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Information on NFPA Codes and Standards Development

I. Applicable Regulations. The primary rules governing the processing of NFPA documents (codes, standards, recommended practices, 
and guides) are the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects (Regs). Other applicable rules include NFPA Bylaws, NFPA 
Technical Meeting Convention Rules, NFPA Guide for the Conduct of Participants in the NFPA Standards Development Process, and 
the NFPA Regulations Governing Petitions to the Board of Directors from Decisions of the Standards Council. Most of these rules and 
regulations are contained in the NFPA Directory. For copies of the Directory, contact Codes and Standards Administration at NFPA 
Headquarters; all these documents are also available on the NFPA website at “www.nfpa.org.” 

The following is general information on the NFPA process. All participants, however, should refer to the actual rules and regulations for a 
full understanding of this process and for the criteria that govern participation. 

II. Technical Committee Report. The Technical Committee Report is defined as “the Report of the Technical Committee and Technical 
Correlating Committee (if any) on a document. A Technical Committee Report consists of the Report on Proposals (ROP), as modified by 
the Report on Comments (ROC), published by the Association.” 

III. Step 1: Report on Proposals (ROP). The ROP is defined as “a report to the Association on the actions taken by Technical Committees 
and/or Technical Correlating Committees, accompanied by a ballot statement and one or more proposals on text for a new document or 
to amend an existing document.” Any objection to an action in the ROP must be raised through the filing of an appropriate Comment for 
consideration in the ROC or the objection will be considered resolved. 

IV. Step 2: Report on Comments (ROC). The ROC is defined as “a report to the Association on the actions taken by Technical Committees 
and/or Technical Correlating Committees accompanied by a ballot statement and one or more comments resulting from public review of 
the Report on Proposals (ROP).” The ROP and the ROC together constitute the Technical Committee Report. Any outstanding objection 
following the ROC must be raised through an appropriate Amending Motion at the Association Technical Meeting or the objection will be 
considered resolved. 

V. Step 3a: Action at Association Technical Meeting. Following the publication of the ROC, there is a period during which those wishing 
to make proper Amending Motions on the Technical Committee Reports must signal their intention by submitting a Notice of Intent to 
Make a Motion. Documents that receive notice of proper Amending Motions (Certified Amending Motions) will be presented for action at 
the annual June Association Technical Meeting. At the meeting, the NFPA membership can consider and act on these Certified Amending 
Motions as well as Follow-up Amending Motions, that is, motions that become necessary as a result of a previous successful Amending 
Motion. (See 4.6.2 through 4.6.9 of Regs for a summary of the available Amending Motions and who may make them.) Any outstanding 
objection following action at an Association Technical Meeting (and any further Technical Committee consideration following successful 
Amending Motions, see Regs at 4.7) must be raised through an appeal to the Standards Council or it will be considered to be resolved. 

VI. Step 3b: Documents Forwarded Directly to the Council. Where no Notice of Intent to Make a Motion (NITMAM) is received and 
certified in accordance with the Technical Meeting Convention Rules, the document is forwarded directly to the Standards Council for 
action on issuance. Objections are deemed to be resolved for these documents. 

VII. Step 4a: Council Appeals. Anyone can appeal to the Standards Council concerning procedural or substantive matters related to the 
development, content, or issuance of any document of the Association or on matters within the purview of the authority of the Council, as 
established by the Bylaws and as determined by the Board of Directors. Such appeals must be in written form and filed with the Secretary 
of the Standards Council (see 1.6 of Regs). Time constraints for filing an appeal must be in accordance with 1.6.2 of the Regs. Objections 
are deemed to be resolved if not pursued at this level. 

VIII. Step 4b: Document Issuance. The Standards Council is the issuer of all documents (see Article 8 of Bylaws). The Council acts on 
the issuance of a document presented for action at an Association Technical Meeting within 75 days from the date of the recommendation 
from the Association Technical Meeting, unless this period is extended by the Council (see 4.8 of Regs). For documents forwarded directly 
to the Standards Council, the Council acts on the issuance of the document at its next scheduled meeting, or at such other meeting as the 
Council may determine (see 4.5.6 and 4.8 of Regs). 

IX. Petitions to the Board of Directors. The Standards Council has been delegated the responsibility for the administration of the codes 
and standards development process and the issuance of documents. However, where extraordinary circumstances requiring the intervention 
of the Board of Directors exist, the Board of Directors may take any action necessary to fulfill its obligations to preserve the integrity of the 
codes and standards development process and to protect the interests of the Association. The rules for petitioning the Board of Directors 
can be found in the Regulations Governing Petitions to the Board of Directors from Decisions of the Standards Council and in 1.7 of the 
Regs. 

X. For More Information. The program for the Association Technical Meeting (as well as the NFPA website as information becomes 
available) should be consulted for the date on which each report scheduled for consideration at the meeting will be presented. For copies 
of the ROP and ROC as well as more information on NFPA rules and for up-to-date information on schedules and deadlines for processing 
NFPA documents, check the NFPA website (www.nfpa.org) or contact NFPA Codes & Standards Administration at (617) 984-7246. 
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25 P Standard for the Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems ............... 25-1 
 
51B P Standard for Fire Prevention During Welding, Cutting, and Other Hot Work ........................................... 51B-1 
 
56(PS) P Standard for Fire and Explosion Prevention During Cleaning and Purging  
  of Flammable Gas Piping Systems .......................................................................................................... 56(PS)-1 
 
58 P Liquefied Petroleum Gas Code ....................................................................................................................... 58-1 
 
77 P Recommended Practice on Static Electricity .................................................................................................. 77-1 
 
96 P Standard for Ventilation Control and Fire Protection of Commercial Cooking Operations.......................... 96-1 
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306 P Standard for the Control of Gas Hazards on Vessels ................................................................................... 306-1 
 
403 P Standard for Aircraft Rescue and Fire-Fighting Services at Airports .......................................................... 403-1 
 
412 P Standard for Evaluating Aircraft Rescue and Fire-Fighting Foam Equipment ............................................ 412-1 

 
502 P Standard for Road Tunnels, Bridges, and Other Limited Access Highways ............................................... 502-1 
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1002 P Standard for Fire Apparatus Driver/Operator Professional Qualifications ................................................ 1002-1 
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 Type Action Page No. 
   
   
Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting   
    403 Standard for Aircraft Rescue and Fire-Fighting Services at Airport P 403-1 
    412 Standard for Evaluating Aircraft Rescue and Fire-Fighting Foam Equipment P 412-1 
   
Fixed Guideway Transit and Passenger Rail Systems   
    130   Standard for Fixed Guideway Transit and Passenger Rail Systems P 130-1 
   
Forest and Rural Fire Protection   
    1143   Standard for Wildland Fire Management P 1143-1 
   
Gas Hazards   
    306 Standard for the Control of Gas Hazards on Vessels P 306-1 
   
Gas Process Safety   
    56(PS) Standard for Fire and Explosion Prevention During Cleaning and Purging of Flammable Gas Piping 

Systems 
 

P 
 

56(PS)-1 
   
Hot Work Operations   
    51B Standard for Fire Prevention During Welding, Cutting, and Other Hot Work P 51B-1 
   
Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems   
    25 Standard for the Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems P 25-1 
   
Lightning Protection   
    780 Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems P 780-1 
   
Liquefied Petroleum Gases   
    58 Liquefied Petroleum Gas Code P 58-1 
   
Professional Qualifications   
    Fire Fighter Professional Qualifications   
        1002 Standard for Fire Apparatus Driver/Operator Professional Qualifications P 1002-1 
    Fire Officer Professional Qualifications   
        1021 Standard for Fire Officer Professional Qualifications P 1021-1 
    Incident Management Professional Qualifications   
        1026 Standard for Incident Management Personnel Professional Qualifications P 1026-1 
    Fire Inspector and Plan Examiner Professional Qualifications   
        1031 Standard for Professional Qualifications for Fire Inspector and Plan Examiner P 1031-1 
    Fire Investigator Professional Qualifications   
        1033 Standard for Professional Qualifications for Fire Investigator P 1033-1 
   
Pyrotechnics   
    1123 Code for Fireworks Display P 1123-1 
   
Road Tunnel and Highway Fire Protection   
    502 Standard for Road Tunnels, Bridges, and Other Limited Access Highways P 502-1 
   
Static Electricity   
    77   Recommended Practice on Static Electricity P 77-1 
   
Safety at Motorsports Venues   
    610   Guide for Emergency and Safety Operations at Motorsports Venues P 610-1 
   
Venting Systems for Cooking Appliances   
    96 Standard for Ventilation Control and Fire Protection of Commercial Cooking Operations P 96-1 
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COMMITTEE MEMBER CLASSIFICATIONS1,2,3,4 

 
  The following classifications apply to Committee members and represent their principal interest in the activity of the 
Committee. 
 
1. M Manufacturer: A representative of a maker or marketer of a product, assembly, or system, or portion thereof, 

that is affected by the standard. 
 
2. U User: A representative of an entity that is subject to the provisions of the standard or that voluntarily uses the 

standard. 
 
3. IM Installer/Maintainer: A representative of an entity that is in the business of installing or maintaining a product, 

assembly, or system affected by the standard. 
 
4. L Labor: A labor representative or employee concerned with safety in the workplace. 
 
5. RT Applied Research/Testing Laboratory: A representative of an independent testing laboratory or independent 

applied research organization that promulgates and/or enforces standards. 
 
6. E Enforcing Authority: A representative of an agency or an organization that promulgates and/or enforces 

standards. 
 
7. I Insurance: A representative of an insurance company, broker, agent, bureau, or inspection agency. 
 
8. C Consumer: A person who is or represents the ultimate purchaser of a product, system, or service affected by the 

standard, but who is not included in (2). 
 
9. SE Special Expert: A person not representing (1) through (8) and who has special expertise in the scope of the 

standard or portion thereof. 
 
NOTE 1: “Standard” connotes code, standard, recommended practice, or guide. 
 
NOTE 2: A representative includes an employee. 
 
NOTE 3: While these classifications will be used by the Standards Council to achieve a balance for Technical Committees, 
the Standards Council may determine that new classifications of member or unique interests need representation in order to 
foster the best possible Committee deliberations on any project. In this connection, the Standards Council may make such 
appointments as it deems appropriate in the public interest, such as the classification of “Utilities” in the National Electrical 
Code Committee. 
 
NOTE 4: Representatives of subsidiaries of any group are generally considered to have the same classification as the parent 
organization. 
 



 

 

 
FORM FOR FILING NOTICE OF INTENT TO MAKE A MOTION (NITMAM) 

AT AN ASSOCIATION TECHNICAL MEETING 
2013 Annual REVISION CYCLE 

FINAL DATE FOR RECEIPT OF NITMAM:  5:00 pm EDST, April 5, 2013 
 

If you have questions about filling out or filing the NITMAM, please contact the Codes and 
Standards Administration at 617-984-7249 

 
For further information on the Codes- and Standards-Making Process see the NFPA website 

(www.nfpa.org) 

 FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
 

Log #:  
 
Date Rec'd:  
 

 
Date______8/10/2005__________Name__John B. Smith_________________________________________Tel. No.617-555-1212 _ 

Company or Affiliation ___________John B. Smith Consulting___________________Email Address__________________________ 

Street Address_____________9 Seattle Street____________________City_______Seattle____________State__WA__Zip 02255__ 
 
1.   (a) NFPA Document (include Number and Title)_ National Fire Alarm Code/NFPA 72 1999ed____________________________________    

      (b) Proposal or Comment Number____72-5_______________________________ 

      (c) Section/Paragraph _______1.5.8.1 ______________________________ 

2. Motion to be made.   Please check one (See also 4.6 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects): 
  
(a)  Proposal 
     X        (1) Accept.                                   (2) Accept an Identifiable Part.*   
            _ (3) Accept as modified by the TC.               (4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.* 
 
(b) Comment 
      (1) Accept.                       (2) Accept an Identifiable Part. *          (3) Accept as modified by the TC. 
       (4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.*      __    (5) Reject                     (6) Reject an Identifiable Part.*  
  
(c) Return Technical Committee Report for Further Study 
    _____ (1) Return entire Report.                      (2) Return a portion of a Report in the form of a proposal and related comment(s). 
   _____ (3) Return a portion of a Report in the form of identifiable part(s) of a proposal and related comments(s). (Identify the specific         
portion of the proposal and the related comments below)* 
 
* Clearly identify the Identifiable Part(s) indicated above (use separate sheet if required). 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. I am entitled to make this motion in accordance with 4.6.8 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects, as follows [check (a), (b), or (c)]:  
 
(a)_X_ This motion may be made by the original submitter or their designated representative, and I am the [if you check (a) indicate one of the 

following]: 

 X     I am the original submitter of the proposal or comment, or  

 ___I am the submitter’s designated representative (attach written authorization signed by the original submitter) 

(b)____This motion may be made by a Technical Committee Member and I am a Member of the responsible Technical Committee. 

(c)____This motion may be made by anyone. 

 
 

(Form continued on next page) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NITMAM form (continued) 



 

 

 
4.  Comments or Clarification (optional): This NITMAM will be reviewed by a Motions Committee.  In addition to determining 
whether your Amending Motion is proper, the Committee may take other actions as described in 2.3 of the Technical Meeting 
Convention Rules as follows: 
 

Restating and Grouping of Motions. Upon request or on its own initiative, and in consultation with the mover(s), the 
Motions Committee may: (a) restate an Amending Motion to facilitate the making of a proper motion or to clarify the 
intent of the mover; and (b) group Amending Motions which are dependent on one another into a single Amending 
Motion.  Dependent motions are motions that the mover(s) wish to be considered by the assembly and voted on as single 
up or down package.  In addition to the foregoing, the Motions Committee may take such other actions or make such 
other recommendations as will facilitate the fair and efficient consideration of motions within the available time. 

 
The NFPA Staff may contact you to clarify your motion or to consult on the permitted actions in 2.3.  If you have any comments, 
suggestions or requests of the Motions Committee as it reviews your NITMAM and considers actions permitted in 2.3, please provide 
them below. (Use additional sheet if necessary): 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

 
 
Name (please print):______John B. Smith___________________________________________________ 

 

    
Signature (required):_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 (Note: This NITMAM will be reviewed, and if proper, your Amending Motion will be certified in accordance with the Technical 
Meeting Convention Rules and posted on the NFPA website by May 3, 2013.   Documents that have Certified Amending Motions 
will be considered at the June 2013 Annual Meeting Technical Committee Report Session.  In order to have your Certified 
Amending Motion considered at that meeting you must appear, sign in, and make the motion as prescribed in the Convention 
Rules). 

 
 

PLEASE USE A SEPARATE NITMAM FORM FOR EACH AMENDING MOTION YOU WISH TO MAKE 
 

Mail to:  Secretary, Standards Council, National Fire Protection Association, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 02169-7471  
NFPA Fax:  (617) 770-3500  Email: NITMAM@nfpa.org 

 



2013 ANNUAL REVISION CYCLE 
FORM FOR FILING NOTICE OF INTENT TO MAKE A MOTION (NITMAM) 

AT AN ASSOCIATION TECHNICAL MEETING 
FINAL DATE FOR RECEIPT OF NITMAM:  APRIL 5, 2013 5:00 pm  

 
If you have questions about filling out or filing the NITMAM, please contact  

Codes and Standards Administration at 617-984-7249 
 

For further information on the Codes- and Standards-Making Process, see the NFPA 
website (www.nfpa.org) 

 FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
 

Log #:  
 
Date Rec'd:  
 

 
Date________________Name________________________________________________Tel. No.  

Company or Affiliation __________________________________________________Email Address  

Street Address_________________________________City________________________State______Zip _________________ 
 
1.   (a) NFPA Document (include Number and Title)_______________________________________________________________    
      (b) Proposal or Comment Number____________________ 
      (c) Section/Paragraph _____________________________________ 

2. Motion to be made.   Please check one: (See also 4.6 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects) 
  
(a)  Proposal 
      _(1) Accept.                                     (2) Accept an Identifiable Part.*   
            __ (3) Accept as modified by the TC.               (4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.* 
 
(b) Comment 
      (1) Accept.                       (2) Accept an Identifiable Part.*          (3) Accept as modified by the TC. 
       (4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.*      __    (5) Reject                     (6) Reject an Identifiable Part.*  
  
(c) Return Technical Committee Report for Further Study 
    _____ (1) Return entire Report.                      (2) Return a portion of a Report in the form of a proposal and related comment(s). 
   _____ (3) Return a portion of a Report in the form of identifiable part(s) of a proposal and related comment(s). (Identify the specific  
       portion of the proposal and the related comments below)* 
 
* Clearly identify the Identifiable Part(s) indicated above (use separate sheet if required). 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 3. I am entitled to make this motion in accordance with 4.6.8 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects, as follows: [(check (a), 
(b), or (c)].  
 
(a)____ This motion may be made by the original submitter or their designated representative, and I am the [(if you check (a) indicate   

 one of the following)]: 

 ___I am the original submitter of the proposal or comment, or  

 ___I am the submitter’s designated representative (attach written authorization signed by the original submitter) 

(b)____This motion may be made by a Technical Committee Member and I am a Member of the responsible Technical Committee. 

(c)____This motion may be made by anyone. 

 
 

(Form continued on next page) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
NITMAM form (continued) 



 
4.  Comments or Clarification (optional): This NITMAM will be reviewed by a Motions Committee.  In addition to 
determining whether your Amending Motion is proper, the Committee may take other actions as described in 2.3 of the 
Technical Meeting Convention Rules as follows: 
 

Restating and Grouping of Motions. Upon request or on its own initiative, and in consultation with the 
mover(s), the Motions Committee may: (a) restate an Amending Motion to facilitate the making of a proper 
motion or to clarify the intent of the mover; and (b) group Amending Motions which are dependent on one 
another into a single Amending Motion.  Dependent motions are motions that the mover(s) wish to be 
considered by the assembly and voted on as single up or down package.  In addition to the foregoing, the 
Motions Committee may take such other actions or make such other recommendations as will facilitate the 
fair and efficient consideration of motions within the available time. 

 
The NFPA Staff may contact you to clarify your motion or to consult on the permitted actions in 2.3.  If you have any 
comments, suggestions, or requests of the Motions Committee as it reviews your NITMAM and considers actions permitted 
in 2.3, please provide them below. (Use additional sheet if necessary): 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Name (please print):_____________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

Signature (required):_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 (Note: This NITMAM will be reviewed, and if proper, your Amending Motion will be certified in accordance with the Technical 
Meeting Convention Rules and posted on the NFPA website by May 3, 2013. Documents that have Certified Amending Motions 
will be considered at the June 2013 Annual Technical Meeting. In order to have your Certified Amending Motion considered at 
that meeting, you must appear, sign in, and make the motion as prescribed in the Convention Rules). 

 
PLEASE USE A SEPARATE NITMAM FORM FOR EACH AMENDING MOTION YOU WISH TO MAKE. 

 
Mail to:  Secretary, Standards Council, National Fire Protection Association, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 02169-7471  
NFPA Fax:  (617) 770-3500  Email: NITMAM@nfpa.org 
 

 



 
  
   
  
  
   
   

Sequence of Events Leading to Issuance of an NFPA Committee Document  

Step 1   Call for Proposals 

▼            Proposed new document or new edition of an existing document is entered into one of two yearly revision 
cycles, and a Call for Proposals is published.  

Step 2    Report on Proposals (ROP) 

▼            Committee meets to act on Proposals, to develop its own Proposals, and to prepare its Report.  

▼            Committee votes by written ballot on Proposals. If two-thirds approve, Report goes forward. Lacking two-
thirds approval, Report returns to Committee.  

▼            Report on Proposals (ROP) is published for public review and comment.  

Step 3    Report on Comments (ROC) 

▼            Committee meets to act on Public Comments to develop its own Comments, and to prepare its report.  

▼            Committee votes by written ballot on Comments. If two-thirds approve, Report goes forward. Lacking two-
thirds approval, Report returns to Committee.  

▼            Report on Comments (ROC) is published for public review.  

Step 4    Association Technical Meeting 

▼            “Notices of intent to make a motion” are filed, are reviewed, and valid motions are certified for presentation 
at the Association Technical Meeting. (“Consent Documents” that have no certified motions bypass the Association 
Technical Meeting and proceed to the Standards Council for issuance.)  

▼            NFPA membership meets each June at the Association Technical Meeting and acts on Technical 
Committee Reports (ROP and ROC) for documents with “certified amending motions.”  

▼            Committee(s) vote on any amendments to Report approved at NFPA Annual Membership Meeting.  

Step 5    Standards Council Issuance 

▼            Notification of intent to file an appeal to the Standards Council on Association action must be filed within 20 
days of the NFPA Annual Membership Meeting.  

▼            Standards Council decides, based on all evidence, whether or not to issue document or to take other 
action, including hearing any appeals.  

  

  

 



 

 

 

The Association Technical Meeting 

The process of public input and review does not end with the publication of the ROP and ROC. Following the 
completion of the Proposal and Comment periods, there is yet a further opportunity for debate and discussion through 
the Association Technical Meeting that takes place at the NFPA Annual Meeting.  

The Association Technical Meeting provides an opportunity for the final Technical Committee Report (i.e., the ROP 
and ROC) on each proposed new or revised code or standard to be presented to the NFPA membership for the 
debate and consideration of motions to amend the Report. The specific rules for the types of motions that can be 
made and who can make them are set forth in NFPA’s rules, which should always be consulted by those wishing to 
bring an issue before the membership at an Association Technical Meeting. The following presents some of the main 
features of how a Report is handled.  

The Filing of a Notice of Intent to Make a Motion. Before making an allowable motion at an Association Technical 
Meeting, the intended maker of the motion must file, in advance of the session, and within the published deadline, a 
Notice of Intent to Make a Motion. A Motions Committee appointed by the Standards Council then reviews all notices 
and certifies all amending motions that are proper. The Motions Committee can also, in consultation with the makers 
of the motions, clarify the intent of the motions and, in certain circumstances, combine motions that are dependent on 
each other together so that they can be made in one single motion. A Motions Committee report is then made 
available in advance of the meeting listing all certified motions. Only these Certified Amending Motions, together with 
certain allowable Follow-Up Motions (that is, motions that have become necessary as a result of previous successful 
amending motions) will be allowed at the Association Technical Meeting.  

Consent Documents. Often there are codes and standards up for consideration by the membership that will be 
noncontroversial and no proper Notices of Intent to Make a Motion will be filed. These “Consent Documents” will 
bypass the Association Technical Meeting and head straight to the Standards Council for issuance. The remaining 
documents are then forwarded to the Association Technical Meeting for consideration of the NFPA membership. 

What Amending Motions Are Allowed. The Technical Committee Reports contain many Proposals and Comments 
that the Technical Committee has rejected or revised in whole or in part. Actions of the Technical Committee 
published in the ROP may also eventually be rejected or revised by the Technical Committee during the development 
of its ROC. The motions allowed by NFPA rules provide the opportunity to propose amendments to the text of a 
proposed code or standard based on these published Proposals, Comments, and Committee actions. Thus, the list of 
allowable motions include motions to accept Proposals and Comments in whole or in part as submitted or as modified 
by a Technical Committee action. Motions are also available to reject an accepted Comment in whole or part. In 
addition, Motions can be made to return an entire Technical Committee Report or a portion of the Report to the 
Technical Committee for further study.  

