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M E M O R A N D U M 
 

 

TO: NFPA Technical Committee on National Fuel Gas Code 

 

FROM: Jeanne Moreau  

 

DATE: April 7, 2010 

 

SUBJECT: NFPA 54 A11 ROP Letter Ballot Circulation 

 

The Monday, April 5, 2010 date for receipt of the NFPA 54 ROP letter ballot has passed. 

 

The preliminary ROP ballot results are as follows: 

 

28 Members Eligible to Vote 

10 Ballots Not Returned (J. Brewer, T. Buchal, M. Deegan, A. Fossa, M. Gorham,  

            S. Hagensen, K. Harn, P. Himes, D. Powell and B. Rocky) 

 

12 Affirmative on All 

 6 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report  

 0 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report  

  

Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot 

from the principal member was not received. 

  

In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects, attached are 

reasons for negative votes for review so you may change your ballot if you wish.  

Abstentions and affirmative comments are also included.   

 

If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before 

Wednesday, April 21, 2010.  Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now. 

Such changes should be submitted to Jeanne Moreau, e-mail to jmoreaucorreia@nfpa.org  

or fax to 617-984-7110.   

 

The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 

 

ATTACHMENT: Circulation Explanation Report 

mailto:jmoreaucorreia@nfpa.org
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54-5 Chapter 2 (Log # CP31 )

Negative

Switzer, Jr., F. After review of this section and the general practice of accepting these updates with no review, I am concerned of
the implications the changes in other standards may have on the actions in NFPA 54 with no review by the NFPA 54 Committee
members. These updates need individual review before acceptance.

54-47 5.5.1(2) (Log # 30 )

Negative

Angelone, E. I agree with the proposal submitted as the proposed change would direct the user to the section
dealing with piping in vertical chases and would complete a cross reference (7.4 references 5.5.1).

Papageorge, A. The proposed amendment should not have been rejected because it provides a necessary cross
reference to section 7.4.

54-53 5.8 (Log # 34 )

Negative

Angelone, E. I agree the proposed revisions would clarify the code by the consistent use of defined terms "line
gas regulator" as defined in 3.3.88.3; and "appliance regulator" as defined in 3.3.88.1

Papageorge, A. The proposed amendment should not have been rejected because it would provide consistency
with the definitions.

54-54 9.1 (Log # 34a )

Negative

Angelone, E. I agree the proposed revisions would clarify the code by the consistent use of defined terms "line
gas regulator" as defined in 3.3.88.3; and "appliance regulator" as defined in 3.3.88.1

Papageorge, A. The proposed amendment should not have been rejected because it would provide consistency
with the definitions.

54-55 10.16 (Log # 34b )

Negative

Angelone, E. I agree the proposed revisions would clarify the code by the consistent use of defined terms "line
gas regulator" as defined in 3.3.88.3; and "appliance regulator" as defined in 3.3.88.1

Papageorge, A. The proposed amendment should not have been rejected because it would provide consistency
with the definitions.

54-66 5.15 (New) (Log # 85 )

Negative

Holmes, P. I agree with the substantiation of the submitter. I have been involved with several fires in recent
years which were greatly aggravated by the release of gas from heat damaged piping system components. The
reason there is no data is that current fire reporting data does not address these issues.

54-70 7.1.2.1 (Log # 44 )

Negative

Holmes, P. I agree with substantiation provided by the submitter.

54-77 7.2.2 and A.7.2.2 (Log # 26 )

Negative
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Holmes, P. I agree with the submitter's substantiation. This continues to remain a problem with parts of
systems falling under 54. Even though NFPA 58 has not quantified "heavy snowfall" , the provision in that
code has been a valuable tool in the enforcement community for preventing many occurrences of damage to
piping systems by snow and ice.

54-80 7.2.6.1 (Log # 39 )

Negative

Angelone, E. I feel the code is overly restrictive on the type of material that can be used to support gas piping.
The committee originally added in "metal" referring to a need to provide adequate support piping during fires.
However, the code in section 7.2.6.1 does not address fire, refering to "suitable for the size of the piping" and
be of "adequate strength and quality"

Papageorge, A. The requirement that all supports be metal is overly restrictive.

