth Buc presented the Research Foundation Fire 
Code Gap Analysis which examined the TSDF fire problem, hazardous waste regulations, and the 
fire codes that apply to these facilities.  The analysis identified two major gaps, including 
recognition and proper implementation of the fire codes, and classification of hazardous waste.  
Following Elizabeth’s presentation, Janna Shapiro gave a presentation on NFPA’s involvement with 
this issue and informed the committee that the Standard’s Council is establishing a task group to 
determine if fire protection and life safety for TSD facilities should be addressed in NFPA 400 or if a 



new standard is needed.  The NFPA 400 Committee agreed to form their own task group to examine 
how hazardous waste is already covered by NFPA 400.  Members of this task group will include 
Elizabeth Buc, Lynne Kilpatrick, Marty Gresho, James Vigerust, Ron Thomas, and Todd Laberge.  The 
work of this task group may change based on the decision of the Standards Council at their April 
Meeting.   
 

6. TIA for Table 5.2.1.6 and Table 5.3.7.  NFPA staff drafted a TIA to correct the “Class I and II” 
repetition in table 5.2.1.6 and the extraction error from NFPA 55 in table 5.3.7.  Marty Gresho 
agreed to submit the TIA, and James Vigerust will endorse. 
 

7. Editorial Issues.  Nancy Pearce reviewed a number of issues identified by the editorial staff with the 
full Committee to determine if changes as suggested by editorial staff were needed.  See details 
below. 
 
a) Editorial suggested changing “Exemptions” in section 1.1.2 to “Exceptions.”  The Committee 
agreed that these items are exempt from the scope of the document, and therefore the term 
“exemptions” is appropriate and should be left as is. 
 
b) Editorial suggested reorganizing the definitions is section 3.3.19.9 to be in alphabetical order.  
The Committee noted that these definitions were grouped to flow consecutively, as one builds 
upon the other.  It was pointed out that the numbering for the definitions of tanks, containers, and 
cylinders do not currently make sense.  Tanks are defined differently in NFPA 55 and NFPA 30, and 
the extracted definitions need to be appropriately separated in NFPA 400.  A new task group will be 
formed to address this. 
 
c) Editorial wanted to redo the footnotes for the tables in Chapter 5.  One possible suggestion was 
to make the footnotes the same for every table, and put “reserved” or “not applicable” if a certain 
footnote does not apply to a particular table.  Another comment was whether some of the 
footnotes belong in the body of the text rather than in the footnotes.  Another issue that was 
discussed was the need for so many tables, and whether they could be consolidated.  A new task 
group was formed to look at possibly consolidating the tables and addressing the footnotes. Bob 
James noted that the occupancy tables were originally intended to solicit input for MAQs from 
other committees but that this never happened.  If the tables were consolidated then the footnote 
issue would also be resolved.   Dirk Der Kinderen volunteered to chair the task group.  Others who 
volunteered to assist include Lynne Kilpatrick, James Carver, and Ed Cope (and possibly Neal Hara 
from NFPA 1). 
 
d) Editorial wanted to include a footnote that the value in the parentheticals in the Chapter 5 tables 
is in pounds.  The committee agreed to add this as a footnote under the N/A and NL footnotes. 
 
e) In the heat release rate table, editorial wanted to clarify whether “min” is minimum or minutes.  
Committee agreed to clarify that it is minutes. 
 
f) In table B.3.2, the committee agreed that under the “Examples” heading, the text in the heading 
can be moved to a footnote. 
 



 g) Editorial wanted to fix the capitalization of the words in the Annex F tables.  The committee 
decided that these should be left as is.  It was also noted that a footnote needs to be added for “NE: 
Not evaluated”. 
 
h) In Annex J, Table  J.1, there are parts that have an HCS definition but nothing under materials 
classification.  These include gases under pressure, skin irritation, and self-heating chemical.  It was 
suggested that a note be added that these definitions are not covered in NFPA 400, and that 
additional classification may be required.  Alternatively, the words “not specifically defined” could 
be added.  Will ask Kathy Landkrohn to suggest changes and submit public inputs.   
 

8. Other Business. 
 
a) Handling.  Marty Gresho brought up the need to look at the requirements associated with 
handling hazardous materials.  A new task group will be formed to look at the protection between 
the point of delivery and the storage location (for example, if hazardous materials are being moved 
through an unprotected area into a protected storage area), and submit a public input for this. 
 
b) Footnote g in Table 5.2.1.1.3.  Lynne Kilpatrick reported that in the 2010 edition of NFPA 55, the 
cabinets for corrosive gases are only required if the MAQ is exceeded.  In table 5.2.1.1.3 of NFPA 
400, it is required that corrosive gases be confined in cabinets when below the MAQ.  Lynne 
suggests removing footnote g from the table, since currently NFPA 400 has stricter requirements 
than NFPA 55.  It was also noted that in the 2013 edition of NFPA 55, there are other requirements 
for corrosive gases when below the MAQ that NFPA 400 should possibly incorporate or point to.  
Lynne will submit a public input, and Jerry Sameth will take this issue to the NFPA 55 committee. 
 
c) Cutoff storage.  The chapter 14 task group will look at the definitions of cutoff storage and 
segregated storage for chapters 14 and 15, and will try to mimic what other chapters have done. 
 
d) Electrolyte in powered industrial trucks. The committee agreed that acids, gases, and propane 
tanks on trucks do not count towards the MAQ, and it should be clarified that industrial power 
trucks are not included in “emergency power or uninterrupted power supply”.  James Vigerust 
agreed to submit a public input to clarify this.  

 
e) Combustible dust.  Kevin Kreitman will submit a public input to change the NFPA 400 definition of 
combustible dust to match that in the combustible dust standards, and will evaluate the necessity 
of having this in the NFPA 400.  

 
f) Annex I:  James Carver will look at Annex I to evaluate whether new information needs to be 
added or if NFPA 472 can simply be referenced.  James will submit a public input for this. 

 
g) Chapter 11-21 requirements when under MAQ.  Currently, there is nothing to clearly point to 
Chapters 11-21 when under the MAQ, even though some of these chapters contain requirements 
that apply when below the MAQ.  Lynne Kilpatrick agreed to look at section 6.1.1.1 to see if there is 
a clear way to point users to chapters 11-21 when under the MAQ, and will submit a public input.  
Lynne and Marty Gresho will also look at the flowcharts in the annex to address this. 
 



h) Extracts. The committee agreed that the extracts in NFPA 400 should be from the most current 
editions of other codes, including codes that are in the same cycle. 

 
i) Handbook/Guidance Material.  It was suggested that a handbook should be developed for NFPA 400, 
however Nancy noted that an annotated version of the code may be more practical while use of NFPA 
400 is limited.  Tony suggested possibly adding an annex section to address FAQs and to provide 
guidance for the AHJs on how to navigate NFPA 400.  Nancy suggested possibly developing a webinar 
that provides instruction on how to use NFPA 400.  Kevin brought up that the hazardous materials 
chapters in the Fire and Life Safety Inspection Manual may need to be updated, and that the chapters on 
hazardous materials in NFPA 1 could possibly be expanded. 

 

9. Next Meeting.  The Committee and chair discussed the location and timing for the First Draft Meeting.  
The preferred location is Park City, possibly at the Newpark Resort.  The second choice for location is 
Jackson Hole.  The preferred timing would be the week of September 12 (travel Monday, have meeting 
Tuesday-Thursday).  It was agreed that three days will be needed for the meeting. 
 

10. Adjournment.  There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 12:45 PM on Wednesday, 
December 2, 2015. 

 
 
 
  