The NFPA Annual Meeting, also known as the NFPA Conference & Expo, takes place in June of each year. A second 
Fall membership meeting was discontinued in 2004, so the NFPA Technical Committee Report Session now runs 
once each year at the Annual Meeting in June.  

Who Can Make Amending Motions. NFPA rules also define those authorized to make amending motions. In many 
cases, the maker of the motion is limited by NFPA rules to the original submitter of the Proposal or Comment or his or 
her duly authorized representative. In other cases, such as a Motion to Reject an accepted Comment, or to Return a 
Technical Committee Report or a portion of a Technical Committee Report for Further Study, anyone can make these 
motions. For a complete explanation, the NFPA Regs should be consulted.  

 

 



 
Action on Motions at the Association Technical Meeting. In order to actually make a Certified Amending Motion at 
the Association Technical Meeting, the maker of the motion must sign in at least an hour before the session begins. In 
this way a final list of motions can be set in advance of the session. At the session, each proposed document up for 
consideration is presented by a motion to adopt the Technical Committee Report on the document. Following each such 
motion, the presiding officer in charge of the session opens the floor to motions on the document from the final list of 
Certified Amending Motions followed by any permissible Follow-Up Motions. Debate and voting on each motion 
proceeds in accordance with NFPA rules. NFPA membership is not required in order to make or speak to a motion, but 
voting is limited to NFPA members who have joined at least 180 days prior to the Association Technical Meeting and 
have registered for the meeting. At the close of debate on each motion, voting takes place, and the motion requires a 
majority vote to carry. In order to amend a Technical Committee Report, successful amending motions must be 
confirmed by the responsible Technical Committee, which conducts a written ballot on all successful amending motions 
following the meeting and prior to the document being forwarded to the Standards Council for issuance.  

Standards Council Issuance 

One of the primary responsibilities of the NFPA Standards Council, as the overseer of the NFPA codes and standards 
development process, is to act as the official issuer of all NFPA codes and standards. When it convenes to issue NFPA 
documents, it also hears any appeals related to the document. Appeals are an important part of assuring that all NFPA 
rules have been followed and that due process and fairness have been upheld throughout the codes and standards 
development process. The Council considers appeals both in writing and through the conduct of hearings at which all 
interested parties can participate. It decides appeals based on the entire record of the process as well as all 
submissions on the appeal. After deciding all appeals related to a document before it, the Council, if appropriate, 
proceeds to issue the document as an official NFPA code or standard. Subject only to limited review by the NFPA 
Board of Directors, the decision of the Standards Council is final, and the new NFPA code or standard becomes 
effective twenty days after Standards Council issuance.  

  



58-1

Report on Comments  A2013 — Copyright, NFPA NFPA 58
Rayfield Hearne, Railroad Commission Of Texas, TX [E]
  (Alt. to James T. Osterhaus) 
George K. Hess, US Environmental Protection Agency, KS [E]
  (Alt. to James C. Belke) 
Carlton S. Revere, Revere Gas & Appliance, Inc., VA [IM]
  (Alt. to Bruce J. Swiecicki) 
Steven D. Ruffcorn, Standby Systems, Inc., MN  [M]
  (Alt. to William J. Young) 
Russell T. Rupp, Suburban Propane Partners, FL [M]
  (Alt. to Samuel E. McTier) 
Eric C. Smith, Nevada LP-Gas Board, NV [E]
  (Alt. to Richard G. Fredenburg) 
James H. Stannard, Jr., Stannard & Company, NJ  [SE]
  (Alt. to Donald Barber) 
Erich Wolf, Cavagna North America, OH [M]
  (Alt. to Steven T. Gentry) 
Steven E. Younis, Prospective Technology, Inc., MA  [SE]
  (Alt. to Phani K. Raj)
Robert A. Zeman, UL LLC, IL [RT]
  (Voting Alt. to UL Rep.) 

Nonvoting

Bernardo Bohorquez, Saena de Colombia S.A., Colombia [IM] 
Matthew I. Chibbaro, US Department of Labor, DC [E] 
Kenneth Lun, KL Consulting Engineers Ltd., China  [SE] 
Donald W. Switzer, US Consumer Product Safety Commission, MD [C] 
William R. Hamilton, US Department of Labor, DC [E] 
  (Alt. to Matthew I. Chibbaro) 
John A. Cedervall, Deerfield, IL 
Al Linder, Watsonville, CA  [SE]
  (Member Emeritus)

Staff Liaison:  Denise Beach 

Committee Scope:  This Committee shall have primary responsibility for 
documents on the design, construction, installation, and operation of fixed 
and portable liquefied petroleum gas systems in bulk plants and commercial, 
industrial (with specified exceptions), institutional, and similar properties; 
truck transportation of liquefied petroleum gas; engine fuel systems on motor 
vehicles and other mobile equipment; storage of containers awaiting use or 
resale; installation on commercial vehicles; and liquefied petroleum gas service 
stations. 

This list represents the membership at the time the Committee was balloted 
on the text of this report. Since that time, changes in the membership may have 
occurred.

This portion of the Technical Committee Report of the Committee on 
Liquefied Petroleum Gases is presented for adoption.

This Report on Comments was prepared by the Technical Committee 
on Liquefied Petroleum Gases, and documents its action on the comments 
received on its Report on Proposals on NFPA 58, Liquefied Petroleum Gas 
Code, 2011 edition, as published in the Report on Proposals for the 2012 
Annual Revision Cycle.

This Report on Comments has been submitted to letter ballot of the 
Technical Committee on Liquefied Petroleum Gases, which consists of 30 
voting members.  The results of the balloting, after circulation of any negative 
votes, can be found in the report.

Report of the Committee on

Liquefied Petroleum Gases

Frank J. Mortimer, Chair
EMC Insurance Company, IA  [I]

Rep. Property Casualty Insurers Association of America

Donald Barber, Enmat International (UK), United Kingdom [SE] 
James C. Belke, US Environmental Protection Agency, DC  [E] 
Paul N. Bogan, Sea-3, Incorporated, NH [U] 
David T. Burnell, New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission, NH [E] 
  Rep. US Department of Transportation 
Sharon E. Coates, State of Arkansas, AR  [E] 
Alberto Jose Fossa, MDJ, Assessoria & Engenharia Consultiva, Brasil  [SE] 
  Rep. NFPA Latin American Section 
Richard G. Fredenburg, State of North Carolina, NC [E] 
Cesar E. Garza-Obregon, Gas Campanita, TX [IM] 
  Rep. Asociación Mexicana de Distribuidores de Gas 
Steven T. Gentry, Worthington Cylinder Corporation, OH  [M] 
  Rep. Compressed Gas Association 
Richard A. Hoffmann, Hoffmann & Feige, NY [SE] 
Stanley T. Kastanas, US Department of Transportation, MA [E] 
John W. King, Federated Mutual Insurance Company, MN  [I] 
Glenn Mahnken, FM Global, MA [I] 
Bill Mahre, Propane Technical Services, MN  [SE] 
Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC, IL [M] 
  Rep. National Propane Gas Association 
David W. Meyer, Gas Training & Development LLC, MN [SE] 
Gerry E. Misel, Jr., Georgia Gas Distributors, Inc., GA [IM] 
  Rep. National Propane Gas Association 
James T. Osterhaus, Railroad Commission of Texas, TX [E] 
Phani K. Raj, Technology & Management Systems, Inc., MA [SE] 
Phillip H. Ribbs, PHR Consultants, CA  [L] 
  Rep. California State Pipe Trades Council 
Matt Sigler, International Association of Plumbing & Mechanical Officials, 
CA [E] 
David J. Stainbrook, Engineered Controls International, LLC, NC  [M] 
Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association, IL [IM] 
Frank R. Volgstadt, Volgstadt and Associates, OH  [M] 
  Rep. Plastics Pipe Institute 
Thomas A. Wilson, City of Winter Park, FL  [E] 
  Rep. International Fire Marshals Association 
Leslie Woodward, Fairview Fittings & Manufacturing Inc., NY  [IM] 
  Rep. Canadian Propane Association 
William J. Young, Superior Energy Systems, Ltd., OH  [M] 

Alternates

Hugo Aguilar, International Association of Plumbing & Mechanical Officials, 
CA [E]
  (Alt. to Matt Sigler)
Joseph M. Bloom, Bloom Fire Investigation, OR  [SE]
  (Alt. to Bill Mahre)
Alexi I. Dimopoulos, ExxonMobil Corporation, VA  [M]
  (Voting Alt. to API Rep.)
James R. Freeman, III, Freeman Gas & Electric, Inc., SC [IM]
  (Alt. to Gerry E. Misel, Jr.) 
Wesley W. Hayes, Polk County Fire Services Division, FL  [E]
  (Alt. to Thomas A. Wilson) 
Swapan Kumar Hazra, GF Natural Gas LNG Ltd/CNG Technology Ltd., 
India  [U]
  (Alt. to Paul N. Bogan) 
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_______________________________________________________________ 
58-1 Log #39  Final Action: Accept
(2.3.5 and L.1.2.4)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International
Comment on Proposal No: 58-1
Recommendation: Revise the edition dates for the following ASTM Standards 
(no change proposed for any other referenced publication).
ASTM D2863 2010 2012
ASTM E119 2011 2012
ASTM E84 2011 2012b
Substantiation: Standards date update.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-2 Log #22  Final Action: Accept
(2.3.9)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John F. Bender, UL LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-5
Recommendation: Revise text as follows:
2.3.9 UL Publications. Underwriters Laboratories Inc., 333 Pfingsten Road, 
Northbrook, IL 60062-2096. 
ANSI/UL 21, Standard for LP-Gas Hose, 2007, Revised 2010. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 125, Standard for Flow Control Valves for Anhydrous Ammonia and 
LP-Gas (Other than Safety Relief), 2009, Revised 2010 2011. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 132, Standard for Safety Relief Valves for Anhydrous Ammonia and 
LP-Gas, 2007, Revised 2010. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 144, Standard for LP-Gas Regulators, 1999, Revised 2010 2012. 
[ROP-5] 
ANSI/UL 147A, Standard for Nonrefillable (Disposable) Type Fuel Gas 
Cylinder Assemblies, 2005, Revised 2009. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 147B, Standard for Nonrefillable (Disposable) Type Metal Container 
Assemblies for Butane, 2005, Revised 2008. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 514B, Standard for Conduit, Tubing, and Cable Fittings, 2004, 
Revised 2009. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 263 - add in this reference per above note 
ANSI/UL 567, Standard for Emergency Breakaway Fittings, Swivel Connectors 
and Pipe-Connection Fittings for Petroleum Products and LP-Gas, 2003, 
Revised 2010 2011. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 569, Standard for Pigtails and Flexible Hose Connections for 
LP-Gas, 1995, Revised 2009. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 623 263, Standard for Fire Tests of Building Construction and 
Materials, 2011. [ROP-1]
ANSI/UL 651, Standard for Schedule 40, 80, Type EB and A Rigid PVC 
Conduit and Fittings, 2011, Revised 2012. Schedule 40 and 80 Rigid PVC 
Conduit and Fittings, 2005, Revised 2009. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 1660, Standard for Liquid-Tight Flexible Nonmetallic Conduit, 2004, 
Revised 2008. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 1746, Standard for External Corrosion Protection Systems for Steel 
Underground Storage Tanks, 2007. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 1769, Standard for Cylinder Valves, 2006, Revised 2011. [ROP-5]
ANSI/UL 2227, Standard for Overfilling Prevention Devices, 2007, Revised 
2008 2009.
Substantiation: Correct the reference number indicated for ANSI/UL 623 to 
ANSI/UL 263 and relocate in numerical order. Update titles and revision dates 
to the most current edition of the referenced standards as indicated in this 
section and throughout the document. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-3 Log #23  Final Action: Accept
(2.3.10)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John F. Bender, UL LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-1
Recommendation: Revise text as follows:
2.3.10 UL Publications 
ANSI/UL 623 263, Standard for Fire Tests of Building Construction and 
Materials, 2011.
Substantiation: Correct the reference number for the subject standard. It is 
ANSI/UL 263, not 623.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.

_______________________________________________________________ 
58-4 Log #24  Final Action: Accept
(2.3.10)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John F. Bender, UL LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-6
Recommendation: Revise text as follows:
2.3.10 ULC Publications. Underwriters’ Laboratories of Canada ULC 
Standards, 7 Underwriters Road, Toronto, ON, Canada M1R 3B4AB [ROP-6]
CAN/ULC-S603.1-03, Standard for External Corrosion Protection Systems for 
Steel Underground Tanks for Flammable and Combustible Liquids, 2003 2011. 
[ROP-6]
Substantiation: Update name and address of ULC as indicated, as a global 
change. Update revision date to the most current edition for the referenced 
standard as indicated. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-5 Log #31a  Final Action: Accept
(3.3.x Facility Hose (New) )
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association / Rep. 
NPGA Technology, Standards and Safety Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-111
Recommendation: Add a new definition as follows:
Facility Hose: A hose and its couplings permanently installed for the purpose 
of unloading product from cargo tank motor vehicles in non-metered service 
into a bulk plant or industrial plant.
Substantiation: The actions taken by the NFPA Technical Committee on 
58-111 established a new requirement in NFPA 58 to provide automatic 
protection for bulk plant and industrial plant facility hoses used to unload cargo 
tank vehicles greater than 3,500 gallons in non-metered service.   
This comment intends to clarify the intent of the requirement, which is derived 
from the federal regulations contained in 49 CFR Part 173. In 6.18.2.6 (3), the 
term “passive shut off device” has been replaced by “without the need for 
human intervention” to more clearly describe the performance attribute that is 
required. In addition, we are proposing to define “facility hose” to remove any 
ambiguity from that term. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 24 Negative: 3 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: This definition is not needed. Please refer to my comment on 
58-58. 
   MORTIMER, F.: The plant owners have just made major upgrades at their 
plants due to code changes. No need to add this requirement. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: There are hoses and couplings permanently installed at 
bulk storage and industrial facilities that are also used for loading cargo tan 
motor vehicles in both metered and non-metered service. These hoses are also 
generally referred to as facility hoses, but are not included in this definition and 
are not otherwise defined. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-6 Log #70  Final Action: Reject
(3.3.10 Bulk Plant)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John W. King, Federated Mutual Insurance Company
Comment on Proposal No: 58-9
Recommendation: Reverse the action of the Committee.
Substantiation: There are farms with large propane containers that are not 
open to the public but are located where they are accessible to the public. 
Fencing may be needed at some of these facilities to help control a potential for 
tampering that could result in a release of product. The Code should not 
prohibit requiring operators of such facilities to install security fencing where it 
is clearly in the interest of public safety. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee disagrees with the submitter. Farms 
that are not open to the public are more likely to be closely supervised than 
farms that are open to the public. In addition, the code as modified does not 
prohibit the installation of security provisions at farms not open to the public. It 
simply doesn’t require it.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 22 Negative: 5 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   FREDENBURG, R.: The committee statement that “Farms that are not open 
to the public are more likely to be closely supervised than farms that are open 
to the public.” is a statement that shows the committee’s willingness to make 
general, unsupported statements. Farms open to the public will often have 
better supervision because of concerns for public safety and because of liability 
concerns. Farms not open to the public often have nobody within sight of the 
propane tank. The committee should refrain from making such broad, 
unsupported comments. 
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   HESS, G.: The assumption of the committee appears to be reversed. Fencing 
around farm tanks should be required unless the farm can show the AHJ that it 
is closely supervised. Many corporate farms in the midwest are large in 
geographic area and not closely supervised as the committee assumed. The 
standard should address some type of security for farms as some have a 
considerable quantity of propane in storage especially in the northern midwest. 
   KING, J.: The committee statement is incorrect in stating “the code as 
modified does not prohibit 
the installation of security provisions at farms not open to the public.” Please 
refer to 6.19.4.2 in the preprint for the proposed 2014 edition, which reads 
“Areas that include features required in 6.19.4.1.2 (2) shall be enclosed with a 
minimum 6 ft (1.8 m) high industrial type fence, chain-link fence, or equivalent 
protection. This requirement shall not apply to containers located at farms not 
open to the public.” Yes, a farmer may indeed fence their facility, but as written 
an AHJ is effectively prohibited from compelling them to do so even when it is 
obviously in the public interest. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: Security fencing is a basic layer of protection against 
unauthorized access to and tampering with LPG installations. The requirement 
for fencing should apply across the board. It appears the committee did reverse 
the action in comment 58-69. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: Bulk storage and industrial facilities are also installed on 
property in rural areas that are not open to the public. These facilities are often 
unattended and are required to be protected against tampering and vehicular 
damage. I disagree with the committee statement that farms are more likely to 
be closely supervised. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-7 Log #115  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(3.3.10 Bulk Plant and Industrial Plant)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-9
Recommendation: Change definitions of 3.3.10* and 3.3.31 as follows:
3.3.10* Bulk Plant. A facility that stores LP-Gas in ASME containers of 
more than 4000 gal water capacity more than 4000 gallons of LP-Gas prior 
to further distribution as a liquid for use at other facilities. 
3.3.32* 3.3.34* (New) Industrial Plant. A facility that stores LP-Gas in 
ASME containers of more than 4000 gal water capacity more than 4000 
gallons of LP-Gas for use at the facility or to distribute vapor to other 
facilities. 
Substantiation: Substantiation: ASME container capacity size for LP-Gas is 
measured in water capacity throughout NFPA 58. Also change the numbers in 
the Annex. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows:
   3.3.10* Bulk Plant. A facility that stores LP-Gas in containers of more 
than 4000 gal water capacity more than 4000 gallons of LP-Gas prior to 
further distribution as a liquid for use at other facilities. 
3.3.32* 3.3.34* (New) Industrial Plant. A facility that stores LP-Gas in 
containers of more than 4000 gal water capacity more than 4000 gallons of 
LP-Gas for use at the facility or to distribute vapor to other facilities.
Committee Statement: The committee removed the reference to ASME 
containers because Chapter 5 also recognizes API containers. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-8 Log #51  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(3.3.13 Concrete Pad)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-13
Recommendation: New text to read as follows:
3.3.13 Concrete Pad. A foundation for containers or dispensers that may 
consist of solid concrete blocks, a placed concrete slab, or a poured concrete 
foundation. 
Substantiation: “Concrete pads” is used in section 6.6.3.1 (G) but is not 
defined. A review of dictionary definitions of pads did not help to resolve the 
confusion caused by the use of the term. The definition shown here reflects the 
configuration used at a large number of dispenser installations. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Add new text to read as follows:
3.3.13 Concrete Pad. A foundation consisting of solid concrete or masonry 
blocks, a placed concrete slab, or a poured concrete foundation.
Committee Statement: The committee added masonry blocks to reflect other 
materials, and modified the wording to be consistent with the NFPA Manual of 
Style. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.

_______________________________________________________________ 
58-9 Log #1  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(3.3.13 Concrete Pad (New) )
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-13
Recommendation: Replace new proposed language with:
3.3.13 Concrete Pad. A foundation consisting of a rectangular element or strip 
of concrete laid as a single unjointed mass.
Substantiation: The substantiation provided by the proponent is accurate and 
credible. A definition of “concrete pad” is necessary for clarity. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Add new text to read as follows:
3.3.13 Concrete Pad. A foundation consisting of solid concrete or masonry 
blocks, a placed concrete slab, or a poured concrete foundation.
Committee Statement: The committee addressed the submitter’s concerns in 
58-8 (Log #51). 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-10 Log #7  Final Action: Reject
(3.3.18 Design Pressure)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Ronald R. Czischke, UL LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-68
Recommendation: Delete the following text:
3.3.18* Design Pressure. The maximum operating pressure and temperature 
anticipated for a piping system. [ROP 68]
A.3.3.18 Design Pressure. The design pressure of each component in a piping 
system shall not be less than the pressure at the most severe condition of 
coincident internal or external pressure and temperature (minimum and 
maximum) expected during service. [ROP-68]
Substantiation: A new pressure term “Design Pressure” will cause confusion 
with the existing pressure terms in the current code. “Service pressure” and 
“working pressure” are satisfactory terms. The word “minimum” is used 
because a higher rated component should be able to be used in a lower rated 
system. The pressure rating of pumps and bypass valves should be based upon 
the differential pressure setting. Using the word, “maximum” is not clear - it 
could mean in a fault condition which was not my intent of the original 
proposal. It was to be based upon the setting. The revised language is clearer 
on intent 
Summary: - delete definition of “design Pressure” along with annex material 
and replace “maximum design pressure rating” with “minimum service 
pressure rating” in 5.17.2.1, 5.17.2.2, and 5.17.3 and Table 5.17.2.1. Replace 
“maximum differential pressure produced” with “differential pressure setting”. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee disagrees that the definition is not 
needed. The committee modified the definition in Comment 58-11 (Log #108). 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-11 Log #108  Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part
(3.3.18 Design Pressure (New), 5.17.2, and 5.17.3)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-68
Recommendation: Insert (new) “3.3.18 Design Pressure” definition as 
follows: 
   3.3.18* Design Pressure The maximum operating pressure and temperature 
anticipated for a piping system.
   Insert “A.3.3.18” into the Annex.  
   A.3.3.18 The design pressure of each component in a piping system----------
expected during service.
Revise “5.17.2 Pumps” and (new) “5.17.3 Bypass Valves” as follows: 
5.17.2 Pumps. 
5.17.2.1 Pumps shall be designed for LP-Gas service.
5.17.2.2 5.17.2.1 The maximum design pressure rating for pumps shall be 
based upon the maximum differential pressure produced and shall be in 
accordance with Table 5.17.2.2 5.17.2.1..
5.17.2.3 5.17.2.2 Pumps that produce a differential pressure greater than 125 
psi shall be marked to indicate that a bypass valve is required in the piping 
system at the specified differential pressure.
   5.17.3 Bypass Valves. 
5.17.3.1 Bypass valves shall have a maximum design pressure in accordance 
with Table 5.7.2.2. 
5.17.3.2 5.17.3.1 If a bypass valve is installed in the system, it shall have a 
flow capacity equal to or greater than the pump in the system at the specified 
differential pressure. 
   (Renumber subsequent divisions) 
Substantiation: The requirements of “5.17.2 Pumps” are divided up into two 
paragraphs to comply with the NFPA Manual of Style and the requirements of 
(new) “5.17.3 Bypass Valves” are also divided up into two paragraphs to 
comply with the NFPA Manual of Style. 
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Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part
Revise text to read as follows:
3.3.18 Design Pressure. The maximum pressure at which the equipment or 
system is designed to operate. 
A.3.3.18 The design pressure of each component in a piping system shall not 
be less than the pressure at the most severe condition of coincident internal or 
external pressure and temperature (minimum and maximum) expected during 
service.
Committee Statement: The committee struck the annex material because the 
definition as modified is self-explanatory. The committee did not accept the 
modifications to the numbering in 5.17.2 because there was no justification to 
adding the word “maximum” in 5.17.2.2. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   MCTIER, S.: The Committee action as shown in the ROC is flawed as it 
states that “The committee did not accept the modifications to the numbering in 
5.17.2 because there was no justification to adding the word “maximum” in 
5.17.2.2. “Maximum” was added and accepted by the committee in the original 
ROP 58-68 Log #139 in 5.17.2.1 (now new 5.17.2.2) and was also shown in 
the pre-print. The reason for the change was to separate the subsection title 
from the text and renumber for consistency in the style of Chapter 5 where 
virtually all subsection titles were separated from the text except in two 
locations. Separation of section and subsection titles from the text is used 
throughout NFPA 58 with a few exceptions and it makes it easier for the user 
to find things and saves valuable time. The same reasons apply to 5.17.3 
Bypass Valves. I hope other members will change there vote to negative on this 
one if they have inadvertently voted to accept the present committee action. In 
the first part of 58-11 the Annex material A.3.3.18 was already accepted by the 
committee and is shown in the pre-print. 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-12 Log #114  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(3.3.60.7 Second Stage Regulator)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-18
Recommendation: 3.3.60.7 3.3.65.7 Second Stage Regulator
Revise definition as follows: 
3.3.60.7 3.3.65.7 (New) Second Stage Regulator. A pressure regulator for 
LP-Gas service designed to reduce first-stage regulator outlet pressure to 
appliance pressure to 14 in. w.c. (4.0 kPag) 0r less to the gas piping system 
that is installed to serve the connected appliances or the line pressure 
regulators where interconnected with the appliances.Substantiation: 
Removing the 14” water column requirement eliminates a conflict with the 
2011 Edition of 5.8.1.3 that currently calls out 16” water column or less. The 
NFPA Manual of Style states that definitions shall not contain requirements so 
the deletion of the phrase above meets this standard. The final underlined 
phrase clarifies the usage of the second stage regulator. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows: 
   3.3.60.7 3.3.65.7 (New) Second Stage Regulator. A pressure regulator for 
LP-Gas service designed to reduce first-stage regulator outlet pressure to 
appliance pressure to 14 in. w.c. (4.0 kPag) 0r less to the pressure required 
at the point of delivery. 
Committee Statement: The committee modified for clarity. The scope of 
NFPA 58 extends only to the point of delivery. Therefore, the pressure at the 
outlet of the second stage regulator should be that required at the point of 
delivery. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-13 Log #11  Final Action: Reject
(3.3.69.6 Positive Shut Off Valve)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-19
Recommendation: Modify new proposed language with: 
3.3.69.6 Positive Shut Off Valve. A manually operated shutoff valve that is 
intended to allow the user to shut off or prevent the flow of product and, in the 
closed position, does not allow the flow of product in either direction. 
Substantiation: Some valves in the closed position allow flow of product in 
one direction but not the other. Some valves in the closed position prevent flow 
of product in either direction but their intended purpose is other than allowing 
someone to stop or prevent the flow of gas. Some valves prevent the flow of 
product in either direction in the closed position but operate other than 
manually. The Committee disagrees a positive shut off valve is required to be a 
manual valve but any valve other than a manual valve with the same purpose 
should require a separate definition. The only positive shut off valve I can think 
of that is automatic might be those complying with API 607, Fire Test for Soft-
Seated Quarter Turn Ball Valves, as referenced in 5.7.4.2(I) where their 
intended use is in lieu of internal valves when container openings are not 
compatible with available internal valves. I ask the Committee to describe to 