54-94 8.1.1.7 (Log # CP62 )

Negative

Frazier, R. A accept the proposed changes to Section 8.3 and agree that the proposed change provides direction for performing
urging in a safe manor for qualified agencies that may be unfamiliar with purging hazards or rarely perform purging.  CSB’s Congra
investigation reviled the need for improved purging code coverage for independent piping and appliance installers.  The proposed
code change is an improvement t the code.
My negative vote is based on my concerns that the proposed code change also apply to serving gas suppliers that conduct purging

on customer’s piping systems to assure their customers of safe and reliable gas service.  The gas suppliers have performed this
necessary service safely for many decades due to there periodic operator qualification training and testing, required knowledge of
operations procedures, and the fundamentals of piping systems and the characteristics of the fuel it carries.
I believe the proposed code changes, if followed, will provide agencies that may be unfamiliar with purging hazards or rarely

perform purging direction to perform purging operations safely.  however, no evidence was offered that the purging operations
performed by the serving gas supplier on a customer’s property have resulted in a similar occurrence.
The new exception below will allow the serving gas supplier to utilize their own purging operations.
Revision:  Add the following exception to 8.3 as follows:
8.3* Purging.  Purging shall be in accordance with 8.3.1 through 8.3.6.
Exception:  Purging performed by the serving gas supplier.

54-96 8.3 (Log # 15 )

Negative

Angelone, E. Acceptance was based on approval of 54-97, see 54-97 comments

Osterhaus, J. #1: It's not uncommon for propane consumers to wait for their appliances to consume all the
propane in the supply container before ordering gas.  The term "service" in 8.3.2 is not defined and may be
applied to piping systems where there has been an interruption of service. Complying with these purging
requirements after an interruption of service is onerous, especially for returning small residential piping
systems to service.
#2: Smaller diameter piping may be safely purged indoors through the appliance burner or a purging burner
without the requirement of using a combustible gas indicator.

Papageorge, A. Please see comments for 54-97.

54-97 8.3.1 (Log # CP32 )

Negative
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Angelone, E. I agree that as proposed the revised section 8.3 would provide a method to perform purging in a
safe manner for installers who are either not completely familiar with the hazards of purging or do not
routinely perform purging.  The CSB's findings in their investigations of gas purging incidents show a need for
more detailed purging requirements for independent piping and appliance installers. The proposed revisions
rewrite the code's performance based approach to be enforceable and therefore improve the code. My negative
is based on the fact that the code's revised purging requirements also apply to many serving gas suppliers that
routinely conduct purging on a customer's system as part of their daily operations. Serving gas suppliers have
safely preformed this type of purging for decades.  Their safety record is the result of more extensive personnel
training, mandated U.S. Department of Transportation Operators Qualification requirements and periodic
Requalification's, written operating procedures, knowledge of codes and familiarity with the gas and the
systems that utilize it

Osterhaus, J. Same comments as for 54-96. Additionally, 8.3.1.2 refers to "indoor" purging and conflicts with
8.3.4, which states, "systems being pressure vented or purged shall discharge directly to an outdoor location..."

Papageorge, A. REVISION: Add the following exception to 8.3 as follows:
8.3* Purging. Purging shall be in accordance with 8.3.1 through 8.3.6.
Exception: Purging performed by the serving gas supplier.
NEGATIVE SUBSTANTIATION: I agree that as proposed the revised section 8.3 would provide a method

to perform purging in a safe manner for installers who are either not completely familiar with the hazards of
purging or do not routinely perform purging.  The CSB's findings in their investigations of gas purging
explosions clearly show a need for more detailed purging requirements for independent piping and appliance
installers. The proposed revisions rewrite the code's performance based approach to be enforceable and
therefore improve the code.
I am casting a negative vote and proposing a revision because the code's revised purging requirements apply to
all regulated serving gas suppliers that routinely conduct purging on a customer's system as part of their daily
operations. Regulated serving gas suppliers have safely performed this type of purging for decades.  Their
safety record is the result of more extensive personnel training, mandated U.S. Department of Transportation
Operators Qualification requirements and periodic requalification, written operating procedures, knowledge of
codes, and familiarity with the gas and the systems that utilize it.

54-98 8.3.1 and 8.3.3 (Log # 56 )

Negative

Angelone, E. Acceptance was based on approval of 54-97, see 54-97 comments

Papageorge, A. Please see comments for 54-97.

54-99 8.3.3 (Log # 70 )

Negative

Angelone, E. Acceptance was based on approval of 54-97, see 54-97 comments

Papageorge, A. Please see comments for 54-97.

54-108 9.6.4 (Log # 3 )

Negative
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Osterhaus, J. The reasons cited by the submitter are valid.  There have been accidents in Texas resulting in
serious injuries and deaths from fires and explosions after a gas shutoff valve was inadvertently opened.
Qualified service personnel are aware of the requirement to cap shutoff valves that are not connected to
appliances and should be expected to have caps on hand.  However, most consumers are not aware of the
requirement and do not have caps readily available after removing an appliance from a shutoff valve.

54-133 12.9.6 (New) (Log # 53 )

Negative

Holmes, P. I agree with the submitter's substantiation. This type of installation continues to be a problem in
colder climates. The proposal fixes the concern over pool areas in the south but still addresses the problem
with venting into screened "rooms" which often get enclosed during cold weather.
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