me a positive shut off valve used in the scope of NFPA 58 that is not manually 
operated The changes are needed for clarity. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee disagrees that the valve must be 
manually operated. The addition of manual operation would be too restrictive. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-14 Log #71  Final Action: Reject
(3.3.77 Vehicular Barrier Protection (VBP) and A.3.3.77 (New) )
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John W. King, Federated Mutual Insurance Company
Comment on Proposal No: 58-21
Recommendation: Reverse the action of the Committee.
Substantiation: This definition is not needed. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The definition for vehicular barrier protection is 
needed to support modifications in the mandatory text of the code. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: This definition is not needed. Please refer to my comment on 
58-46. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-15 Log #113  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(4.3.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-22
Recommendation: Replace “over 2000 gal (7.6 m3 )” with “over 4000 gal 
(15.1 m3 )” individual water capacity in the first line of 4.3.1.
Substantiation: Stationary bulk plant and industrial plant container 
installations now start at over 4000 gal water capacity as shown in paragraph 
5.7.4.2 and are defined in 3.3.10* and 3.3.32* 3.3.34*.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
   Revise text to read as follows: 
   4.3.1 Stationary Installations. Plans for stationary installations utilizing 
storage containers of over 2000 gal (7.6 m3) individual water capacity, or with 
aggregate water capacity exceeding 4000 gal (15.1m3), and all rooftop 
installations of ASME containers shall be submitted to the authority having 
jurisdiction by the person or company that either installs or contracts to have 
the containers installed, before the installation is started. [See also 
6.19.11.1(F).] 
Committee Statement: The committee agrees that plans should not be 
required for stand-alone containers with capacity of 4000 gallons or less 
because such containers are generally used in vapor service. Therefore, the 
hazard is not increased due to the size of the tank. The increased hazard 
addressed by this section is related to frequent liquid line connection and 
disconnection. The committee removed the reference to individual water 
capacity because, by definition, an installation with a single container greater 
than 4000 gallons inherently has an aggregate capacity of more than 4000 
gallons. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Comment on Affirmative: 
   MCTIER, S.: Even though I disagree with the final sentence of the 
committee action, I am voting to accept 58-15. The final sentence is as follows: 
“The committee removed the reference to individual water capacity because, 
by definition, an installation with a single container greater than 4000 gallons 
inherently has an aggregate capacity of more than 4000 gallons. 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-16 Log #75  Final Action: Accept
(4.4)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association / Rep. 
NPGA Technology, Standards and Safety Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-24
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
   4.4* Qualification of Personnel. 
   4.4.1 Persons whose duties fall within the scope of this code shall be 
provided with training that is consistent with the scope of their job activities 
and that includes proper handling and emergency response procedures. 
   4.4.2 Persons whose primary duties include transporting LPGas, transferring 
liquid LP-Gas into or out of stationary containers, or installing making 
stationary systems installations shall complete training that includes the 
following components: 
   (1) Safe work practices 
   (2) The health and safety hazards of LP-Gas 
   (3) Emergency response procedures 
   (4) Supervised, on-the-job training 
   (5) An assessment of the person’s ability to perform the job duties assigned 
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Substantiation: The term “stationary installations” is a defined term in NFPA 
58 (3.3.70, Preprint) and therefore this proposal will add clarity to this 
important paragraph on training requirements. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-17 Log #3  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(4.4.3)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Michael S. Boggs, North Carolina Propane Gas Association
Comment on Proposal No: 58-24
Recommendation: Add text to read as follows:
4.4.3 Refresher training shall be provided at least every three years. Refresher 
training shall review important concepts but concentrate on changes in 
procedures, requirements, or applications that affect the employee’s primary 
duties that fall within the scope of this document.
Substantiation: Refresher training is not clearly defined, except for the 
statement in the Annex that allows for refresher training to be less intensive 
than the original training. This lack of definition has thwarted efforts by the 
industry to develop a training module to assist marketers in meeting this 
requirement. The industry has no guidelines on how to meet this requirement 
and what information should be included in the refresher training.  
Without further direction by the committee, each AHJ will determine what the 
requirements for refresher training will be. Depending on local regulations, this 
can result in mandated training based on personal perceptions which may or 
may not be accurate, leading to a confusing and inconsistent interpretation 
within the industry. A clear description of the required training will allow a 
national organization, such as PERC, to develop a consistent, updated, and 
legally vetted training module.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows: 
4.4.3* Refresher training shall be provided at least every three years. 
A.4.4.3 Refresher training should review important concepts but concentrate on 
changes in procedures, requirements, or applications that affect the employee’s 
primary duties that fall within the scope of this document.
Committee Statement: The existing mandatory text is acceptable for the code 
requirements. The proposed text is more appropriate as annex material. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-18 Log #52  Final Action: Reject
(4.7 and A.4.7)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-27
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
Reverse the action of the committee to reject proposal 58-27 and accept it. 
Substantiation: The committee statement supporting the rejection of 58-27 
indicates that the committee does not understand the situation in some states. 
There are some states that have essentially no active propane inspection 
program. If a state has one, fine, as long as they inspect every plant each 5 
years. But, if there is no program or if the AHJ does not inspect every bulk 
plant and industrial plant as this proposal requires, then who will tell it to do 
so? Who will verify that required safety equipment is present and operating 
properly? Who will make sure that the operating procedures and maintenance 
procedures are followed? If the site receives no inspection and procedures are 
not followed, everyone who goes near the site is placing themselves at a risk 
that they may not recognize. Conversely, if the plant owner/operator has 
someone meeting the qualifications of the annex statement perform an 
inspection, then they can point to that inspection as their intent to meet the 
requirements and provide a safe environment. The likelihood of ever having an 
incident is probably reduced. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee continues to disagree that a 
requirement is needed for independent inspections because it is the 
responsibility of the AHJ to inspect facilities and ensure compliance with all 
requirements of the code. In addition, there is no mechanism to identify such 
inspectors as competent in the use and application of the code. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   FREDENBURG, R.: The committee continues to place the responsibility for 
inspecting facilities on AHJs, even if some locations do not have active AHJs 
or active inspection programs. The statement during the meeting that 
essentially means that there have not been significant problems at large plants 
ignores the potential problems that could exist where large quantities of fuel 
are stored. The Iowa turkey farm BLEVE and the release of the entire contents 
of the site in Sanford, NC, show that failing to perform inspections of critical 
components can result in significant events. Concerning identifying inspectors 
to perform these inspections, proper training with programs such as CETP and 

with documents such as the PERC Operations and Maintenance Handbook can 
easily provide certification of the ability to ensure compliance with the rules. 
   HESS, G.: I disagree that it is solely the responsibility of the AHJ to ensure 
compliance with the code. This is the age of personal responsibility not 
governmental. I also am not convinced that the inspection needs to be done by 
a third party. However the requirement that an audit/inspection be done every 5 
years for any facility that has more than 4000 gallons water capacity to review 
compliance with this code is a good one, especially considering how frequently 
it changes. As long as the audit/inspection is documented it can be done by the 
operator, AHJ or a qualified 3rd party.  
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-19 Log #34  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(5.2.4.4)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Theodore C. Lemoff, TLemoff Engineering
Comment on Proposal No: 58-31
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
5.2.4.4* ASME engine fuel and mobile containers shall either have:
1. A MAWP of 312 psig (2.2 MPag) or higher where installed in enclosed 
spaces of vehicles. 
2. A MAWP of 312 where installed outside of passenger vehicles.
3. A MAWP of 250 psig where installed outside of non-passenger vehicles.
Substantiation: Proposal 58-31, rejected by the NFPA 58 committee, proposed 
that ASME engine fuel and mobile containers installed outside a vehicle have a 
design pressure of 250 psig, rather than the 312 psig currently required for all 
ASME engine fuel and mobile containers. 
Proposal 58-31 intended to correct an error of simplification made by the 
committee in the 2001 edition. The committee did this by accepting proposal 
58-131 (to the 2001 edition) with editorial revisions. The submitter’s 
substantiation stated: 
Increasing the required working pressure to 312.5 psi from 250 psi will be a 
conservative approach to resolving the conflict. 
Prior to the 2001 edition, engine fuel and mobile containers installed in 
enclosed spaces of vehicles were required to have a 312 psig design pressure, 
while mobile containers installed outside of vehicles needed a 250 psig design 
pressure. The change was made to resolve a conflict with NFPA 1192, which 
required a 312 psig design pressure for all RV engine fuel and mobile 
containers. When this change was made no consideration was given to other 
vehicles (such as flame cultivation, road surfacing, and oilfield vehicle) which 
store propane in ASME containers for use on the vehicle). Some of these 
vehicles use containers larger than 110 gallons w.c., which is believed to be the 
largest size 312 psig container offered. Any larger containers must be custom 
designed and manufactured - in low volume with correspondingly higher cost. 
“Standard” sized 250 psig propane containers are manufactured in large 
volumes and “custom” sized are manufactured in low volume. When the 
change was made in the 2001 edition it was noted that there would not be a 
significant cost premium if all the engine fuel and mobile containers were 312 
psig, as the increased metal cost was low.  
NFPA 58 and NFPA 1192 should have the same requirement for container 
pressure design, but it is noted that RV’s normally use 30 gallon containers, 
and not 250 or 500 gallon containers.  
Proposal 58-31, as revised in this comment, is reasonable and should be 
accepted to allow ASME containers with a 250 psig design pressure to be 
installed outside of non-passenger vehicles. Applications such as flame 
cultivation offer the opportunity to expand the use of propane. By requiring 
custom designed containers for flame cultivation and other valid uses the 
expanded use of propane is made more difficult due to the higher cost of the 
container, with no corresponding safety benefit.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows: 
5.2.4.4* ASME engine fuel containers and mobile containers shall have a 
MAWP of 312 psig. 
5.2.4.5* ASME mobile containers shall be in accordance with one of the 
following: 
1. A MAWP of 312 psig (2.2 MPag) or higher where installed in enclosed 
spaces of vehicles. 
2. A MAWP of 312 psig where installed on passenger vehicles. 
3. A MAWP of 250 psig where installed on the exterior of non-passenger 
vehicles. 
[Renumber subsequent] 
A.5.2.4.4 A.5.2.4.5 ASME mobile fuel containers constructed prior to April 1, 
2001, were required to have a maximum allowable working pressure (MAWP) 
of 250 psig (1.7 MPag). 
Committee Statement: The committee separated engine fuel and mobile 
containers into separate paragraphs for clarity. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 24 Negative: 3 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   HESS, G.: I concur with Mr. Mortimer. 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-19. 
   MORTIMER, F.: The higher set to relief of 312 should be retained. No study 
has been shown to make this change. 
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_______________________________________________________________ 
58-20 Log #112  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(5.2.5.4 and 5.2.5.5)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-32
Recommendation: Revise the text in 5.2.5.4* and 5.2.5.5 as follows:
5.2.5.4* ASME containers of more than 125 gal through 4000 gal (0.5 m3 
through 15.2 m3) water capacity in other than bulk plant and industrial 
occupancies” shall be provided with an opening for an actuated liquid 
withdrawal excess-flow valve with a connection not smaller than ¾ in. (19 
mm) national pipe thread (NPT). 
5.2.5.5 ASME containers of more than 2000 gal (7.6 m3) 4000 gal (15.2 m3) 
water capacity shall have an opening for a pressure gauge. 
Substantiation: We have made this change in several other locations because 
the ASME 125 gal water capacity container is equivalent in capacity to the 420 
lb cylinder propane capacity and does not require an actuated liquid withdrawal 
excess-flow valve. 
Bulk Plants and Industrial Plants have been clearly defined and the 
requirements have been accepted by the Committee in Proposal 58-9. These 
facilities shall have ASME containers greater than 4000 gallons water capacity 
and do not require actuated liquid withdrawal excess-flow valves.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows: 
   5.2.5.4* ASME containers of 125 126 gal through 2000 4000 gal (0.5 m3 
through 15.2 m3) water capacity in other than bulk plant and industrial 
occupancies” shall be provided with an opening for an actuated liquid 
withdrawal excess-flow valve with a connection not smaller than ¾ in. (19 
mm) national pipe thread (NPT). 
5.2.5.5 ASME containers of more than 2000 gal (7.6 m3) 4000 gal (15.2 m3) 
water capacity shall have an opening for a pressure gauge. 
Committee Statement: The committee clarified that the containers required to 
have ALWEFV openings are greater than 125 gal water capacity.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 23 Negative: 4 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   HESS, G.: I concur with Mr. Mortimer. 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-20. 
   MORTIMER, F.: This is not a change that should be made. There are 2000 
gallon containers that need to have the pressure gauge opening. No reason in 
the substantiation is given to make this change. This is not only effecting bulk 
plants. 
   WILSON, T.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-20. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-21 Log #26  Final Action: Reject
(5.2.6.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kelly Nicolello, Western Regional Fire Code Development 
Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-33
Recommendation: Revise text to read:
   5.2.6.1 Cylinders of 1000 lb (454 kg) water capacity [nominal 420 lb (191 
kg) propane capacity] or less shall incorporate protection against physical 
damage to cylinder appurtenances and immediate connections to such 
appurtenances when not in use by either any of the following means:
   (1) A ventilated cap 
   (2) A ventilated collar 
(3) A cylinder valve providing inherent protection as defined by DOT in 49 
CFR 173.301 (H) (3).
Substantiation: We agree with the original proposal and when not in use 
should be stricken. The committee statement is incorrect as many of the same 
issues occur during storage and the protection should be provided during that 
time. Even when not in use, precautions need to be taken so the cylinder and 
appurtenances do not incur damage which could cause a hazard upon its next 
use. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: Protection can’t be provided on cylinders that are in 
service because the design requires that the cap be removed in order to make 
the connection. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-22 Log #111  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(5.7.2.2 and 5.7.2.3)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-34
Recommendation: Revise 5.7.2.2 by adding the text from new subparagraph 
5.7.2.2.1 to 5.7.2.2 and deleting 5.7.2.2.1 and revising 5.7.2.3 by adding the 
text from 5.7.2.3.1 as follows: 
5.7.2.2 Cylinders shall be equipped with pressure relief valves as required by 
DOT regulations and the rated capacity of the pressure relief valves (CG-7) 
shall meet the minimum flow requirements for a liquefied gas as defined in 

CGA Publication S-1.1. 
5.7.2.3 Composite cylinders shall not be equipped with fusible plugs 
Cylinders shall not be solely equipped with C-2 or CG-3 fusible plugs as 
defined in CGA Publication S-1.1 and a combination device containing a 
pressure relief valve (CG-7) with 2120 F fuse metal (CG-3) shall be 
permitted. 
Substantiation: Combining the text into two paragraphs meets the 
requirements of the NFPA Manual of Style. It also eliminates the use of the 
five digit number subparagraph that is only used on definitions in the present 
NFPA 58. Capital letters in parentheses are used throughout NFPA 58 for 
subparagraphs. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows: 
5.7.2.3 Cylinders shall not be solely equipped with C-2 or CG-3 fusible plugs 
as defined in CGA Publication S-1.1. 
5.7.2.3.1 A composite cylinder shall be permitted to be equipped with a 
combination device containing a pressure relief valve (CG-7) with 212ºF fuse 
metal (CG-3). shall be permitted.
Committee Statement: The committee did not accept merging the 
requirements because it violates the NFPA Manual of Style. The committee 
modified 5.7.2.3.1 to specify that only composite cylinders are permitted to be 
equipped with the combination device. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Abstain: 1
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Abstention: 
   MCTIER, S.: The present text in NFPA 58 states in 5.7.2.3 the following: 
“Composite cylinders shall not be equipped with fusible plugs”. Because one 
manufacturer of composite cylinders installed a fusible element in the cylinder 
relief valve that would melt in a fire and would accelerate the discharge 
through the relief valve, we wrote in all of this text for NFPA 58 that is 
probably not needed. I admit that It is not very clear and understandable as 
written, but I would change my ballot accept if we substituted “(A)” for 
“5.7.3.2.1”. We have been using parenthetical capital letters for subparagraphs 
for a very long time except in definitions. Why do we have to insert a new 5 
digit subparagraph instead of an (A) that confuses the system that we use in 
NFPA 58? 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-23 Log #53  Final Action: Reject
(5.7.3.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-35
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
Reverse the committee action to reject and approve the following change. 
5.7.3.2* Cylinders requalified after September 30, 1998, shall be equipped with 
a listed overfilling prevention device and a fixed maximum liquid level gauge, 
sized in accordance with 7.4.3.2(A) or Table 5.7.3.2, prior to being filled.
Substantiation: Table 5.7.3.2 is a compilation of examples of what might meet 
the requirements of 7.4.3.2(A). It clearly does not list all of the possible 
cylinder configurations. It is helpful information, if you happen to find your 
size cylinder listed. Helpful information belongs in the annex. Even with the 
listing in the table, a manufacturing change could cause the information to be 
in error. The code requirements chapters are not the place to have information 
that could be wrong or outdated. This should be either annex material or be 
supplemental information provided in the handbook. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee reaffirms their action and statement on 
Proposal 58-35. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   FREDENBURG, R.: Table 5.7.3.2 can never recognize all of the different 
configurations cylinders can take. As such, it is a short list of some of the 
cylinders presently in use. It does contain some useful information, but it is not 
exhaustive and may actually be wrong if atypical cylinders are developed. 
Having it as mandatory material is not in keeping with the goals of a standards 
document. The table would be entirely appropriate in the annex or as 
supplemental information in the handbook, where its limitations could be 
recognized. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-24 Log #109  Final Action: Accept
(Table 5.7.4.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-42
Recommendation: Table 5.7.4.1 Corrections to Table 5.7.4.1 are as follows:
   Appurtenance Column / Row I - Change ”[See 5.7.4.1(F).]” to “[See 
5.7.4.1(B)(7)(a) or (b)]”.
Column 1 / Row E – Change “[See 5.7.4.1(D)(9).]” to “[See 5.7.4.1(B)(10)]”.
   Column 2 / Row D – Change “[See 5.7.4.1(B)]” to [“See 5.7.4.1(A)]”.
Column 2 / Row G – Change “[See 5.7.4.1(3), (4), and (5)]” to “[See 
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5.7.4.1(B) (3), (4), and (5)]”.
Column 3 / Row D – Delete “[See 11.4.1.11 for an exception for DOT 
cylinders used on industrial trucks]” .
Column 3 / Row F – Change “[See 5.7.4.1(D)(6).]” to “[See 5.7.4.1(B)(6)]”.
Note c – Delete 5.7.4.1(B) in Note c as it is now covered in 5.7.4.1(A) only.
Substantiation: The first covered four items are changed to comply with the 
latest version of 5.7.4.1. The fifth item deletes the statement because there are 
no exceptions to the pressure relief valves on the industrial trucks and this has 
been corrected in several other locations as full internal and flush-type full 
internal pressure relief valves are required on all of the industrial truck 
containers. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Comment on Affirmative: 
   MCTIER, S.: We may have a lot of numbering changes to make based on 
what happens in 58-25 below  
 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-25 Log #110  Final Action: Reject
(5.7.4.1 through 5.7.4.4)
_______________________________________________________________ 
  This comment is reported as “Reject” as it did not receive the 2/3 
affirmative vote.
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-41
Recommendation: It was agreed to combine proposals 58-38, 58-39, 58-40, 
58-41, 58-42, 58-43, and 58-46 that were either accepted, accepted in part, 
accepted in principle, accepted in principle in part and are assembled into one 
proposal to cover most of Section 5.7.4 in a revised proposal 58-41 as follows:
5.7.4.1 Containers of 4000 gal (15.2 m3) water capacity or less shall comply 
with the following:  
(A) Underground ASME containers, ASME containers originally equipped 
with external pressure relief valves, and ASME containers with a capacity 
not greater than 125 gal (.5 m 3 ) water capacity where the pressure relief 
valves are permitted to be part of multiple function valves shall be 
permitted to be equipped with external pressure relief valves.
(B) ASME containers having a propane capacity not greater than 100 gal (0.45 
m3) shall be permitted to have an external pressure relief valve. The relief valve 
shall be permitted to be part of a multiple-function valve.  
(C) Containers of 2001 gal through 4000 gal (7.6 m3 through 15.1 m3) water 
capacity in bulk plant and industrial plant service shall be fitted with valves 
and other appurtenances in accordance with 5.7.4.2. 
(D) (B) Containers in other than bulk plant or industrial plant service shall be 
fitted with valves and other appurtenances in accordance with 5.7.8.1, Table 
5.7.4.1 and the following: 
   (1) Shutoff, filler, check, and excess-flow valves for ASME containers shall 
comply with ANSI/UL 125, Standard for Valves for Anhydrous Ammonia and 
LP-Gas (Other than Safety Relief). 
   (2) Shutoff valves used on DOT cylinders shall comply with ANSI/UL 1769, 
Cylinder Valves. 
   (3) Containers of more than 125 gal through 4000 gal (0.5 m3 through 15.2 
m3) water capacity shall be provided with an actuated liquid withdrawal excess-
flow valve with a connection not smaller than ¾ in. NPT (19 mm) and the 
container connection shall not be smaller than 3/4 in. NPT (19 mm). 
   (4) An actuated liquid withdrawal excess-flow valve shall not be required on 
container connections equipped for liquid withdrawal with a positive shutoff 
valve that is located as close to the container as practical in combination with 
an excess-flow valve installed in the container connection. 
   (5) The actuated liquid withdrawal excess-flow valve shall not be connected 
for continuous use unless the valve is recommended by the manufacturer for 
such service. 
   (6) An overfilling prevention device shall not be required for engine fuel 
cylinders used on industrial (and forklift) trucks powered by LP-Gas or for 
engine fuel cylinders used on vehicles (including floor maintenance machines) 
having LP-Gas–powered engines mounted on them. 
   (7) A filler valve shall incorporate one of the following: 
   (a) Double backflow check valves of the spring-loaded type 
   (b) Manual shutoff valve with an internal backflow check valve of the 
spring-loaded type 
   (c) Combination single backflow check valve of the spring-loaded type and 
an overfilling prevention device designed for containers 
   (8) Manual shutoff valves in vapor service shall be equipped with one of the 
following: 
   (a) An orifice between the container contents and the shutoff valve outlet, not 
exceeding 5/16 in.(8 mm) in diameter, and an approved regulator directly 
attached, or attached with a flexible connector to the manual shutoff valve 
outlet 
   (b) An excess-flow valve
   (9) Overfilling prevention devices shall be required on cylinders having 4 lb 
through 40 lb (1.8 kg through 18 kg) propane capacity for vapor service. (See 
5.7.3.) 
   (10) Cylinders greater than 40 lb through 100 lb (18 kg through 45 kg) 

propane capacity filled by volume shall have a fixed maximum liquid level 
gauge. 
   (11) Full internal pressure relief valves or flush-type full internal pressure 
relief valves shall be installed in multiple function valves that are used on 
single opening cylinders used in industrial truck service and shall have the 
springs and guiding mechanisms on the container pressure side of the seats 
, so that the springs and guiding mechanisms shall not be exposed to the 
atmosphere.  
   (12) Multiple function valves installed on single opening cylinders used in 
industrial truck service shall meet the following requirements: 
(1) (a) The multiple function valve in accordance with 5.7.2.14 shall have the 
full internal or flush-type full internal pressure relief valve exchanged with a 
replacement multiple function valve that incorporates the full internal or 
flush-type full internal pressure relief valve described in 5.7.4.1(J) 5.7.4.1(B)
(11) or 5.7.4.1(B)(12). 
(2) (b) The multiple function valve with the full internal or flush-type full 
internal pressure relief valve shall be permitted to have the means to be 
replaced without removing the multiple function valve from the cylinder. 
(3) (c) The multiple function valve shall incorporate an internal excess flow 
valve installed inside the container for the liquid or vapor withdrawal service 
valve outlet. 
(4) (d) The multiple function valve shall incorporate a weak section on the 
service valve outlet connection. 
(5) (e) The multiple function valve shall incorporate an internal excess flow 
valve installed inside the container that shall not restrict the flow to the full 
internal or flush-type full internal pressure relief valve.
(6) (f) The multiple function valve shall be listed. 
   5.7.4.2 ASME containers greater than 4000 gal (15.2 m3) water capacity shall 
be equipped fitted with valves and other appurtenances in accordance with 
5.7.4.2(A) through 5.7.4.2(I) (G) and Table 5.7.4.2.
Table 5.7.4.2 Delete all of Column 2 of Table 5.7.4.2 as it covers 2001 gal 
through 4000 gal water capacity containers that are no longer allowed for bulk 
plant and industrial plant service as shown above in 5.7.4.2. 
5.7.4.3 Delete 5.7.4.3 as it is confusing and not needed as we no longer 
separately address containers from 2000 gal through 4000 gal water capacity. 
Plus they are no longer considered a bulk plant or industrial plant as shown in 
5.7.4.2 
   “5.7.4.3 Appurtenances used on inlet and outlet connections of containers 
larger than 2000 gal through 4000 gal (7.6 m3) through (15.1 m3) water 
capacity shall be in accordance with 5.7.4.1. Appurtenance requirements for 
inlet and outlet connections of containers in bulk plants and industrial plant 
service shall be in accordance with Table 5.7.4.2. (Original proposal)
5.7.4.3 ASME containers of 2001 gal through 4000 gal (7.6 m3) through 15.1 
m3) water capacity used for bulk plants and industrial plants shall be fitted with 
valves and other appurtenances in accordance with Table 5.7.4.2. (New 
Committee proposal).
5.7.4.3 5.7.4.4 ASME containers over 4000 gal (15.2 m3 ) water capacity 
shall also be equipped with the following appurtenances: 
(1) An internal spring-type-----------------------relief valve (See Annex E) 
   (2) A fixed maximum liquid level gauge 
   (3) A float gauge------------------------gauges 
   (4) A pressure gauge 
   (5) A temperature gauge 
5.7.4.4 5.7.4.5 The appurtenances specified in Table 5.7.4.1 and 5.7.4.3 shall 
comply with the following: 5.7.4.4 5.7.4.5 (1) through (5) and also to 
5.7.4.4(6) 5.7.4.5(6) after correcting it in the first line by replacing “(see 
3.3.73.5 Internal Valve)” 
   (1) Manual shutoff valves---------------service conditions 
   (2) Excess-flow check valves------------by the manufacturer
   (3) Excess-flow valves -------------------equalization of pressure 
   (4) Excess-flow valves-----------------at 100 psig (690 kPag) 
   (5) Backflow check valves-----------------stopped or reversed 
   (6) Internal valves (see 3.3.73.5 Internal Valve) (see 3.3.75.5) either 
manually-------positive shutoff valves 
Substantiation: The requirements in the original subparagraph (B) have been 
incorporated into subparagraph (A). The original subparagraph (C) has been 
deleted as bulk plants and industrial plants under the new accepted paragraph 
5.7.4.2 by the NFPA 58 Committee indicates that bulk plants and industrial 
plants shall have a storage capacity of more than 4000 gal water capacity.  
   We are recommending the deletion of Column 2 in Table 5.7.4.2 as bulk 
plants and industrial plants are defined in 5.7.4.2 as plants that shall require 
ASME containers greater than 4000 gal water capacity. The appurtenance 
requirements for containers that are 4000 gal water capacity or less are found 
in Table 5.7.4.1 The changes in Table 5.7.4.1 occurred in the 2001 Edition of 
NFPA 58. The column in the original Table 5.7.4.1 covered containers sized at 
2000 gal water capacity or less. This container capacity was 2000 gal water 
capacity or less in this Column 2 in the 1998 Edition. 
   The recent NFPA Special Task Force agreed that a 4001 gal water capacity 
container is the minimum size for a bulk plant or industrial plant; therefore, 
containers of 2001 through 4000 gal water capacity are not used for bulk plants 
and industrial plants. This was the intent of the committee when the container 
capacity was changed to 4000 gal water capacity in Table 5.7.4.1 in the 2001 
Edition of NFPA 58. The intent was not addressed in many other places and is 
now being addressed to comply with the meaning of this concept. As a result, 
we can now formally delete present 5.7.4.3 as we have finally agreed that 
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individually installed containers that are not greater than 4000 gal water 
capacity are not bulk plants or industrial plants. This is the reason that many 
more corrections on container sizing are being made to paragraphs, 
subparagraphs, and tables to put the 2014 Edition up to date.  
   The changes for all of the water capacity of the container sizes finally 
updates the requirements of Table 5.7.4.1 and Table 5.7.4.2. 
   The intent of the original change in the 2001 Edition was to increase the 
container size for bulk plants and industrial plants to over 4000 gal water 
capacity and it was finally covered in the 2004 Edition of NFPA 58 in 
paragraph 5.7.7.2 and 5.7.7.3. The texts of 5.7.7.2 and 5.7.7.3 are as follows: 
5.7.7.2 ASME containers over 4000 gal (15.2 m3) water capacity shall be 
equipped in accordance with 5.7.7.2(A) through 5.7.7.2(G) and Table 5.7.7.3. 
5.7.7.3 Appurtenances used on inlet and outlet connections of containers larger 
than 2000 gallons water capacity through 4000 gallons water capacity shall be 
in accordance with Table 5.7.7.1. Appurtenance requirements for inlet and 
outlet connections of containers in bulk plant and industrial plant service shall 
be in accordance with Table 5.7.7.3. Table 5.7.7.1 was the Table for “----Other 
than Bulk Plants and Industrial Plants” and Table 5.7.7.3 was the Table for 
“---------Container Installations for Bulk Plants and Industrial PLants “. 
   We have inserted “full internal” in front of “pressure relief valve(s)” in 
5.7.4.1(B)(11) and inserted “flush-type full internal” in front of “pressure relief 
valves” in 5.7.4.1 (B)(12) as they are referenced in several locations. The first 
requirements for full internal and flush-type full internal pressure relief valves 
on all engine fuel applications using ASME containers and cylinders goes back 
to the 1980’s. These requirements continue to remain in the 2011 Edition of 
NFPA 58. New proposed 5.7.4.1(B)(11) for the 2014 Edition of NFPA 58 states 
that the pressure relief valve shall be a full internal pressure relief valve or new 
5.7.4.1.(B)(12) states that the pressure relief valve shall be a flush-type full 
internal pressure relief valve and both are clearly permitted for engine fuel 
applications. 
Correcting proposals 58-43 (Log # 136), 58-152 (Log #142), and 58-158 (Log 
#143) have already been addressed to clarify that single opening industrial 
truck service cylinders are not an exception for the continued use of full 
internal or flush-type full internal pressure relief valves. Full internal type 
pressure relief valves are already being sold, listed, and used on single opening 
industrial truck service cylinders.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Keep text as shown in the ROP Pre-Print except as follows: 
(B) ASME containers having a propane water capacity not greater than 100 125 
gal (0.45 m3) shall be permitted to have an external pressure relief valve. The 
external pressure relief valve shall be permitted to be part of a multiple-
function valve. 
(3) Containers of 125 126 gal through 4000 gal (0.5 m3 through 15.2 m3) water 
capacity shall be provided with an actuated liquid withdrawal excess-flow 
valve with a connection 
not smaller than 3⁄4 in. NPT (19 mm) and the container connection shall not be 
smaller than 3⁄4 in. NPT (19 mm). 
Committee Statement: The committee retained the majority of the pre-print 
text because it is clearer than the proposed modifications. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 15 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   BOGAN, P.: I agree with Sam McTier. 
   BURNELL, D.: I agree with Mr. McTiers’ comments. 
   DIMOPOULOS, A.: Although the modifications to 5.7.4.1 are acceptable, it 
was the intent of the committee to accept the changes made in the rest of the 
comment. Those changes are needed in order to avoid conflicts in other parts of 
the code. Please see S. McTier’s negative ballot comment for additional details.  
   FREDENBURG, R.: There is a reasonable doubt that the comment was 
properly acted upon. Not sure if it was a documentation error or improper 
consideration by the committee. Either way, there is a reasonable possibility 
that the document will be inconsistent if left the way it is documented now. It 
appears that a NITMAM is the proper way to make the code correct when it is 
published. 
   HOFFMANN, R.: I feel the issue needs to be revisited. 
   KING, J.: Several concerns have been voiced indicating the committee action 
may inadvertently create a conflict with other provisions in NFPA 58. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: I agree with the 58-25 ballot comment of S. McTier. 
   MAHRE, B.: I agree with the comments made by Sam McTier. 
   MCTIER, S.: We have found many problems with the changes that were 
made by the committee by sending everything back to the pre-print version of 
5.7.4.1 through 5.7.4.4exceptfor5.7.4.1 (B) and (D)(3). We are presently 
discussing several ways to review this proposal and make the necessary 
corrections if needed. We have presently make the necessary corrections if 
needed. We have presently made a comparison table of the pre-print version 
and the comment version of each individual paragraph to make sure that all 
changes are clear and accurate. 
The comparison table with comments is shown below. 
Individual Change Substantiation for 58-25 Log # 110 vs. the Pre-Print 
The pre-print version of 5.7.4.1 through 5.7.4.4 plus its new additions versus 
the 58-25 Log #110 proposal version approved by NPGA and submitted by me 
with comments to correct the text are shown below with substantiation. I 
should have done a better job of explaining the reasons and the differences 
between the two versions initially. This water over the dam, so let us move 

forward to compromise and solve these problems that have been created. 
The following will show the present pre-print version versus the new comment 
version as shown in 58-25 (Log#110) that has been recommended and the 
substantiation for each change. 
(Pre-print version) 5.7.4.1 Containers of 4000 gal (15.1 m3) water capacity or 
less shall comply with the following:  
(Comment version) 5.7.4.1 Containers of 4000 gal (15.2 m3) water capacity or 
less shall comply with the following: 
Substantiation: No action is needed other than using (15.2 m3) throughout for 
both 4000 and 4001 gal water capacity as both versions are using the same text 
other than (15.2 m 3 ) water capacity.  
(Pre-print version) (A) Underground containers and containers originally 
equipped with external pressure relief valves shall be permitted to have 
external pressure relief valves. 
(Comment version) (A) Underground ASME containers, ASME containers 
originally equipped with external pressure relief valves, and ASME containers 
with a capacity not greater than 125 gal (0.5 m3) water capacity where the 
pressure relief valves are permitted to be a part of a multiple-function valve 
shall be permitted to be equipped with external pressure relief valves.  
Substantiation: First, this requirement covers ASME containers and does not 
apply to cylinders. Containers and cylinders are both defined in “Chapter 3 
Definitions” along with the definition for ASME Container. The definition for 
Container is located in 3.3.13 and is as follows: “Any vessel, including 
cylinders, tanks, portable tanks, and cargo tanks, used for the transporting or 
storing of LP-Gases”. This is the reason that we have added “ASME” before 
“containers”.  
(Pre-print version original) (B) ASME containers having a propane capacity not 
greater than 100 gal (0.45 m3) shall be permitted to have an external pressure 
relief valve. The external pressure relief valve shall be permitted to be part of a 
multi-function valve. 
(Pre-print version - new) (B) ASME containers having a propane water 
capacity not greater than 100 125 gal (0.45 m3) shall be permitted to have an 
external pressure relief valve. The external pressure relief valve shall be 
permitted to be part of a multiple-function valve. 
NOTE #1 : We can only guess that Denise used me to correct the flawed pre-
print text where ASME container capacity was defined in propane gallons 
rather than water capacity gallons that has been used throughout NFPA 58 for 
at least 65 years.  
Note #2: I would be happy to separate the final phrase in the comment version 
of (A) or the new pre-print version of (B) to solve the first problem area. ing  
Substantiation: This compromise should make everybody happy and Denise 
can make the choice.  
(Pre-print version) (C) Containers of 2001 gal through 4000 gal (7.6 m3 
through 15.1 m3) water capacity in bulk plant or industrial plant service shall 
be fitted with valves and other appurtenances in accordance with 5.7.4.2. 
(Comment version) Subparagraph (C) is deleted as it is in conflict with 5.7.4.2 
that addresses bulk plants and industrial plants only.  
Substantiation: Paragraph 5.7.4.2 and Table 5.7.4.2 address bulk plants and 
industrial plants that have been clearly defined and shall be greater than 4000 
gal water capacity ever since the 2004 Edition of NFPA 58. New definitions of 
bulk plants and industrial plants in ROC 58-7 (Log #115) have further clarified 
this requirement along with the conclusions of the NFPA 58 Bulk Tank Task 
Force. I cannot compromise on this based on paragraph 5.7.4.2 and the Bulk 
Plant Task Force. 
(Pre-print version) (D) Containers in other than bulk plant and industrial plant 
service shall be fitted with valves and other appurtenances in accordance with 
Table 5.7.4.1 and the following: 
(Comment version) (C) (B) Containers in other than bulk plant and industrial 
plant service shall be fitted with valves and other appurtenances in accordance 
with 5.7.8.1, Table 5.7.4.1 and the following: 
Substantiation: The addition of 5.7.8.1 that covers “Container Appurtenance 
Installation” is the only difference between the pre-print and the comment 
version and you can remove the reference if one wants to do it. The number 
(D) will become a new (C).  
(Pre-print version original) (D)(3) Containers of 125 gal through 4000 gal ------
-----than 3/4 in. NPT (19 mm). 
(Pre-print version new) (C)(3) (D)(3) Containers of 126 gal through 4000 gal---
----------(19 mm). 
(Comment version) (B)(3) Containers of more than 125 gal through 4000 gal---
----(19 mm). 
Substantiation: Since subparagraphs (B) will probably accepted and the original 
(C) should be deleted as shown above, one should change (D)(3) to (C)(3) and 
change “more than 125 gal to 126 gal water capacity. 
(Pre-print version) (D)(8)(a) Orifice between the container contents and the 
shutoff valve outlet, not exceeding 5/16 in. (8 mm) in diameter, and an 
approved regulator directly attached, or attached with a flexible connector, to 
the manual shutoff valve outlet 
   (D}(8)(b) Excess-flow valve 
(Comment version) (C)(8)(a) (B)(8)(a) An orifice------------------------------------
-------manual shutoff valve outlet. 
 
(C)(8)(b) (B)(8)(b) An excess flow valve 
 
Substantiation: Change (B)(8)(a) and (B)(8)(b) to (C)(8)(a) and (C)(8)(b) in the 
comment version.. The indefinite article “an” is added before “orifice” and 
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“excess-flow valve” in the comment versions as they are words beginning with 
a vowel sound and are used throughout NFPA 58. 
(Pre-print version) (D)(11) Pressure relief valves installed in multiple function 
valves in single opening cylinders used in industrial truck service shall have the 
springs and guiding mechanism on the container pressure side of the seats, so 
that the springs and guiding mechanism shall not be exposed to the atmosphere.  
(Comment version) (C)(11) (B)(11) Full internal pressure relief valves or flush-
type full internal pressure relief valves shall be installed in multiple function 
valves that are used on single opening cylinders used in industrial truck service 
and shall have the springs and guiding mechanisms on the container pressure 
side of the seats so that the springs and guiding mechanisms shall not be 
exposed to the atmosphere. 
Substantiation: The comment version adds both the “full internal” and the 
“flush-type full internal” pressure relief valves. Internal relief valves are 
required in all engine fuel applications in NFPA 58. Change the comment 
version to (C)(11) for  Final Action.  
(Pre-print version) (D)(12)(a) The multiple function valve in accordance with 
5.7.2.14 shall have the pressure relief valve exchanged with the replacement of 
the multiple function valve that incorporates the pressure relief valve described 
in 5.7.4.1(D)(11). 
(Comment version) (C)(12)(A) (B)(12)(a) The multiple function valve in 
accordance with 5.7.2.14 shall have the full internal or the flush-type full 
internal pressure relief valve exchanged with a replacement of the multiple 
function valve that incorporates the full internal or flush-type full internal 
pressure relief valve described in 5.7.4.1(C)(11) or 5.7.4.1(C)(12). 
Substantiation: The comment version covers the requirement for the full 
internal or flush-type full internal pressure relief valve valves for use in 
industrial truck service. 
(Pre-print version) (D)(12)(b) The multiple function valve pressure relief valve 
shall be permitted to have the means to be replaced without removing the 
multiple function valve from the cylinder. 
(Comment version) (C)(12)(b) (B)(12)(b) The multiple function valve with the 
full internal or flush-type full internal pressure relief valve shall be permitted to 
have the means to be replaced without removing the multiple function valve 
from the cylinder. 
Substantiation: The comment version also clarifies the requirement for the full 
internal and flush-type full internal pressure relief valve for use in industrial 
truck service a third time. 
(Pre-print version) (D)(12)(c) The multiple function valve shall incorporate an 
internal excess flow valve for the liquid or vapor withdrawal service valve 
outlet. 
(Comment version) (C)(12)(c) (B)(12)(c) The multiple function valve shall 
incorporate an internal excess flow valve installed inside the container for the 
liquid or vapor withdrawal service valve outlet. 
Substantiation: The text is changed in the comment version because the excess 
flow valve is in the dip tube and does not meet the definition of an internal 
excess flow valve. This is the reason that “internal” is deleted and “inside the 
container” is used. 
(Pre-print version) (D)(12)(e) The multiple function valve shall incorporate an 
internal excess flow valve that shall not restrict the flow to the pressure relief 
valve. 
(Comment version) (C)(12)(e) (B)(12)(e) The multiple function valve shall 
incorporate an internal excess flow valve installed inside the container that 
shall not restrict the flow to the full internal or the flush-type full internal 
pressure relief valve. 
Substantiation: The text is changed in the comment version because the excess 
flow valve is in the dip tube and does not meet the definition of an internal 
excess flow valve. This is the reason that “internal” is deleted and “inside the 
container” is used. “Full internal” and “flush-type full internal” are added in 
front of pressure relief valve for fourth time for clarity. 
(Pre-print version) Table 5.7.4.2 No action was taken on the Pre-print 
(Comment version) Table 5.7.4.2 Delete all of Column 2 of Table 5.7.4.2 as it 
covers 2001 gal through 4000 gal water capacity containers that are no longer 
allowed for bulk plant and industrial plant service as shown above in 5.7.4.1 
and 5.7.4.2. 
Substantiation: The comment version in paragraph 5.7.4.2 clearly limits bulk 
plants and industrial plants to containers greater than 4000 gal water capacity. 
(Pre-print version) 5.7.4.3 ASME containers of 2001 gal through 4000 gal (7.6 
m3 through 15.1 m3) used for bulk plants and industrial plants shall be fitted 
with valves and other appurtenances in accordance with Table 5.7.4.2. 
(Comment version) Delete 5.7.4.3 as shown above in the pre-print as paragraph 
5.7.4.2 clearly limits bulk plants and industrial plants to containers greater than 
4000 gal water capacity. 
Substantiation: The comment version in paragraph 5.7.4.2 clearly limits bulk 
plants and industrial plants to containers greater than 4000 gal water capacity; 
therefore, the comment version above should be accepted. 
Pre-print version)  
5.7.4.4 ASME containers over 4000 gal (15.2 m3) water capacity shall also be 
equipped with the following appurtenances: 
(1) An internal spring-------------------relief valve (See Annex E) 
(2) A fixed maximum liquid level gauge 
(3) A float gauge --------------------gauges 
(4) A pressure gauge 
(5 A temperature gauge 
(Comment version)  

5.7.4.3 5.7.4.4 ASME containers over 4000 gal (15.2 m3) water capacity shall 
also be equipped with the following appurtenances: 
(1) An internal spring-------------------relief valve (See Annex E) 
(2) A fixed maximum liquid level gauge 
(3) A float gauge --------------------gauges 
(4) A pressure gauge 
(5 A temperature gauge 
Substantiation: Replace previously deleted 5.7.4.3 with present 5.7.4.4 
(Pre-print version) 
5.7.4.5 The appurtenances specified in Table 5.7.4.1 and 5.7.4.3 shall comply 
with the following: 
(1) Manual shutoff valves -----------------service conditions 
(2) Excess-flow check-----------------------------by the manufacturer 
(3) Excess-flow valves-----------------------------equalization of pressure 
(4) Excess-flow valves---------------------------at 100 psig (690 kPag) 
(5) Backflow check valves-----------------------stopped or reversed 
(6) Internal valves (see 3.3.75.5 Internal Valve), either -------positive shutoff 
valves 
(Comment version)  
5.7.4.4 5.7.4.5 The appurtenances specified in Table 5.7.4.1 and 5.7.4.3 shall 
comply with the following: 
(1) Manual shutoff valves -----------------service conditions 
(2) Excess-flow check-----------------------------by the manufacturer 
(3) Excess-flow valves-----------------------------equalization of pressure 
(4) Excess-flow valves---------------------------at 100 psig (690 kPag) 
(5) Backflow check valves-----------------------stopped or reversed 
(6) Internal valves (see 3.3.75.5 Internal Valve), either -------positive shutoff 
valves 
Substantiation: Replace 5.7.4.5 with 5.7.4.4 
Make the necessary corrections if needed. We have presently made a 
comparison table of the pre-print version and the comment version of each 
individual paragraph to make sure that all changes are clear and accurate. 
   MISEL, JR., G.: It was the intent of the committee to accept the changes 
made in the rest of the comment. those changes are needed to avoid conflicts in 
other parts of the code. 
   MORTIMER, F.: Although the modifications to 5.7.4.1 are acceptable, I 
believe it was the intent of the committee to accept the changes made in the 
rest of the comment. Those changes are needed in order to avoid conflicts in 
other parts of the code. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: I agree with Mr. McTier and the others voting negative on 
the initial ballot. 
   STAINBROOK, D.: The modifications to 5.7.4.1 are acceptable, however it 
was the intent of the committee to accept the changes made in all of the 
comment. All of these changes are needed in order to avoid conflicts in other 
parts of the code. 
   SWIECICKI, B.: Although the modifications to 5.7.4.1 are acceptable, I 
believe it was the intent of the committee to accept the changes made in the 
rest of the comment. Those changes are needed in order to avoid conflicts in 
other parts of the code.  
   WOODWARD, L.: The changes in 5.7.4.2 through 5.7.4.4 are needed to 
make the code consistent - i.e. changes to 2000 gal wc to 4000 gal wc. The 
committee action with regards to 5.7.4.1. is correct. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-26 Log #13  Final Action: Reject
(5.7.4.4)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-47
Recommendation: Accept the revised text submitted by proponent.
Substantiation: The substantiation provided is true & credible. In the real 
world, fixed maximum liquid level gauges are rarely used when transferring 
product into storage containers at bulk plants either via railcar or transport. 
Suppose an AHJ comes across a container at a bulk plant that does not have a 
fixed maximum liquid level gauge but has a variable liquid level gauge. 
Requiring a container that could be valued in the tens of thousands of dollars to 
be removed from service because it doesn’t have a valve that is basically 
unnecessary is extremely unreasonable. Requiring a container to be flared off 
to install an unnecessary valve is unreasonable as well. Large containers are 
less likely to be overfilled. Large containers heat up slower during daylight 
hours and the potential to become liquid packed is less likely. Using a variable 
liquid level gauge and temperature gauge is sufficient to prevent large 
containers from being overfilled.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee reaffirms the original action because 
all containers over 4,000 gallons are required to be equipped with a fixed 
maximum liquid level gauge. Any containers without such a gauge are not in 
compliance with the code. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
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_______________________________________________________________ 
58-27 Log #14  Final Action: Reject
(5.7.5.3)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-47
Recommendation: Accept the revised text submitted by proponent.
Substantiation: The substantiation provided is true & credible. In the real 
world, fixed maximum liquid level gauges are rarely used when transferring 
product into storage containers at bulk plants either via railcar or transport. 
Suppose an AHJ comes across a container at a bulk plant that does not have a 
fixed maximum liquid level gauge but has a variable liquid level gauge. 
Requiring a container that could be valued in the tens of thousands of dollars to 
be removed from service because it doesn’t have a valve that is basically 
unnecessary is extremely unreasonable. Requiring a container to be flared off 
to install an unnecessary valve is unreasonable as well. Large containers are 
less likely to be overfilled. Large containers heat up slower during daylight 
hours and the potential to become liquid packed is less likely. Using a variable 
liquid level gauge and temperature gauge is sufficient to prevent large 
containers from being overfilled.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee reaffirms the original action because 
all containers over 4,000 gallons are required to be equipped with a fixed 
maximum liquid level gauge. Any containers without such a gauge are not in 
compliance with the code. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-28 Log #76  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(5.7.8.4, 6.6.6, A.5.7.8.4(A), and A.6.6.6.1(H))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association / Rep. 
NPGA Technology, Standards and Safety Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-52
Recommendation: Modify NFPA 58 “LP-Gas Code” as follows:
5.7.8.4 Connections to ASME containers installed underground shall be located 
within a substantial dome, housing, or manhole and shall have a cover.
(A)* Underground containers shall be installed so that all connections for hose 
and any opening through which there can be a flow the point of discharge from 
pressure relief devices, or pressure regulator vents are located above the normal 
maximum water table to prevent the entrance of water.
A.5.7.8.4 (A) The requirement is intended to ensure that the point of discharge 
and hose connection points will not become submerged by ground water during 
normal operations. It does not require the installation to resist flooding 
conditions that may occur. 
6.6.6 Installation of Underground and Mounded Containers. 
   6.6.6.1 ASME container assemblies intended for underground installation, 
including interchangeable aboveground–underground container assemblies, 
shall be installed underground in accordance with 6.6.6.1(A) through 
6.6.6.1(O). 
(H)* The discharge of the regulator vent shall be above the highest probable 
water level located to prevent the entrance of water.
A.6.6.6.1 (H) See A.5.7.8.4(A).
Substantiation: The original proposal was reworded to clarify its intent and 
incorporate text that is more performance oriented than what is currently in the 
code. Depending on the location of the installation, the ground water table will 
vary and therefore the installer should be given the latitude to make the 
installation at whatever elevation achieves the desired result of preventing the 
connection points for hoses and the discharge points for relief valves and 
regulator vents from becoming submerged by water during normal operation. 
   Regulator vents were removed from 5.7.8.4 as they are covered in 6.6.6.1(H). 
The striking of “substantial” in 5.7.8.4 is needed because that is a vague and 
unenforceable term.  
   Striking the phrase “opening through which there can be a flow” is needed 
because the relief valve body has a drain hole which is intended to allow water 
flow but which is located substantially lower than the relief valve discharge, 
making it impractical to achieve compliance in many installations. 
   Please note that the reason for the rejection of Proposal 58-52 is not valid 
because the proposal does not address the elevation of the dome installation or 
the spatial relationship between the dome and the relief valve or regulator vent 
discharges.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows: 
   5.7.8.4 Connections to ASME containers installed underground shall be 
located within a substantial dome, housing, or manhole and shall have a cover.
(A)* Underground containers shall be installed so that all connections for hose 
and any opening through which there can be a flow the point of discharge from 
pressure relief devices, or pressure regulator vents are located above the normal 
maximum water table. 
A.5.7.8.4 (A) The requirement is intended to ensure that the point of discharge 
and hose connection points will not become submerged by ground water during 
normal operations. It does not require the installation to resist flooding 
conditions that may occur. 
6.6.6 Installation of Underground and Mounded Containers. 

6.6.6.1 ASME container assemblies intended for underground installation, 
including interchangeable aboveground–underground container assemblies, 
shall be installed underground in accordance with 6.6.6.1(A) through 
6.6.6.1(O). 
(H)* The discharge of the regulator vent shall be above the highest probable 
water level.
A.6.6.6.1 (H) See A.5.7.8.4(A).
Committee Statement: The committee retained the reference to normal 
maximum water table because the text “to prevent the entrance of water” is 
vague and unenforceable. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-29 Log #6  Final Action: Reject
(Table 5.17.1.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Ronald R. Czischke, UL LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-66
Recommendation: Revise this table to correlate with ROP-68 paragraph 
5.17.2.1 
 

5.17.1.2 Service Pressure Rating 
Fluid Pressure Equipment Minimum 

Service Design Pressure 
Rating 

LP-Gas Liquid ≤250 psig (1.7 MPag) 250 psig (1.7 MPag) 
 >250 psig (1.7 MPag) 350 psig (2.4 MPag or the 

anticaped perssue, 
whichever is greater  In 
accordance with 5.17.2.1 

 

Substantiation: The committee did not take action on my original proposal in 
the 3rd line of the table. In my opinion the phrase “or the anticipated pressure, 
whichever is greater” is vague. This table should refer to Table 5.17.2.1 which 
is more clear on intent. 
Further, as I stated in my comment to ROP-68, the code does not need a new 
pressure term “design pressure”. Service Pressure is a satisfactory term. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The term “design pressure” is defined and used 
consistently throughout the code. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-30 Log #35  Final Action: Reject
(5.17.1.3)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Theodore C. Lemoff, TLemoff Engineering
Comment on Proposal No: 58-67
Recommendation: Accept proposal 58-67.
Substantiation: Proposal 58-67 would have eliminated test that is duplicated 
in a table. Specifically the text in 5.17.1.3 which lists materials and the 
standards they must comply with for LP-Gas equipment is duplicated in Table 
5.17.1.3. These requirements are of interest to code enforcers, installers, and 
manufacturers of equipment. The requirements are more easily understood in 
table form. 
The intent of this comment is to reduce redundant text which appears adjacent 
to a table with the same words for this straightforward subject. The committee, 
in its reason for rejection stated “The committee retains the text because it is 
valuable and beneficial”. I agree that the information is valuable, but why is it 
needed twice? 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee retains both the table and text because 
both are valuable and beneficial. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   FREDENBURG, R.: It is interesting to see how the committee decides in 
one place to keep duplicate material and in another (Comment 58-15) scorns 
duplication. The committee has acted in the past to remove duplicated material, 
keeping the format that is easier to understand (Table 6.3.8, for instance. Look 
in the 1998 edition at section 3-2.2.2 to see what was deleted in favor of Table 
3-2.2.2(d).). This also helps to prevent requirements that contradict, such as 
when one of the places gets revised and the other does not. 
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_______________________________________________________________ 
58-31 Log #9  Final Action: Reject
(5.17.2.1 and 5.17.2.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Ronald R. Czischke, UL LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-68
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
5.17.2.1 The minimum maximum design service pressure rating for pumps and 
bypass valves shall be based upon the maximum differential pressure setting 
produced and shall be in accordance with Table 5.17.2.1. [ROP- 68CA]
 

5.17.2.2 Pumps that produce a differential pressure greater than 125 psi shall 
be marked to indicate that a bypass valve is required in the piping system. (See 
6.18.2.3.) [ROP-68CA] 
Substantiation: A new pressure term “Design Pressure” will cause confusion 
with the existing pressure terms in the current code. “Service pressure” and 
“working pressure” are satisfactory terms. The word “minimum” is used 
because a higher rated component should be able to be used in a lower rated 
system. The pressure rating of pumps and bypass valves should be based upon 
the differential pressure setting. Using the word, “maximum” is not clear - it 
could mean in a fault condition which was not my intent of the original 
proposal. It was to be based upon the setting. The revised language is clearer 
on intent 
Summary: - delete definition of “design Pressure” along with annex material 
and replace “maximum design pressure rating” with “minimum service 
pressure rating” in 5.17.2.1, 5.17.2.2, and 5.17.3 and Table 5.17.2.1. Replace 
“maximum differential pressure produced” with “differential pressure setting”. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee retained the definition for “design 
pressure” and the term is used consistently throughout the code. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-32 Log #10  Final Action: Reject
(5.17.3)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Ronald R. Czischke, UL LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-68
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
5.17.3 Bypass Valves. Bypass valves shall have a maximum design minimum 
service pressure rating in accordance with Table 5.17.2.1. [ROP-68CAj
Substantiation: A new pressure term “Design Pressure” will cause confusion 
with the existing pressure terms in the current code. “Service pressure” and 
“working pressure” are satisfactory terms. The word “minimum” is used 
because a higher rated component should be able to be used in a lower rated 
system. The pressure rating of pumps and bypass valves should be based upon 
the differential pressure setting. Using the word, “maximum” is not clear - it 
could mean in a fault condition which was not my intent of the original 
proposal. It was to be based upon the setting. The revised language is clearer 
on intent 
Summary: - delete definition of “design Pressure” along with annex material 
and replace “maximum design pressure rating” with “minimum service 
pressure rating” in 5.17.2.1, 5.17.2.2, and 5.17.3 and Table 5.17.2.1. Replace 
“maximum differential pressure produced” with “differential pressure setting”. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee retained the definition for “design 
pressure” and the term is used consistently throughout the code. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-33 Log #45  Final Action: Reject
(5.21.4)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Glenn Mahnken, FM Global
Comment on Proposal No: 58-69
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows:
5.21.4.4 (renumber subsequent sections) Manufacturer’s instructions for tank 
heaters shall include a maintenance manual and directions for proof-testing the 
functionality of the limit controls required in 5.21.4.5, 5.21.4.6, 5.21.4.12 and 
5.21.4.13. 

Substantiation: Requiring Manufacturer’s instructions to include a 
maintenance manual will help ensure proper maintenance of the heater, also 
compliance with 14,2,3,1.  
Requiring a testing procedure will help ensure that the limit controls are tested 
periodically in a safe and reliable manner. 
Note: subsections referred to for limit controls are currently (2011 edition) : 
5.21.4.4, 5.21.4.5, 5.21.4.11 and 5.21.4.12.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee rejected the comment because 
manufacturers currently provide operating instructions. Tests as described in 
the comment using an improper procedure or resulting in failure of such a test 
could result in additional hazards, not increased safety. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   MAHNKEN, G.: The user is required to have a maintenance manual for all 
equipment (at bulk plant and industrial plants) per 14.3.2. The “Operating 
instructions” referred to in the committee substantiation are not a maintenance 
manual. The tank heater manufacturer is responsible for providing a 
maintenance manual. The committee statement is self contradictory with the 
committee action. Of course safe test procedures have to be followed! 
Providing safe designs and proper procedures for testing the functionality of 
limit controls is the responsibility of the heater manufacturer.  
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-34 Log #107  Final Action: Accept
(5.22)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-71
Recommendation: Revise the three requirements of “5.2.2 5.22.2 Vehicle Fuel 
Dispensers” into three paragraphs to comply with NFPA Manual of Style as 
follows: 
5.22 Vehicle Fuel Dispensers.  
5.22.1 The dispenser shall have a maximum design pressure rating equal to or 
greater than the maximum discharge pressure from the pump , and bypass 
valve, if provided. 
5.22.2 5.22.1 The maximum design pressure and all equipment downstream 
from the pump shall be in accordance with Table 5.17.2.1.
5.22.3 5.22.2 The maximum design pressure for the dispenser shall be visibly 
marked on the outside of the dispenser. 
Substantiation: New requirements are revised to meet the requirements of the 
NFPA Manual of Style. The style in NFPA 58 is to leave subsection titles 
separate from the text so that the text starts in the paragraphs. The above is an 
example of how to make the change. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-35 Log #77  Final Action: Accept
(5.22.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association / Rep. 
NPGA Technology, Standards and Safety Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-71
Recommendation: Delete the following text:
   5.22.2 The maximum design pressure rating for the dispenser shall be visibly 
marked on the outside of the dispenser.
Substantiation: There is no safety or technical reason to require this marking. 
The design specifications for the dispenser will have been evaluated and 
approved in advance of its installation and there is no benefit for an emergency 
responder or the autogas customer to know what the maximum design pressure 
rating of the dispenser is. This is an example of a regulation that incurs a cost 
but provides no benefit. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   MAHNKEN, G.: Information available at the time of installation may be lost 
as time goes on. By requiring the maximum design pressure rating to be 
marked on the dispenser, we can help ensure that unsafe arrangements are not 
introduced if the system is modified in the future. The dispenser will have a 
nameplate in any event. It doesn’t seem like an excessive cost to require the 
pressure rating to be marked on the nameplate. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-36 Log #106  Final Action: Reject
(6.3.1 through 6.3.4)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-72
Recommendation: 6.3.1 Aboveground Containers 
6.3.1.1* In the last line of 6.3.1.1* delete Table 6.4.4.9 as recommended in 
ROP 58-79. 

Table 5.17.2.1 Maximum Allowable Working Minimum Service 
Pressure Rating for Pumps and Bypass Valves [ROP-68CA] 

Maximum Differential Pressure 
Setting Produced (psi) 

Equipment Minimum Service
Design Pressure Rating (psig) 

≤125 350 
>125 ≤150 375 
>150 ≤200 400 

>200 200 + maximum differential 
pressure setting 
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6.3.1.2 Change “2001 gal (7.6 m3)” to “4001 gal (15.2 m3)” to update container 
sizing as discussed in 5.7.4.1, Table 5.7.4.1, 5.7.4.2, and Table 5.7.4.2. 
6.3.1.3 Change “2000 gal (7.6 m3)” to “4000 gal (15.2 m3)” to also update.
6.3.2.1 Change “2001 gal (7.6 m3)” to “4001 gal (15.2 m3)” to also update.
Table 6.3.1.1 Make the following editorial changes as follows:
 
   Column “gal” – Change “<125d “ to <125c “. 
   Change “2,000” to “4000”. 
   Change “2001” to 4001”. 
 
   Column “m3 “ Change ”<0.5d“ to <0.5c. 
   Change “7.6” to “15.2” twice. 
 
   Column “Aboveground Containers” “ft” 
   Change “0e “ to “0d “. 
   Change “25f “ to “25e “. 
 
   Column “Aboveground Containers b “ 
   Delete “b” in the title above as “b” has been deleted as 6.3.4.5 has been 
deleted and the following notes have been revised accordingly. The Notes c, d, 
e, f should be re-lettered b, c, d, e and replace the present c, d, e, f in Table 
6.3.1.1. As a result Column “Between Containers c ” becomes “Between 
Containers b “. 
Substantiation: The present paragraph 6.3.4.5 in the 2011 Edition has been 
deleted by the Committee in ROP 58-75 Log #2, and therefore, should be 
deleted in the notes and the notes should be re-lettered. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: There is no technical substantiation for allowing a 
4,000 gallon wc tank to be installed 10 feet from a building. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   MCTIER, S.: The committee action on this proposal rejected all of 58-36. 
The committee statement was as follows: 
There is no technical substantiation for allowing a 4000 gallon wc tank to be 
installed 10 ft from a building. This statement is a perfect example of how a 
requirement can be misunderstood. The small “a” that represented a note that 
was overlooked was the culprit. If one looks carefully at the “Mounded and 
Underground Containers dual column in Table 6.3.1.1, one will find a small “a” 
just above the “s” in containers. This indicates a Note “a” that is underneath 
Table 6.3.1.1 on the left hand side of the table.  
This note states (See 6.3.4) that is now corrected in the pre-print to (See 6.3.2). 
Subsection 6.3.2 text is as follows: “Minimum distances for underground or 
mounded ASME containers 2001 gal through 30,000 gal (7.6 m3 through 114 
m3) water capacity incorporating all of the provisions of Section 6.27 shall be 
reduced to 10 ft (3 m)”. Paragraph 6.27.2.1 states as follows: “Where all of the 
provisions of Section 6.27 are complied with, the minimum distances from 
important buildings and the line of adjoining property that can be built upon to 
underground and mounded ASME containers of 2001 gal through 30,000 gal 
(7.6 m3 through 114 m3) water capacity shall be reduced to 10 ft. Since this 
column references 6.27 the substantiation for underground and mounded 
containers are allowed to be within 10 ft of the buildings, etc. with ASME 
containers all the way through through 30,000 gal water capacity. The 
committee statement has received its substantiation and the committee 
statement should be removed. The other items in the proposal are the deletion 
of Table 6.4.4.9 and 6.3.4.5. The note letters must also be redone with the 
deletion of 6.3.4.5. We trust that these changes will be covered by staff even 
though this proposal has been rejected. 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-37 Log #17  Final Action: Reject
(6.3.8)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-73
Recommendation: Accept the proposal language which is extracted language 
that existed in NFPA 58 prior to the 1992 edition or reject the proposal in its 
entirety. 
Substantiation: The Explanation of Negative by Richard Fredenburg is 
correct. The Committee has misunderstood my concerns as the proponent. I 
request the Committee not accept in principle. 
The language I proposed existed in NFPA 58 prior to the 1992 edition and the 
Committee has provided no substantiation why it was removed. 
ASME container relief valve points of discharge should not be regulated the 
same as DOT cylinder relief valves and the Committee is ignoring the expert 
commentary by Wibur L. Walls in the original LP-Gas Code Commentary 
which explains the different hazard potentials and explains why ASME 
container relief valve points of discharge are not allowed under buildings. 
International Fire Code continues to carry this language and accepting the 
Committees proposal would create conflict with IFC. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee disagrees that ASME containers should 
be treated differently from cylinders of a similar size. If the container is 
exposed to fire, the practical time difference between the start-to-discharge 

pressures of the pressure relief valves is negligible. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 22 Negative: 5 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   FREDENBURG, R.: The committee still did not address the concern raised 
by the proponent of proposal 58-73, which was to restrict the discharge of 
relief valves in or under buildings. The committee comments for their action on 
the proposal and for their action on the comment never addressed the 
proponents concern that allowing the discharge to be under a building is not 
safe. 
   HESS, G.: I concur with Mr. Fredenburg and Mr. King. 
   KING, J.: There are no facts supporting the contention of the committee. 
Therefore, this change should not be adopted. ASME containers should not be 
installed beneath buildings. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: I agree with the comment substantiation. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: I agree with Mr. King’s comment on the initial ballot. In 
the next cycle, consideration should be given to including the egress 
requirements of NFPA 101 in the current 6.3.7. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-38 Log #68  Final Action: Reject
(6.3.8 (New) )
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John W. King, Federated Mutual Insurance Company
Comment on Proposal No: 58-73
Recommendation: Reverse the action of the Committee.
Substantiation: ASME containers should not be installed beneath buildings 
regardless of their capacity given the lower set-to-discharge pressure of the 
relief device (i.e., 250 psig for most ASME containers in service) compared to 
that of relief devices on DOT cylinders (i.e., 375 psig). Under fire conditions 
the lower set-to-discharge pressure could significantly increase the difficulty of 
bringing a fire under control once gas begins to discharge, or make it 
impossible to control a fire involving the structure. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee disagrees that ASME containers should 
be treated differently from cylinders of a similar size. If the container is 
exposed to fire, the practical time difference between the start-to-discharge 
pressures of the pressure relief valves is negligible. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 22 Negative: 5 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   HESS, G.: I concur with Mr. Wilson, Mr. King and Mr. Mahnken. 
   KING, J.: There are no facts supporting the contention of the committee. 
Therefore, this change should not be adopted. ASME containers should not be 
installed beneath buildings. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: I agree with the comment substantiation. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: I agree with Mr. King’s comment on the initial ballot. In 
the next cycle, consideration should be given to including the egress 
requirements of NFPA 101 in the current 6.3.7. 
   WILSON, T.: I agree with the submitter on this item. Fighting a LP tank fire 
under a building the end result would be a total loss of the structure. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-39 Log #105  Final Action: Accept
(6.4)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-76
Recommendation: Revise 6.4.5 by removing the text from 6.4.5 that is the 
title and insert the text in new 6.4.5.1 as follows:
6.4.5 Structure Requirements.  
   6.4.5.1 Structures such as fire walls, fences, earth or concrete barriers 
-----------------------unless specifically allowed.  
   We can further meet the Manual of Style by also renumbering sub-paragraphs 
(1), (2), (3), and (4) to paragraphs 6.4.5.2, 6.4.5.3, 6.4.5.4 and 6.4.5.5. and 
removing “as follows” at the end of 6.4.5.1*.  
Substantiation: The above text meets the requirements of the Manual of Style 
and is easily understood. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-40 Log #46  Final Action: Reject
(6.4.5.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Glenn Mahnken, FM Global
Comment on Proposal No: 58-77
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
6.4.5.2 Storage of Ccombustible materials shall not be stored within 10 feet of 
a container be separated from containers as indicated by the fire safety analysis 
described in 6.25.3, regardless of container size, for new and existing 
installations.
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Substantiation: Proper separation distance for stored combustible materials 
depends on many factors, especially the amount and type of material and 
accessibility for fire fighting. For example, stationary containers have been 
found located with outdoor storage of baled waste paper, which makes fire-
fighting more difficult and hazardous. For another example, a 100 lb container 
stored 10 ft away from an idle pallet storage area would be a hazard to fire 
fighters and any property in the vicinity. There is no one-size-fits-all distance. 
Separation distance from combustible storage is a site specific decision that is 
best handled under the provisions of the fire safety analysis - for all containers. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee does not believe that a fire safety 
analysis should be required for all installations.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   MAHNKEN, G.: The specified minimum 10 ft separation from combustible 
materials will not be sufficient in many cases, as I stated in the proposal. The 
location of all LPG containers and cylinders should be managed and controlled 
to ensure that emergency responders are not hindered or faced with increased 
hazards in event of a fire in nearby combustible materials. This hazard can be 
effectively managed as part of the fire safety analysis. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-41 Log #27  Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part
(6.4.5.2 and A.6.4.5.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kelly Nicolello, Western Regional Fire Code Development 
Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-77
Recommendation: Revise text to read:
6.4.5.2* Combustible materials shall not be allowed to accumulate or stored 
within 10 feet of a container. 
   A.6.4.5.2 Clearance is required between combustible materials and propane 
containers in order to minimize the effects of fires on the container. The 
requirement to maintain separation between the container and accumulated or 
stored combustible materials is needed so that an accumulation of materials 
that may represent a hazard to the container does not occur. The term “stored” 
is intended to denote materials that are purposely placed. Vegetation of any 
type located near or under the container is not considered to be a hazard.
Substantiation: We agree with the negatives from the committee members. 
The accumulation of combustible is just as much as a hazard as stored 
materials and present the same issues. Weeds and such can burn hoses etc 
causing hazards. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part
Revise text to read as follows:
6.4.5.2.* Combustible materials shall not accumulate or be stored within 10 
feet of a container. 
A.6.4.5.2 Clearance is required between combustible materials and propane 
containers in order to minimize the effects of fires on the container. The 
requirement to maintain separation between the container and stored 
combustible materials is needed so that an accumulation of materials that may 
represent a hazard to the container does not occur. The term “stored” is 
intended to denote materials that are purposely placed. The term “accumulate” 
is intended to denote materials that are there by other than being purposely 
placed. Vegetation of any type located near or under the container is not 
considered to be a hazard. 
Committee Statement: The submitter’s concerns regarding accumulation are 
addressed in 58-42 (Log #55). The committee does not agree that vegetation 
presents a credible hazard. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: Dry, tall grass and weeds are combustible materials. I 
disagree with the last sentence proposed in the appendix, which excludes 
vegetation of any type as a hazard. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-42 Log #55  Final Action: Accept
(6.4.5.2 and A.6.4.5.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-77
Recommendation: Keep the changes from 58-77, with the addition of the 
underlined phrases. 
6.4.5.2.* Combustible materials shall not accumulate or be stored within 10 
feet of a container. 
A.6.4.5.2 Clearance is required between combustible materials and propane 
containers in order to minimize the effects of fires on the container. The 
requirement to maintain separation between the container and stored 
combustible materials is needed so that an accumulation of materials that may 
represent a hazard to the container does not occur. The term “stored” is 
intended to denote materials that are purposely placed. The term “accumulate” 
is intended to denote materials that are there by other than being purposely 

placed. Vegetation of any type located near or under the container is not 
considered to be a hazard. 
Substantiation: The change for this section is good, except that, just as stated 
in the substantiation, stored implies purposely placed. What about materials 
that, due to neglect, carelessness, or natural causes (such as floods or storms) 
accumulate near a tank without any intent to purposely store them there. This 
would cover all situations. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: Dry, tall grass and weeds are combustible materials. I 
disagree with the last sentence proposed in the appendix, which excludes 
vegetation of any type as a hazard. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-43 Log #69  Final Action: Reject
(6.4.5.2 and A.6.4.5.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John W. King, Federated Mutual Insurance Company
Comment on Proposal No: 58-77
Recommendation: Reverse the action of the Committee.
Substantiation: Fires involving weeds and/or long dry grass can damage hoses 
at installations such as bulk plants or cylinder fills where liquid is transferred 
and increase the potential for failure in service. Fires involving weeds and/or 
long dry grass may also spread and ignite other combustible materials and/or 
structures on the premises or adjacent properties. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee disagrees that vegetation presents a 
credible hazard to tanks and equipment based on its heat release rate. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 23 Negative: 4 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   HESS, G.: I concur with Mr. King. 
   KING, J.: Fires involving weeds and/or long dry grass around and beneath 
tanks may spread and ignite other combustible materials and/or structures on 
the premises or adjacent properties. The committee’s action should be reversed. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: Control of vegetation around an LPG installation should be 
part of a basic housekeeping requirement, along with preventing the 
accumulation of combustibles. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: Dry, tall grass and weeds are combustible materials and 
pose a safety hazard. I disagree with the last sentence proposed for the 
appendix, which excludes any type of vegetation as a hazard. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-44 Log #104  Final Action: Accept
(Table 6.5.2 Note(e))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-80
Recommendation: Revise Table 6.5.2 (NOTE)
   Table 6.5.2 (Note) Not applicable to filling connections at the storage 
container or to dispensing vehicle dispenser units of 2000 gal (7.6 m3 ) 4000 
gal (15.1 m3) water capacity or less when used for filling containers not 
mounted on vehicles. 
Substantiation: This is another example of changing the propane capacity size 
of containers based on their application that were based on changes that were 
made on the 2001, 2004, 2008, and 2011 Editions of NFPA 58. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-45 Log #103  Final Action: Accept in Part
(6.6.1, 6.6.1.1, and 6.6.1.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-82
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
   6.6.1 General Requirements. 
6.6.1.1 Containers shall be positioned so that the pressure relief valve is in 
direct communication with the vapor space of the container. 
6.6.1.2 Vehicle Barrier Protection (VBP) LP-Gas containers or systems of 
which they are a part, that are installed within 10 ft of public vehicular 
thoroughfares shall be provided with a means of vehicle barrier protection.[See 
6.6.6.1(B), 6.6.6.1(C), 6.25.3.13, and 8.4.2.2*]. 
Substantiation: “Vehicle barrier protection (VBP)” is now defined in 3.3.79 
and “[See 6.6.6.1(B), 6.6.6.1(C), 6.25.3.13, and 8.4.2.2]” has been added to 
point out other locations of “vehicular barrier protection”. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Part
Revise text to read as follows:
6.6.1 General Requirements. 
6.6.1.1 Containers shall be positioned so that the pressure relief valve is in 
direct communication with the vapor space of the container. 
6.6.1.2 Vehicle Barrier Protection (VBP) LP-Gas containers or systems of 
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which they are a part, that are installed within 10 ft of public vehicular 
thoroughfares shall be provided with a means of vehicle barrier protection.
Committee Statement: The committee did not accept the list of cross-
references. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   BURNELL, D.: The requirement as written would not require protection for 
containers near public parking lots, a thoroughfare is a road not a parking lot 
thus not including public parking lots. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: Containers subject to damage by vehicular traffic may be 
installed at commercial or industrial facilities that are not open to the public. 
The owners of these facilities may refuse to provide necessary vehicular 
protection arguing the thoroughfare near the container is not a “public 
thoroughfare”.  
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-46 Log #20  Final Action: Reject
(6.6.1.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-82
Recommendation: Revise text striking the term “public”.
6.6.1.2 – LP-Gas containers or systems of which they are a part shall be 
protected from damage from vehicles. Vehicle Barrier Protection (VBP) 
LP-Gas containers or systems of which they are a part, installed within 10 feet 
of public vehicular thoroughfares shall be provided with a means of vehicle 
barrier protection. 
6.6.6.1 (B) In areas where vehicular traffic is expected, a non-interchangeable 
underground container shall be installed at least 18 inches (460 mm) below 
grade, or the container shall be protected from damage from vehicles. At 
installations within 10 feet of a public vehicular thoroughfare or designated 
parking location, a non-interchangeable underground container shall be 
installed 18 inches (460mm) below grade or vehicle barrier protection shall be 
provided. 
6.6.6.1 (C) Protection shall be provided for the fitting housing, housing cover, 
container connections, and piping against physical damage. Installations within 
10 feet of a public vehicular thoroughfare or designated parking location shall 
be provided with vehicle barrier protection for the container’s fitting housing, 
housing cover, container connections, and piping. 
Substantiation: I agree with the Explanations of Negative that vehicular 
impact hazard is not limited to “public” vehicular thoroughfares. In fact, the 
July 1, 2011 requirements for internal valves was inspired by a BLEVE at a 
turkey farm in Iowa in 1998 that killed two fire fighters and injured seven. The 
BLEVE was caused by an ATV striking piping that was supplying liquid to 
vaporizers. 
The US Chemical Safety Board recommended vehicular damage protection at 
the turkey farm. I’ve attached the Investigation report electronically. 
Excerpts from the US Chemical Safety Board’s investigation include: 
Root Causes 
1. Protection for aboveground piping was inadequate. 
Two aboveground pipes (liquid and vapor lines) that ran from the propane 
storage tank to its vaporizers were not protected from potential physical 
damage from vehicles. Lack of piping protection allowed a vehicle to crash 
into these pipes, breaking them and releasing the propane that ignited. 
Recommendations 
1. Install protection (i.e., fencing or barricades) to protect aboveground propane 
pipes from 
possible damage from vehicles. (98-007-I-IA-R1) 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee disagrees that “public” should be 
removed. The term “public thoroughfares” limits the scope of the requirement 
to areas where traffic typically flows. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 23 Negative: 4 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   HESS, G.: Vehicular barrier protection should be required in any area of 
vehicular traffic. As the submitter commented vehicular accidents do not just 
occur from “ public” vehicles.  
   KING, J.: The current language in the code may be less than perfect, but this 
change as shown in 6.6.1.2 in the pre-print now eliminates the need for 
protection of containers unless they are within 10 feet of a “public 
thoroughfare. Also, what about containers not within 10 feet of a “public 
thoroughfare” that are located where there is a significant risk of impact 
damage from agricultural or other off-road equipment or vehicles? The “VBP” 
concept represents a step backwards for public safety. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: Submitter’s substantiation is valid. The committee 
statement ignores the basic concern that vehicular hazards may expose LPG 
installations at sites not exposed by public traffic. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: Please refer to my comment on 58-45. 

_______________________________________________________________ 
58-47 Log #66  Final Action: Reject
(6.6.1.2, 6.6.6.1(B), and 6.6.6.1(C))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John W. King, Federated Mutual Insurance Company
Comment on Proposal No: 58-82
Recommendation: Reverse the action of the Committee.
Substantiation: The current provision in the Code addressing protection of 
containers has been in place for many years, and has generally worked well. 
   The proposed change adds unnecessary complexity. It also does not address 
whether protection is necessary for propane containers installed within 10 feet 
of thoroughfares on farms and other types of remote sites that are used by 
tractors or other farm implements, construction machinery, or other mobile 
equipment, and the roadway or path of travel or operating area is not a “public 
thoroughfare.” (By the way, what is a “public thoroughfare?” No definition is 
provided.) Also, Table 6.3.1 in the Code provides guidance on “Separation 
Distances Between Containers, Important Buildings, and Line of Adjoining 
Property That Can Be Built Upon.” With regard to “Line of Adjoining Property 
That Can Be Built Upon” Formal Interpretation LPG-5 as reproduced in the 
2004 edition of the LP-Gas Code Handbook, which is still valid, it appears it 
would be possible to install a very large propane container, or multiple 
containers without providing any protection eleven feet from a public 
thoroughfare (in situations where the nearest property line that can be built 
upon is on the other side of the highway or street). This, needless to say, while 
“legal” if this proposal is adopted, might not be a safe condition. The action of 
the Committee should be reversed. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The previous code text was too ambiguous and open to 
a wide variety of interpretations. The new provisions provide specific 
alternatives depending on the degree of hazard encountered. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 23 Negative: 4 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   HESS, G.: See my explanation of negative on Comment 58-46. The 
committee appears to be ignoring the root cause of actual accidents. 
   KING, J.: The current language in the code may be less than perfect, but this 
change as shown in 6.6.1.2 in the pre-print now eliminates the need for 
protection of containers unless they are within 10 feet of a “public 
thoroughfare. Also, what about containers not within 10 feet of a “public 
thoroughfare” that are located where there is a significant risk of impact 
damage from agricultural or other off-road equipment or vehicles? The “VBP” 
concept represents a step backwards for public safety. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: While the previous text may have been ambiguous, the new 
text is lowers the safety requirements for vehicular impact protection, as stated 
in the comment substantiation. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: The current code text is open to interpretation; however, I 
agree with the submitter’s substantiation that “public thoroughfare” is not 
defined, and there may be instances in which a container more than 10 feet 
from a thoroughfare requires protection from vehicular damage. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-48 Log #102  Final Action: Accept in Part
(6.6.3.1(G) and Table 6.6.6.3(A))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-84
Recommendation: Replace “2000 gal (7.6 m3)” with “4000 gal (15.2 m3)” in 
revised paragraph 6.6.3.1(G) as follows: 
6.6.3.1(G) Containers of 2000 gal (7.6 m3 ) 4000 gal (15.2 gal) water capacity 
or less installed with combined container-pump assemblies on a common base 
complying with Table 6.6.3.3(A) shall be placed either on paved surfaces or on 
concrete pads at ground level within 4 in. (102 mm) of ground level. (See 
6.6.3, 6.25.3.12).
Table 6.6.6.3(A) Change “Container Size” columns to “≥ 4000 (15.2 m3) “ 
from “≥2000 (7.6m3)”.
Substantiation: The change of the container size from 2000 gal (7.6 m3) water 
capacity to 4000 gal (15.2 m3) water capacity is based on the changes made to 
Table 5.7.4.1 in the 2001 Edition of NFPA 58 where the maximum container 
size was increased to 4000 gal (15.2 m3) water capacity and is also shown in 
the substantiation of proposal 58-41 Log #CP13. The recommendation for 
action also included changing the container sizes in Table 6.6.3.3(A) to 4000 
gal (15.2 m3) water capacity from 2000 gal (7.6 m3 ) water capacity as shown 
in Table 6.6.6.3(A).  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Part
Revise text to read as follows: 
6.6.3.1(G) Containers of 2000 gal (7.6 m3) 4000 gal (15.2 gal) water capacity 
or less installed with combined container-pump assemblies on a common base 
complying with Table 6.6.3.3(A) shall be placed either on paved surfaces or on 
concrete pads at ground level within 4 in. (102 mm) of ground level.  
Table 6.6.6.3(A) Change “Container Size” columns to “≥ 4000 (15.2 m3)” 
from “≥2000 (7.6m3)”.
Committee Statement: The committee did not accept the list of cross-
references. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
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_______________________________________________________________ 
58-49 Log #18  Final Action: Reject
(6.6.3.1(H))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-85
Recommendation: To address the concerns of the proponent in proposal 
#58-85 revise text as follows: 
6.6.3.1 Horizontal ASME containers designed for permanent installation in 
stationary service above ground shall be placed on masonry or other 
noncombustible structural supports located on stable concrete or masonry 
foundations. 
Substantiation: Because of the Explanation of Negative the Committee’s 
statement for rejecting the proposal becomes unsubstantiated. In the example 
given the container was installed on concrete blocks as a concrete foundation 
required by 6.6.3.1 therefore one could interpret the installation was compliant. 
The code requires horizontal ASME containers to be on concrete or masonry 
foundations but does not require such foundations to be level, stable or firm. A 
life was lost because the foundation was not stable. The consequence for an 
unstable foundation is clear and code should require installers to install stable 
foundations. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: “Stable” is a subjective and unenforceable term.
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 23 Negative: 4 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   HESS, G.: The committee needs to address the issue proposed. All tanks 
should be placed such that they will not move as described in the incident.  
   KING, J.: Please refer to my comment on 58-50. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: See my explanation of negative vote on Comment 58-50. 
   WILSON, T.: Please refer to John Kings comment on 58-50. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-50 Log #56  Final Action: Reject
(6.6.3.1(H) (New) )
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-85
Recommendation: Reverse the action of the committee to reject proposal 
58-85 and add: 
6.6.3.1. (H) Containers shall be set upon a firm foundation or otherwise be 
firmly secured. 
Substantiation: On 7/30/10, a 500-gallon propane tank that had just been 
filled slid down a hill, trapping and killing the propane company driver who 
had just filled it. The NC OSHA report (#314474529) determined that the 
concrete blocks that had been supporting the tank had become tilted due to 
erosion. The tank was set into a notch in a hillside and had become overgrown 
with weeds and vines. Section 6.6.2.1 requires that cylinders be installed upon 
a firm foundation or firmly secured. This requirement does not exist for ASME 
containers, even though requirements for concrete foundations, pavement, 
fireproofed steel, etc., are specified. Masonry blocks do not necessarily make a 
firm foundation, especially if set on ground that is subject to erosion. 
Weathering of the ground supporting the tank caused it to be unstable and, 
possibly because he pulled on the tank to remove the fill valve or because of 
the added weight, he triggered the tank to move. The requirement in 7.2.2.8 to 
determine a container is in compliance prior to filling would probably have 
saved this driver’s life if he had inspected the supporting ground, but a firm 
foundation is not a requirement for tanks as it is for cylinders. It makes sense 
for the precedent set for cylinders apply to all containers. 
The committee statement that the requirement is already addressed is not 
correct. There is nothing in 6.6.3.1 that requires a firm foundation or for a tank 
to be firmly secured, as there is for cylinders. The cylinders clearly have this 
statement. Tanks clearly do not. Even if placed on a “concrete or masonry 
foundation,” as this tank was, there is nothing requiring the foundation to be 
solid or secure. As such, OSHA determined that the installation was not 
noncompliant, even though it killed a man. Let me repeat, OSHA did not find 
the installation noncompliant, countering the committee statement that it was. 
The OSHA determination was partly founded on the clear statement for firm 
foundation or firmly secured in 6.6.2.1 for cylinders and the lack of that clear 
statement in 6.6.3.1 for tanks. QED 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee believes that 6.6.3.1 is adequate to 
describe the required foundation. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 21 Negative: 6 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   FREDENBURG, R.: I fail to understand why the committee does not 
recognize the clear precedent set for cylinders to be on a firm foundation and 
apply it to tanks. The referenced OSHA report made it clear that they did not 
see the requirement for being set on blocks or masonry as a requirement to be 
firmly supported. An employee died because of a tank setting that is all too 
common in steeply-hilled areas, yet the committee fails to see that applying the 
firm foundation rules equally could help prevent similar tragedies. 

   HESS, G.: See my explanation of negative on Comment 58-49. 
   KING, J.: When an LP gas container is put into stationary service, it should 
be set upon a firm, stable foundation. to do ohterwise would be unsafe and 
foolish. If the stability of the container is compromised over time because of 
erosion or other conditions, correction is necessary. It should not matter 
whether a container is a cylinder or tank. The action of the committee should 
be reversed. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: The submitter’s substantiation makes sense to me. This is a 
simple change to the code for ASME containers that is consistent with the way 
we handle cylinders. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: 6.6.2.1 in the code requires cylinders be installed on a 
firm foundation or otherwise firmly secured. Requiring horizontal ASME 
containers to be installed similarly is not unreasonable and would be consistent 
with 6.6.2.1 requirements for cylinders. 
   WILSON, T.: Please refer to John Kings comment. The action of the 
committee should be reversed.  
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-51 Log #5  Final Action: Reject
(6.6.3.6)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Harry Gerbige, Central Gas
Comment on Proposal No: 58-88
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows:
   To help prevent damage to regulator on above ground API-ASME propane 
containers/DOT:ICC #200/420 cylinders. 
   Aboveground pressure LP-Gas containers having a dome cover with a service 
line opening MUST be equipped with an approved Dome opening protection 
device to discourage intern DOME opening of Birds (nest) Small Rodents and 
Snow/Ice accumulation.
Substantiation: On an Aboveground pressure LP-Gas containers filled on site 
having an U-Shaped opening, creating an opportunity for harbor/building 
unpleasant nests. Snow packing inside dome. Damage to regulator, 
environmentally unsafe, poor image to our industry. 
Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The comment as presented is difficult to understand 
due to grammatical inconsistencies. In addition, it appears that the submitter is 
proposing use of a proprietary device with no indication of its effectiveness or 
method of use. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-52 Log #15  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(6.6.6.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-52
Recommendation: Accept the revised text submitted by proponent.
Substantiation: The Committee’s comment implies that the proposal language 
would require the dome to be flush with the ground. The proposal’s intention 
does not imply the dome will be flush to the ground it merely requires 
regulator vent point of discharge to be above ground which would be 
accomplished by a “pipe away” or by installing a portion or the entire dome 
above ground. It is unlikely an AHJ or the installer will know where the normal 
maximum water table is, and the normal maximum water table can be 
breached. The proposal will prevent consequences related to regulator vents 
being submerged in water. Consider the hazard potential of regulator vents 
submerged in water that then freezes. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows: 
   5.7.8.4 Connections to ASME containers installed underground shall be 
located within a substantial dome, housing, or manhole and shall have a cover.
(A)* Underground containers shall be installed so that all connections for hose 
and any opening through which there can be a flow the point of discharge from 
pressure relief devices, or pressure regulator vents are located above the normal 
maximum water table. 
A.5.7.8.4 (A) The requirement is intended to ensure that the point of discharge 
and hose connection points will not become submerged by ground water during 
normal operations. It does not require the installation to resist flooding 
conditions that may occur. 
6.6.6 Installation of Underground and Mounded Containers. 
   6.6.6.1 ASME container assemblies intended for underground installation, 
including interchangeable aboveground–underground container assemblies, 
shall be installed underground in accordance with 6.6.6.1(A) through 
6.6.6.1(O). 
(H)* The discharge of the regulator vent shall be above the highest probable 
water level.
A.6.6.6.1 (H) See A.5.7.8.4(A).
Committee Statement: The committee addressed the submitter’s concerns in 
58-28 (Log #76). 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
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_______________________________________________________________ 
58-53 Log #21  Final Action: Reject
(6.6.6.1(B) and 6.6.6.1(C))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-82
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
6.6.6.1 (B) In areas where vehicular traffic is expected, a non-interchangeable 
underground container shall be installed at least 18 inches (460 mm) below 
grade, or the container shall be protected from damage from vehicles. At 
installations within 10 feet of a public vehicular thoroughfare or designated 
parking location, a non-interchangeable underground container shall be 
installed 18 inches (460mm) below grade or vehicle barrier protection shall be 
provided. 
6.6.6.1 (C) Protection shall be provided for the fitting housing, housing cover, 
container connections, and piping against physical damage. Installations within 
10 feet of a public vehicular thoroughfare or designated parking location shall 
be provided with vehicle barrier protection for the container’s fitting housing, 
housing cover, container connections, and piping. 
Substantiation: I agree with the Explanations of Negative that vehicular 
impact hazard is not limited to “public” vehicular thoroughfares. In fact, the 
July 1, 2011 requirements for internal valves was inspired by a BLEVE at a 
turkey farm in Iowa in 1998 that killed two fire fighters and injured seven. The 
BLEVE was caused by an ATV striking piping that was supplying liquid to 
vaporizers. 
The US Chemical Safety Board recommended vehicular damage protection at 
the turkey farm. I’ve attached the Investigation report electronically. 
Excerpts from the US Chemical Safety Board’s investigation include: 
Root Causes 
1. Protection for aboveground piping was inadequate. 
Two aboveground pipes (liquid and vapor lines) that ran from the propane 
storage tank to its vaporizers were not protected from potential physical 
damage from vehicles. Lack of piping protection allowed a vehicle to crash 
into these pipes, breaking them and releasing the propane that ignited. 
Recommendations 
1. Install protection (i.e., fencing or barricades) to protect aboveground propane 
pipes from 
possible damage from vehicles. (98-007-I-IA-R1) 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee disagrees that “public” should be 
removed. The term “public thoroughfares” limits the scope of the requirement 
to areas where traffic typically flows. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 22 Negative: 5 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   HESS, G.: See my explanation of negative on Comment 58-48. 
   KING, J.: Please refer to my comment on 58-46. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: I agree with the commenter’s substantiation. The committee 
statement fails to address the concern for broader protection against vehicular 
impact exposures to LPG installations. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: Please refer to my comment on 58-46. 
   WILSON, T.: Please refer to John Kings comment on 58-46. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-54 Log #28  Final Action: Reject
(6.6.6.1(C))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Kelly Nicolello, Western Regional Fire Code Development 
Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-82
Recommendation: Revise text to read:
   6.6.6.1(C) Installations within 10 feet of a public vehicular thoroughfare or 
designated possible parking location shall be provided with vehicle barrier 
protection for the container’s fitting housing, housing cover, container 
connections, and piping. 
Substantiation: The change covers areas where the potential exists for parking 
not just designated areas. There are many areas where areas around tanks etc 
have the potential of being hit due to their proximity to parking. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The term “possible parking location” is ambiguous and 
unenforceable. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-55 Log #78  Final Action: Accept
(6.6.6.1(L), 6.8.1.3, A.6.6.6.1(L), and A.6.8.1.3)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association / Rep. 
NPGA Technology, Standards and Safety Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-90
Recommendation: Accept Proposal 58-90 as submitted.
Substantiation: The NFPA 58 committee rejected this proposal due to its 
members’ impression that flexible hose connectors have not been used on 

permanent container installations because of questionable integrity and 
longevity. Prior to the NFPA 58 2008 edition, flexible hose connections were 
permitted to be installed and used on permanently installed containers. Some 
states such as California, Washington and South Dakota have not adopted 
either the 2008 or the 2011 editions of NFPA 58 and continue to permit the use 
of flexible hose connectors for this application. There are many existing 
installations that use flexible hose connectors in aboveground and underground 
installations.  
   Flexible hose connectors for this the applications described in this proposal 
have been successfully used and flexible hose connectors have been used with 
NFPA 1192 for 15 years in more severe conditions on portable containers for 
recreational vehicles. This proposal would permit flexible hose connectors to 
be installed in less severe conditions than those experienced in RV service. The 
proposal limits its application to underground and mounded installations in 
order to provide the mandatory electrical isolation between containers and 
piping system.  
   This is no evidence presented by the committee to support the statement that 
flexible hose connectors would not satisfy the integrity and longevity 
requirements for a connector in permanent underground or mounded container 
installations. To the contrary, flexible hose connectors provide these benefits:  
   ● Flexible hose connectors provide electrical isolation between the container 
and the underground piping system for the purpose of isolating the container 
for a corrosion protection system; 
   ● Flexible hose connectors have a long insulating length and are not as 
susceptible as metallic isolating fittings to short circuit of the electrical 
isolation because of a narrow insulating gap when exposed to underground 
moisture ; 
   ● Flexible hose connectors provide a retrofitting advantage when changing 
from metallic to flexible hose connector because of the small working space 
inside the dome: AHJs can easily identify flexible hose connectors where as 
metallic fittings, adaptors or dielectric unions all look similar and may require 
the AHJ to perform a continuity check for verification, deep inside the 
underground dome;  
   We request the technical committee to recognize safe advancements in 
technology for products that comply with nationally recognized standards and 
are installed and used in accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 24 Negative: 3 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   HESS, G.: I concur with Mr. Wilson. 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Wilson’s comment on 58-55. 
   WILSON, T.: During a brush fire the flexible hose could melt and contribute 
to the fire. If using the copper connection as we have been using this condition 
would not happen. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-56 Log #19  Final Action: Reject
(6.8.1.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-95
Recommendation: To improve clarity provide an annex or reject proposal 
58-95 & accept proposal 58-96 or revise text as follows: 
6.8.1.1 First-stage or high-pressure regulators shall be directly attached, or 
attached by flexible metallic connectors, to the vapor service valve used on 
stationary (permanent) container installations, and to interconnecting piping of 
manifolded stationary (permanent) container installations, or to a vaporizer 
outlet. 
6.8.1.2 Regulators shall be directly attached, or shall be permitted to be 
attached by flexible hose connector or flexible metallic connector, to portable 
type cylinders that are installed and replaced on a cylinder exchange basis. 
6.8.1.1 First Stage, high-pressure, automatic changeover, integral 2 psi service, 
Integral two-stage regulators, and single stage regulators where allowed shall 
be installed as follows: 
(A) Regulators connected to single container permanent installations shall be 
installed with one of the following methods: 
(1) Directly attached to the vapor service valve 
(2)Attached to the vapor service valve with a flexible metallic connector 
(B) Regulators connected to cylinders in other than stationary installations shall 
be installed with one of the following methods: 
(1) Directly attached to the vapor service valve 
(2) Attached to the vapor service valve with a flexible metallic connector 
(3) Attached to the vapor service valve with a flexible hose connector 
(C) Regulators connected to manifolded containers shall be installed with the 
following methods: 
(1) Installations shall comply with 6.9.3.8 
(2) The regulator shall be directly attached or attached with a flexible metallic 
connector to the vapor service manifold piping outlet. 
(3) The connection between the container service valve outlet and the inlet side 
of the manifold piping shall be installed with one of the following methods: 
(a) Directly attached 
(b) (a) Attached with a flexible metallic connector
(c) (b) Attached with a flexible hose connector connected to a cylinder in other 
than stationary installations 
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(D) Regulators installed on vaporizer outlets shall be installed with one of the 
following methods: 
(1) Directly attached 
(2) Attached with a flexible metallic connector 
(Renumber existing paragraphs 6.8.1.3 through 6.8.1.10.) 
Substantiation: Proposal 58-95 lacks clarity. Since manifold piping is not 
defined one would reasonably assume there would be a single manifold piping 
outlet. The proposed language in 6.8.1.1(C)(2) suggests a single manifold 
piping outlet as well. Where there is a single manifold piping outlet and the 
regulator is attached either directly or with a flexible metallic connector to such 
outlet as required by 6.8.1.1(C) and the manifold piping inlet is directly 
attached to the container service valve outlet per 6.8.1.1(3)(a) no more than one 
container would be possible. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee does not see a safety reason to prohibit 
connecting the service valve directly to the manifold piping. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-57 Log #101  Final Action: Reject
(6.9.1.1(5), 6.9.1.1(f), and A.6.9.1.1(F) (New) )
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-100
Recommendation: Revise 6.9.1.1(5), delete A.6.9.1.1(5), and add a new 
subparagraph as follows: 
6.9.1.1(E) 6.9.1.1(5) Corrugated stainless steel piping systems shall be limited 
to vapor service not exceeding the listed pressure rating of the product 5 
psig for use with 2 psi regulator systems that utilize line pressure 
regulators as defined in 3.3.60.11. 
6.9.1.1(F)* 6.6.1.1(F)* CSST shall be permitted to be listed for service 
above 5 psig and up to 10 25 psig at the manufacturer’s discretion if the 
product is listed for service to be used in piping systems with operating 
pressures above 5 psig. pressure of nominally 10 psig.
A.6.9.1.1(F) A.6.6.1.1(F) CSST shall be permitted to be listed for service up 
to 25 psig at the manufacturer’s discretion if used in piping systems with 
approved operating pressures up to 25 psig. 
Substantiation: Subparagraph 6.9.1.1(5) has been renumbered 6.9.1.1(E) to 
comply with the NFPA Manual of Style and is revised to limit the working 
pressure to 5 psig where CSST is used in 2 psi regulator systems ahead of line 
pressure regulators. Since line pressure regulators are not equipped with 
pressure relief valves, failed line pressure regulators could have higher outlet 
pressures equivalent to higher inlet pressures in the corrugated stainless steel 
piping that could damage appliance controls. Higher working pressures for 
CSST pipe are permitted to be used by 6.9.1.1(F) for higher pressure 
applications up to 25 psig with these changes. The lower 10 psig outlet 
pressure settings are recommended to prevent re-condensation of the 
propane vapor trapped at low temperatures just as it has been required 
for maximum outlet pressure settings of 10 psig for first stage regulators. 
On special Special controlled operations where piping systems with 
operating pressures up to 25 psig are used allowed are now permitted to be 
used. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee rejected the comment because the 
requirement accepted in ROP 58-100 refers to the listed pressure of the product 
instead of a specific number and accepted new annex material reflecting 
changes to the listing standard. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-58 Log #54  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(6.12.9 (New) )
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-64
Recommendation: Add a new text to read as follows:
6.12.9 The transfer bulkhead shall incorporate a mechanical means to 
automatically close emergency valves in the event of a pull away. 
Renumber subsequent paragraphs. 
Substantiation: This comment moves the proposed requirement from chapter 
5 to chapter 6. 
This has been a requirement in North Carolina for more than 18 years and it 
has helped to reduce the amount of product lost at least a few times. The 
number is hard to determine because pull aways are not generally reported and 
the system is easy to repair quickly and inexpensively. One method to 
accomplish this is even shown in the LP-Gas Code Handbook in Exhibit 6.31. 
The North Carolina requirement went into effect after a pull away that resulted 
in a release that had a tragic, delayed ignition. No injuries or deaths due to a 
pull away are known to have occurred in NC since the requirement went into 
effect. 
The committee statement that the submitter’s intent is met by the remote 
shutoff requirement is false. The submitter asked for automatic shutoff, a 

completely different action. The thermal shutoff is an automatic action, not 
requiring human intervention. The NC requirement specified above is an 
automatic action. Remote shutoff carries no intent of being automatic. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Add new text to read as follows:
6.12.9 Where emergency shutoff valves are required to be installed in fixed 
piping at bulk plants and industrial plants, a means shall be incorporated to 
actuate the emergency shutoff valves in the event of a break of the fixed piping 
resulting from a pull on the hose.
Committee Statement: The committee modified the language to clarify the 
conditions for actuating the ESVs. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20 Negative: 7 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Stainbrook’s comment on 58-58. The proposal 
does have merit, but given its identified flaws it would be better to reverse the 
action of the committee then revisit the subject in the next cycle. 
   MCTIER, S.: The installation of Emergency Shutoff Valves are not only at 
bulkheads (loading/unloading risers) but may also be at the liquid outlet of 
containers in compliance with 5.7.4.2 (D)(2), (H)(2). The proposed requirement 
as currently written would affect all emergency shutoff valves 
regardless of where they are installed in the fixed piping system. This could 
create a huge compliance problem and in many cases could not be 
accomplished due to where an emergency shutoff valve is installed in the 
system. The committee’s intent was to cover only those emergency shutoff 
valves that are installed at the point of transfer for loading and unloading 
stations, commonly known as “bulkheads.” 
   MISEL, JR., G.: See Mr. Swiecicki’s explanation of Negative. 
   MORTIMER, F.: The plant owners have just made major upgrades at their 
plants due to code change. No need to add this requirement. 
   STAINBROOK, D.: The installation of Emergency Shutoff Valves are not 
only at bulkheads (loading/unloading risers) but also at the liquid outlet of 
containers complying with 5.7.4.2 (D)(2), (H)(2). The proposed requirement as 
currently written would affect all emergency shutoff valves regardless of where 
they are installed in the fixed piping system. This could create a huge 
compliance problem and in many cases could not be accomplished due to 
where an emergency shutoff valve is installed in the system. The committee’s 
intent was to cover only those emergency shutoff valves that are installed at 
loading and unloading stations not everywhere in the system; the requirement 
in 6.12.9 does clearly state the committee’s intent. Even though this 
requirement is not retroactive there will be enforcement in some areas requiring 
retrofit and interpreting 6.12.9 to cover where all Emergency Shutoff Valves 
are installed, regardless if at container outlets or loading/unloading stations. 
Compliance at container outlets in many cases will be difficult or not possible.  
   SWIECICKI, B.: The installation of Emergency Shutoff Valves are not only 
at bulkheads (loading/unloading 
risers) but may also be at the liquid outlet of containers in compliance with 
5.7.4.2 (D)(2), (H)(2). The proposed requirement as currently written would 
affect all emergency shutoff valves 
regardless of where they are installed in the fixed piping system. This could 
create a huge compliance problem and in many cases could not be 
accomplished due to where an emergency shutoff valve is installed in the 
system. The committee’s intent was to cover only those emergency shutoff 
valves that are installed at the point of transfer for loading and unloading 
stations, commonly known as “bulkheads.” 
   WILSON, T.: Please refer to Mr. Stainbrook’s comment on 58-58. The 
proposal does have merit, but given its identified flaws it would be better to 
reverse the action of the committee then revisit the subject in the next cycle. 
Comment on Affirmative: 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: I agree with the comments made by Mr. Swiecki and Ms. 
Woodward on the initial ballot. 
   WOODWARD, L.: ESV’s at the point of transfer should be closed in the 
event of a pull away. The way the language currently reads it could be 
misinterpreted to apply to ALL ESV’s. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-59 Log #16  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(6.12.9 through 6.12.11)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-64
Recommendation: Add new text 6.12.9 and renumber subsequent sub-
sections. 
6.12.9 Where emergency shut valves are installed in fixed piping at bulk heads 
a means shall be incorporated to prevent product loss to the atmosphere in the 
event of a hose pull away.  
6.12.9 6.12.10
6.12.10 6.12.11
6.12.11 6.12.12
Substantiation: Please see my substantiation in proposal 58-64. I agree in part 
with the Committee’s statement and I agree with the explanations of Negative, 
and comment of Affirmative. This new proposed language addresses the 
concerns in the Committee statement, address the explanation of Negative and 
addresses the comment of Affirmative. Product loss can be prevented by 
installing devices that close the ESV in the event of pull away or by the 
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installation of a bulk head hose technology that has the safety feature designed 
within. (Smart Hose). The “Smart Hose” technology removes the Committee’s 
concern about not knowing where a hose might break even though bulk heads 
are designed to shear and most likely would shear before the hose separates as 
Richard Fredenburg’s explanation of negative states. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Add new text to read as follows:
6.12.9 Where emergency shutoff valves are required to be installed in fixed 
piping at bulk plants and industrial plants, a means shall be incorporated to 
actuate the emergency shutoff valves in the event of a break of the fixed piping 
resulting from a pull on the hose.
Committee Statement: The committee modified the language to clarify the 
conditions for actuating the ESVs. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 21 Negative: 6 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Stainbrook’s comment on 58-58. 
   MCTIER, S.: See my explanation of negative vote on Comment 58-58. 
   MORTIMER, F.: Preventing any loss is not possible. The plant owners have 
just made major upgrades at their plants due to code change. No need to add 
this requirement. 
   STAINBROOK, D.: The installation of Emergency Shutoff Valves are not 
only at bulkheads (loading/unloading risers) but also at the liquid outlet of 
containers complying with 5.7.4.2 (D)(2), (H)(2). The proposed requirement as 
currently written would affect all emergency shutoff valves regardless of where 
they are installed in the fixed piping system. This could create a huge 
compliance problem and in many cases could not be accomplished due to 
where an emergency shutoff valve is installed in the system. The committee’s 
intent was to cover only those emergency shutoff valves that are installed at 
loading and unloading stations not every where in the system; the requirement 
in 6.12.9 does clearly state the committee’s intent. Even though this 
requirement is not retroactive there will be enforcement in some areas requiring 
retrofit and interpreting 6.12.9 to cover where all Emergency Shutoff Valves 
are installed, regardless if at container outlets or loading/unloading stations. 
Compliance at container outlets in many cases will be difficult or not possible.  
   SWIECICKI, B.: See my explanation of negative vote on Comemtn 58-58. 
   WILSON, T.: Please refer to Mr. Stainbrook’s comment on 58-58. 
Comment on Affirmative: 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: I agree with the comments made by Mr. Swiecki and Ms. 
Woodward on the initial ballot. 
   WOODWARD, L.: ESV’s at the point of transfer should be closed in the 
event of a pull away. The way the language currently reads it could be 
misinterpreted to apply to ALL ESV’s. 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-60 Log #47  Final Action: Reject
(6.14 and 6.15)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Glenn Mahnken, FM Global
Comment on Proposal No: 58-104
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows:
6.14.1 After installation or modification, piping systems, (including hose) shall 
be proven free of leaks by performing a pressure test at not less than the 
normal operating pressure. LP-gas shall not be permitted to be used as the test 
medium. The test medium shall be air, nitrogen, carbon dioxide, or an inert gas. 
6.14.2 (new) Pressure testing shall follow a documented procedure which shall 
be validated for job safety.  
6.15.2 (new) ) Leak testing shall follow a documented procedure which shall 
be validated for job safety.
Substantiation: Allowing the use of LP-gas as a pressure test medium in 
6.14.1 is contrary to NFPA 54 (reference 58-2012 8.1.2) and ASME B31.3 
(Reference ASME B31.3, par 345.5.3: Test Fluid. “The gas used as test fluid, 
if not air, shall be nonflammable and nontoxic.”). If there are small systems 
where the technical committee feels that pressure testing with LP-gas is 
acceptable as an exception, the limitations should be specified. 
Documentation and validation of test procedures is standard for many 
companies and should be required in NFPA 58. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The piping under the scope of NFPA 58 covers 
primarily piping outside of buildings. Therefore the degree of hazard for using 
fuel gas for these tests is minimal. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   MAHNKEN, G.: Contrary to the committee statement, the degree of hazard 
associated with pressure testing is not “minimal” just because the test is 
conducted “outside of buildings”. NFPA 58 covers vapor piping to the point of 
delivery, which may be on the outside wall of an important building. Using 
propane as the test medium could result in great harm in event of human error 
during the testing. It is also true that the likelihood of human error can be 
reduced by requiring a documented, validated test procedure.  
Comment on Affirmative: 
   KING, J.: This subject may be deserving of attention in the next cycle. 

_______________________________________________________________ 
58-61 Log #2  Final Action: Reject
(6.15)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Timothy J. Myers, Exponent, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 58-106
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
   6.16 Installation in Areas of Heavy Snowfall. In areas where the local 
building codes have specified a minimum design ground or roof snow load for 
roofs equal to, or exceeding, 50 125 psf (244610 kg/m2), piping, regulator, 
meters, and other equipment installed in the piping system shall be protected 
from the forces anticipated of accumulated snow and snow or ice falling from 
roofs or other structures.
Substantiation: The committee should reconsider lowering the threshold snow 
load for this requirement for the following reasons: 
   1. No basis has been provided for choosing the 125 psf roof snow load 
threshold 
   2. Incidents have occurred in locations with snow loads well below 125 psf, 
and this requirement has been enforced in locations with snow loads well 
below 125 psf. 
   3. In many jurisdictions ground snow loads rather than roof snow loads are 
specified, as roof snow loads are typically dependent on the design of the 
structure. 
   4. Many incidents occur due to snow or ice shedding off of roofs or other 
structures, in addition to snow or ice accumulations at significantly lower snow 
loads. 
   I will attempt to provide a listing of incident locations and specified design 
snow loads for those locations prior to the ROC meeting.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee believes that the 125 psf is adequate. 
In previous deliberations, data was provided by propane suppliers 
demonstrating that reported incidents occurred where the snow loads are much 
greater than what the submitter is proposing. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-62 Log #30  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(6.15)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association / Rep. 
NPGA Technology, Standards and Safety Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-105
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
6.15 Installation in Areas of Heavy Snowfall.  
6.15 Installation in Areas of Heavy Snowfall. In areas where the local 
building codes have specified a minimum design snow load for roofs equal to, 
or exceeding, 125 psf (610 kg/m2), piping, regulators, meters, and other 
equipment installed in the piping system shall be protected from the forces 
anticipated as a result of accumulated snow. 
6.15.1 In areas where the ground snow load is equal to, or exceeding, 175 psf 
piping, regulators, meters, and other equipment installed in the piping system 
shall be protected from the forces of accumulated snow.
Substantiation: A new subsection is proposed to retain the formatting that is 
shown in 6.14 and 6.16. 
The current requirements in 6.15 are difficult to apply and enforce because the 
threshold is tied to the roof snow load, which is a function of not only the 
ground snow load, but also the design and slope of the roof. Therefore, the 
requirement can only be applied in a building-by-building manner, which is 
very difficult to apply and inefficient at the best. 
We propose to change the threshold to 175 psf ground snow load. This 
threshold was arrived at using the information in Proposal 58-105, which 
relates the ground snow load to the roof snow load by a factor of 0.7. 
Furthermore, we propose to eliminate the reference to local building codes 
because the model building codes used in the U.S. provide maps that are 
macroscopic in nature and which cover large geographic areas. Those maps 
don’t always provide the degree of specificity that is necessary to address local 
geographic areas where the ground snow load can vary greatly from that shown 
on the map. Therefore, the designer or installer must determine the anticipated 
ground snow load at the location where the installation is made, subject as 
always to the approval of the authority having jurisdiction.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows:
6.15 Installation in Areas of Heavy Snowfall.  
6.15 Installation in Areas of Heavy Snowfall. In areas where the local 
building codes have specified a minimum design snow load for roofs equal to, 
or exceeding, 125 psf (610 kg/m2), piping, regulators, meters, and other 
equipment installed in the piping system shall be protected from the forces 
anticipated as a result of accumulated snow. 
6.15.1* In areas where the ground snow load is equal to or exceeds 175 psf, 
piping, regulators, meters, and other equipment installed in the piping system 
shall be protected from the forces of accumulated snow. 
A.6.15.1 Gas systems located below roof eaves can be impacted by snow 
shedding from a roof as the snow tends to curl back under the eave when 
shedding from the roof. Consideration should be given to installing the gas 
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system in a location that provides some protection, such as at the gable end of 
the structure.  
Committee Statement: The committee added annex text to further clarify the 
requirement. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Comment on Affirmative: 
   SWIECICKI, B.: The new material added in A.6.15.1 should be placed 
AFTER the text accepted for the same annex section in Comment 58-117. 
   WOODWARD, L.: A.6.15.1 material should be placed after the text accepted 
in 58-117. 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-63 Log #100  Final Action: Accept
(6.15, A.6.15.2, L.1.2(1), L.1.2(2), and L.1.2(3))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-104
Recommendation: 6.15 Leak Check for Vapor Systems
 
A.6.15.2 In the first sentence change “Annex M” to “Annex L”.
 
L.1.2(1) In lines 6 and 9 delete “gauge reading”
 
L.1.2(2) Delete “gauge reading” at the end of the paragraph.
 
L.1.2(3) Delete “gauge reading” at the end of the paragraph.
 
Substantiation: This action corrects the title from Annex M to Annex L. The 
other three corrections are to clarify that we are checking the “pressure” not 
“gauge readings.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-64 Log #72  Final Action: Reject
(6.15 new 6.16))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Timothy J. Myers, Exponent, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 58-106
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
6.16* Installation in Areas of Heavy Snowfall. In areas where the local 
building codes have specified a minimum ground or roofdesign snow load for 
roofs equal to, or exceeding, 125 psf (610 kg/ m2), piping, regulators, meters, 
and other equipment installed in the piping system shall be protected from the 
forces anticipated as a result of accumulated snow. 
Substantiation: The committee rejected revising the snow accumulation 
threshold in the proposal but did not address revisions related to the fact that in 
many jurisdictions ground snow loads are specified and roof snow loads are not 
specified. In many cases the roof snow load must be calculated from ground 
snow loads based upon the specific design of the structure.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee notes that a ground snow load of 125 
psf is not equivalent to a roof snow load of 125 psf. The committee converted 
the roof snow load to ground snow load in 58-62 (Log #30). 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-65 Log #73  Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part
(6.15 (new 6.16))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Timothy J. Myers, Exponent, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 58-106
Recommendation: Add new text and figures to read as follows:
   6.16.1 In areas where snow fall is anticipated, piping, regulators, meters, and 
other equipment installed in the piping system shall be located to prevent snow 
or ice falling from roofs or other structures or protected from the forces of 
snow or ice falling from roofs or other structures. 
   A.6.16.1 The preferred location of gas systems is on the gable end of 
structures. Gas systems located below roof eaves can be impacted by snow 
shedding from a roof as the snow tends to curl back under the eave when 
shedding from the roof. See Figure A..6.16.1 and Figure 14 of “Technical 
Instructions: Commentary on Snow Loads,” US Army Corp of Engineers, TI 
809-52 (1998).  
(See Figure A.6.16.1 on the following page.)
Substantiation: The committee rejected revising the snow accumulation 
threshold in the proposal but did not address revisions related to snow shedding 
from roofs or other structures that was also in the proposal. A significant 
fraction of snow related incidents have been caused by snow shedding off of 
roofs and impacting gas equipment installed below the roof. Protection from 
this hazard should be more explicitly included in the standard. Alternatively, 
the committee could adopt the revisions in the original proposal, without the 

change to snow threshold. See Figure 14 from the US Army Corps of 
Engineers TI 809-52 available for free download from http://www.hnd.usace.
army.mil/techinfo/ti/809-52.pdf.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part
Committee Statement: The committee believes that 6.15.1 as modified in 
58-62 (Log #30) is adequate, but accepted the concept presented by the annex 
material here. The committee revised the annex material and included it in the 
action on 58-62 (Log #30). 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-66 Log #48  Final Action: Accept
(6.18.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Glenn Mahnken, FM Global
Comment on Proposal No: 58-108
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
6.18.1 Operations and Maintenance. The provisions of Chapter 14 shall apply 
to new and existing bulk plants and industrial plants
Substantiation: This Comment is to reinstate the words “new and existing”, 
which are already in the current (2011) edition but not shown as being deleted 
in Proposal 58-108 or in the Committee version, nor was this discussed  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-66. 
   MORTIMER, F.: There is no reason to be verbose. The wording does nothing 
and is not needed. The provision apply to ALL bulk and industrial plants the 
way it is. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-67 Log #44  Final Action: Reject
(6.18.2.6(3))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert S. Blackwell, Independent Propale Co.
Comment on Proposal No: 58-111
Recommendation: Reject proposal 58-111 and reconsider in the 2017 cycle of 
NFPA 58. 
Substantiation: 1. Proposal 58-111 is an impractical attempt to protect against 
a complete hose separation and neglects other hazards of the transfer 
connection such as failures of truck piping, failures of stanchion piping and 
failures of ACME fittings. 
   2. Nothing in 58-111 or the current code requires a pullaway to break the 
riser on the stanchion instead of the hose, the ACME fitting on the riser, the 
ACME fitting on the truck, or the truck piping. NFPA-58 para. 6.12.8 simply 
says “ … so that any break resulting from a pull will occur on the hose or 
swivel-type piping side of the connection while retaining intact the valves and 
piping on the plant side of the connection.” This text would mean that an 
unidentified part on the hose side should break before the stanchion is 
uprooted. Therefore a hose may remain intact while an uncontrolled discharge 
comes from piping that broke on the truck or the stanchion. A SmartHose® 
would not help this situation at all. 
   3. 58-111 leaves marketers who have facility hoses with two options: 
   a. Install Smart Hoses® on their facilities. 
   b. Remove the facility hoses and rely on the Smart Hose® carried on 
transports per DOT regulations or other truck systems that comply. This option 
would require the marketer to keep his ESVs in the check-valve mode, install 
check valves or rig his ESVs so that a hose separation would close them. This 
option would conflict with any low emissions requirement in the future. 
   4. 58-111 leaves marketers governed by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) in Southern California with only one 
practical option. (See SCAQMD’s Rule #1177, which is likely to be adopted 
statewide in the future and then possibly by other states.) 
   a. The practical option is to install Smart Hoses® on their facilities, or; 
   b. The impractical option is to rely on the Smart Hose® or other truck 
systems that comply with DOT regulations and are installed on transports. 
Whatever hose is carried on transports would need to be carried with propane 
inside to avoid venting. Such hoses would seem to need valves on both ends 
and hydrostatic valves as well.  
This single practical choice of a patented and proprietary component seems 
inconsistent with NFPA’s philosophy.  
   5. The current proposal will not put an end to the issues, such as the items 
mentioned above and partial hose ruptures. One would expect other proposals 
will deal with these same hoses piecemeal instead of systemically. 
   6. Safety is a blend of proper procedures, policies and equipment. 58-111 has 
an emphasis on equipment and too little on procedures and policies. Without 
procedures and policies and their oversight, no code would be followed and 
unapproved equipment would be commonplace.  
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   7. Since the SmartHose® docket appeared to be stuck in TS&S’s 1750 task 
force, another docket was opened to avoid the need for 1750. The new docket 
(1772) requires clear notice to all parties that a plant not fit for service should 
not be operated. Docket 1772 resulted in proposal 58-165, which was accepted 
by this NFPA committee. It requires plant owners to lock out plants that are 
unsuitable, which would also lockout dangerous facility hoses. 
   8. In both the Sanford and Tacoma accidents numerous parties, such as 
marketers, transport operators, AHJs, insurance carriers, plant owners and 
CETP could have had procedures in place to prevent both accidents. For 
example, marketers like me could be asking their contract transporters for 
evidence of training.  
   9. The proposal appearing in NFPA’s ROP did not come from NPGA. 
NPGA’s TS&S Committee has worked on a docket with a similar title but it 
has not yet considered a very long list of issues. Its work should be complete 
for the next revision cycle of NFPA-58. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee expanded the language in 58-68 (Log 
#31) to recognize alternatives to the use of the hose to comply with the 
requirement. The committee recognizes that the action on 58-68 (Log #31) will 
not address all possible events that can occur during unloading of cargo tank 
vehicles in non-metered service.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Emergency discharge control system requirements for cargo tank 
vehicles in other than metered delivery service and where a facility hose is 
used for unloading are already in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). See 
49 CFR 177.840 (r) and 173.315 (n) (2). These requirements have been in 
effect for some time, and those involved in transportation of propane, whether 
they be a common or contract carrier, or propane marketer, should already be 
aware of them. Any cargo tank vehicle used to transport propane that does not 
meet emergency discharge control system requirements is in violation of law. 
The probability of unloading taking place without an emergency discharge 
control system already being provided seems remote. There is accordingly no 
need to import these provisions from the CFR into NFPA 58. Also, 20 seconds 
until shutdown of a release if a complete hose separation occurs is also too 
long if one considers how much liquid propane could be released and almost 
immediately become vapor. (For example, a release of 3 gallons per second for 
20 seconds, which may be a conservative estimate given the capabilities of 
modern pumping equipment, would produce 2182 cubic feet of vapor in a little 
over 20 seconds.) The larger any release, the greater the likelihood vapor could 
reach a source of ignition such as the engine on the cargo tank vehicle when 
the pump on the vehicle is used for unloading (which is a very common 
practice at industrial plants and some bulk plants). With this in mind if an 
emergency discharge control requirement is to be added, it should be more 
stringent than the federal requirement and apply regardless of whether a facility 
hose is used for unloading.  
   OSTERHAUS, J.: I agree with the submitter’s recommendation to reject 
proposal 58-111 and consider it in the next revision cycle. 49 CFR, §177.840 
(r) allows a non-metered cargo tank vehicle to be unloaded utilizing either a 
facility hose that is not equipped with a passive means to shut off the flow of 
product or one that is equipped with a passive means of shutoff. Proposal 
58-111 will require all bulk and industrial plants serviced by non-metered cargo 
tank vehicles to be modified with back check valves, specialized hoses or other 
equipment designed for passive shut off, all of which are not mandated by 49 
CFR. Although, a facility hose or other passive shutoff equipment complying 
with §173.315(n)(2) may be provided at a bulk or industrial plant, a non-
metered cargo tank vehicle is nevertheless, required to be equipped with a 
passive means to shut off the flow of product to comply with 49 CFR 
§173.315(n)(2).  
At most bulk plants there are at least as many, if not more, transfer operations 
occurring between a bulk plant and bobtails (metered cargo tank vehicles) as 
between a bulk plant and transports (non-metered cargo tank vehicles). If the 
committee’s intent is to enhance safety associated with transfer operations at 
bulk and industrial plants, a proposal requiring these facilities to be equipped 
with emergency discharge control that provides a means to shut down the flow 
of an unintentional release of LP-Gas caused by the complete separation of the 
facility hose within 20 seconds and without the need for human intervention 
should be considered for all transfer operations between bobtails and transports. 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-68 Log #31  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(6.18.2.6(3) and A.6.18.2.6(3))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association / Rep. 
NPGA Technology, Standards and Safety Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-111
Recommendation: Revise NFPA 58 Proposal 58-111 by deleting existing 
6.18.2.6(3) and A.6.18.2.6(3) and substituting the following: 
6.18.2.6(3) A facility hose used at a LP-Gas bulk plant or industrial plant to 
transfer LP-Gas liquid from a cargo tank vehicle in non-metered service to a 
bulk plant or industrial plant, shall be equipped with emergency discharge 
control that provides a means to shut down the flow of an unintentional release 
of LP-Gas caused by the complete separation of the facility hose within 20 

seconds and without the need for human intervention.  
A.6.18.2.6(3) The intent of the  emergency discharge control device is to 
prevent the discharge of product in the event of a complete hose separation. 
Compliance with the requirement for emergency discharge control can be 
accomplished using a mechanical, pneumatic, or electronic device or any 
combination thereof.
Substantiation: The actions taken by the NFPA Technical Committee on 
58-111 established a new requirement in NFPA 58 to provide automatic 
protection for bulk plant and industrial plant facility hoses used to unload cargo 
tank vehicles greater than 3,500 gallons in non-metered service.   
This comment intends to clarify the intent of the requirement, which is derived 
from the federal regulations contained in 49 CFR Part 173. In 6.18.2.6 (3), the 
term “passive shut off device” has been replaced by “without the need for 
human intervention” to more clearly describe the performance attribute that is 
required. In addition, we are proposing to define “facility hose” to remove any 
ambiguity from that term. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise NFPA 58 Proposal 58-111 by deleting existing 6.18.2.6(3) and 
A.6.18.2.6(3) and substituting the following: 
6.18.2.6(3) Where a facility hose is used at a LP-Gas bulk plant or industrial 
plant to transfer LP-Gas liquid from a cargo tank vehicle in non-metered 
service to a bulk plant or industrial plant, the facility hose or the facility shall 
be equipped with an emergency discharge control system that provides a means 
to shut down the flow of LP-Gas caused by the complete separation of the 
facility hose within 20 seconds and without the need for human intervention.  
A.6.18.2.6(3) The intent of the  emergency discharge control system is to 
prevent the discharge of product in the event of a complete hose separation. 
Compliance with the requirement for emergency discharge control can be 
accomplished using a mechanical, pneumatic, or electronic device or any 
combination thereof.
Committee Statement: The committee modified the language to recognize 
alternatives to using the hose as the only means to comply. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to my comment on 58-67. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: Please refer to my comment on 58-67. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-69 Log #50  Final Action: Accept
(6.18.4.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-9
Recommendation: Modify the text of 6.18.4.2 from what the committee action 
was, deleting the added statement: 
6.18.4.2 Areas that include features required in 6.18.4.1(2) shall be enclosed 
with a minimum 6 ft (1.8 m) high industrial type fence, chain-link fence, or 
equivalent protection. This requirement shall not apply to containers located at 
farms not open to the public.
Substantiation: By what reasoning are large LP-gas tanks located at farms not 
open to the public any different from these tanks anywhere else? They have the 
same bulkheads and the same valves. They may have similarly untrained 
people who pass by them. Opening these same valves by someone intent on 
creating mischief or by someone not familiar with the hazards would be just as 
hazardous and injurious. Some farms are located very near suburban areas. 
Many of these tanks are conveniently located near the highways that serve both 
the propane transports that bring the fuel and the trucks that haul away the 
products (tobacco, dried grain, chickens, turkeys, hogs, etc.). If the tanks are 
not near the roads, then they might be out of sight and afford some hiding of 
someone considering mischief or worse. Until it can be demonstrated that there 
is a difference in the hazards that can be inflicted on farm employees or nearby 
populations, this exception is foolishness. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to my comment on 58-67. 
Comment on Affirmative: 
   HESS, G.: The committee should re look at the wholesale striking of farms. 
Many large corporate farms have sizable propane storage. 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-70 Log #57  Final Action: Hold
(6.18.4.2(B) (New) )
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-112
Recommendation: Add new text to read:
6.18.4.2(B) The two means of emergency egress, where required, shall be at 
least 25 ft. (7.6 m) apart, on center. 
Renumber subsequent sections. 
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Substantiation: There are situations at some bulk plants where the second 
point of egress is literally beside the main point of egress. If the main egress is 
not safe to use (the reason for having the second egress), then having the 
second egress right beside the first defeats the purpose of having the second 
egress. The reason the first cannot be used may be equally affecting the second. 
Since a minimum distance of 25 ft. was specified as the separation for a remote 
shutdown location, it seems reasonable that the same 25 ft. of separation is 
appropriate for the distance to the secondary means of egress. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The concept presented by the submitter is new 
material that has not had the benefit of public review.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-70. 
   MORTIMER, F.: Not all locations have the distances listed in this proposal 
available. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-71 Log #99  Final Action: Accept
(6.19)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-108
Recommendation: Revise title of 6.19:
6.19 Bulk Plant and Industrial Plant LP-Gas Systems.
Substantiation: We are now using “Bulk Plant” and “Industrial Plant” 
throughout NFPA 58. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-72 Log #98  Final Action: Accept
(6.19.2.5)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-110
Recommendation: Add “and industrial plant” after “Bulk plant” in 6.19.2.5*.
6.19.2.5* Bulk plant and industrial plant liquid inlet piping shall be designed 
to prevent debris from impeding the action of valves and other components of 
the piping system. This requirement shall be effective to existing installations 
on installations on July 1, 2011. 
Substantiation: Industrial plant should be included.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-73 Log #97  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(6.19.2.6(3) and A.6.19.2.6(3))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-111
Recommendation: Revise Proposal 58-111 by deleting 6.19.2.6(3) and 
A.6.19.2.6(3) and substituting the following: 
6.19.2.6(3) A facility hose used at a LP-Gas bulk plant or industrial plant to 
transfer LP-Gas liquid from a cargo tank vehicle in non-metered service to a 
bulk plant or industrial plant shall be equipped with emergency discharge 
control that provides a means to shut down the flow of an unintentional release 
of LP-Gas caused by the complete separation of the facility hose within 20 
seconds and without the need for human intervention.
A.6.19.2.6(3) The intent of the emergency discharge control device is to 
prevent the discharge of product in the event of a complete hose separation. 
Compliance with the requirement for emergency discharge control can be 
accomplished using a mechanical, pneumatic, or electronic device or any 
combination thereof. 
Facility Hose: A hose and its couplings permanently installed for the purpose 
of unloading product from cargo tank motor vehicles in non-metered service 
into a bulk plant or industrial plant. 
Substantiation: The actions taken by the NFPA Technical Committee on 
58-111 established a new requirement in NFPA 58 to provide automatic 
protection for bulk plant and industrial plant facility hoses used to unload cargo 
tank vehicles greater than 3,500 gallons in non-metered service. 
This comment intends to clarify the intent of the requirement, which is derived 
from the federal regulations contained in 49 CFR Part 173. In 6.19.2.6(3) the 
term “passive shut off device” has been replaced by “ without the need for 
human intervention” to more clearly describe the performance attribute that is 
required. In addition, we are proposing to define “facility hose” to remove any 
ambiguity from that term and it will be proposed in new 3.3.21.  
Substantiation: The actions taken by the NFPA Technical Committee on 58-111 
established a new requirement in NFPA 58 to provide automatic protection for 
bulk plant and industrial plant facility hoses used to unload cargo tank vehicles 
greater than 3,500 gallons in non-metered service. 
This comment intends to clarify the intent of the requirement, which is derived 

from the federal regulations contained in 49 CFR Part 173. In 6.19.2.6(3) the 
term “passive shut off device” has been replaced by “ without the need for 
human intervention” to more clearly describe the performance attribute that is 
required. In addition, we are proposing to define “facility hose” to remove any 
ambiguity from that term and it will be proposed in new 3.3.21.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise NFPA 58 Proposal 58-111 by deleting existing 6.18.2.6(3) and 
A.6.18.2.6(3) and substituting the following: 
6.18.2.6(3) Where a facility hose is used at a LP-Gas bulk plant or industrial 
plant to transfer LP-Gas liquid from a cargo tank vehicle in non-metered 
service to a bulk plant or industrial plant, the facility hose or the facility shall 
be equipped with an emergency discharge control system that provides a means 
to shut down the flow of LP-Gas caused by the complete separation of the 
facility hose within 20 seconds and without the need for human intervention.  
A.6.18.2.6(3) The intent of the  emergency discharge control system is to 
prevent the discharge of product in the event of a complete hose separation. 
Compliance with the requirement for emergency discharge control can be 
accomplished using a mechanical, pneumatic, or electronic device or any 
combination thereof.
Committee Statement: The committee action on 58-68 (Log #31) addresses 
the submitter’s concerns. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to my comment on 58-67. 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: Please refer to my comment on 58-67. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-74 Log #49  Final Action: Reject
(6.21.4 (New) )
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Glenn Mahnken, FM Global
Comment on Proposal No: 58-119
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows:
6.21.4.7 The limit controls required in 5.21.4.4, 5.21.4.5, 5.21.4.11 and 
5.21.4.12 shall be tested at least annually for proper operation, or more 
frequently if recommended by the manufacturer. Results of the tests shall 
be documented.
Substantiation: Limit controls must be tested periodically in a documented 
manner to help ensure their functionality.  
Note: The subsections in 5.21.4 are per the current (2011) numbering. If my 
Comment to Proposal 58-69 is accepted, the reference to the subsections would 
have to be renumbered accordingly. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee disagrees that there is a demonstrated 
need for testing of limit controls.  
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 23 Negative: 4 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   DIMOPOULOS, A.: It is well established in the petrochemical industry that 
the probability of failure on demand for “controls” increases significantly if the 
devices are not tested. This standard should promote testing of “safety 
controls” at a frequency recommended by the manufacturer. 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mahnken’s comment on 58-74. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: Testing limit controls on industrial heaters is a standard 
practice for obvious reasons. I don’t understand why the committee believes 
that LPG tank heaters should be given a blanket exemption from testing.  
   WILSON, T.: Please refer to Mr. Stainbrook’s comment on 58-74.  
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-75 Log #36  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(6.23.3.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Theodore C. Lemoff, TLemoff Engineering
Comment on Proposal No: 58-121
Recommendation: Revise 6.23.3.1 to read:
6.23.3.1 Containers shall comply with 6.23.3.1(A) through 6.23.3.1(D). 
(A) ASME mobile containers shall have: a MAWP of 250 psig (1.7 Mpag) if 
constructed prior to April 1, 2001, or 312 psig (2.2 MPag) if constructed on or 
after April 1, 2001. 
1. A MAWP of 312 psig (2.2 MPag) or higher where installed in enclosed 
spaces of vehicles. 
2. A MAWP of 312 where installed outside of passenger vehicles.
3. A MAWP of 250 psig where installed outside of non-passenger vehicles. 
(B) LP-Gas fuel containers used on passenger-carrying vehicles shall not 
exceed 200 gal (0.8m3) aggregate water capacity. 
(C) The capacity of individual LP-Gas containers on highway vehicles shall be 
in accordance with Table 6.23.3.1(C). 
Substantiation: Proposal 58-121, rejected by the NFPA 58 committee, 
proposed that ASME engine fuel and mobile containers installed outside a 
vehicle have a design pressure of 250 psig, rather than the 312 psig currently 
required for all ASME engine fuel and mobile containers. 
Proposal 58-121 intended to correct an error of simplification made by the 
committee in the 2001 edition. The committee did this by accepting proposal 
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58-131 (to the 2001 edition) with editorial revisions. The submitter’s 
substantiation stated: 
Increasing the required working pressure to 312.5 psi from 250 psi will be a 
conservative approach to resolving the conflict. 
Prior to the 2001 edition, engine fuel and mobile containers installed in 
enclosed spaces of vehicles were required to have a 312 psig design pressure, 
while mobile containers installed outside of vehicles needed a 250 psig design 
pressure. The change was made to resolve a conflict with NFPA 1192, which 
required a 312 psig design pressure for all RV engine fuel and mobile 
containers. When this change was made no consideration was given to other 
vehicles (such as flame cultivation, road surfacing, and oilfield vehicle) which 
store propane in ASME containers for use on the vehicle). Some of these 
vehicles use containers larger than 110 gallons w.c., which is believed to be the 
largest size 312 psig container offered. Any larger containers must be custom 
designed and manufactured - in low volume with correspondingly higher cost. 
“Standard” sized 250 psig propane containers are manufactured in large 
volumes and “custom” sized are manufactured in low volume. When the 
change was made in the 2001 edition it was noted that there would not be a 
significant cost premium if all the engine fuel and mobile containers were 312 
psig, as the increased metal cost was low.  
NFPA 58 and NFPA 1192 should have the same requirement for container 
pressure design, but it is noted that RV’s normally use 30 gallon containers, 
and not 250 or 500 gallon containers.  
Proposal 58-121, as revised in this comment, is reasonable and should be 
accepted to allow ASME containers with a 250 psig design pressure to be 
installed outside of non-passenger vehicles. Applications such as flame 
cultivation offer the opportunity to expand the use of propane. By requiring 
custom designed containers for flame cultivation and other valid uses the 
expanded use of propane is made more difficult due to the higher cost of the 
container, with no corresponding safety benefit.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows: 
6.23.3.1
(A) ASME mobile containers shall have be in accordance with one of the 
following: 
1. A MAWP of 312 psig (2.2 MPag) or higher where installed in enclosed 
spaces of vehicles. 
2. A MAWP of 312 psig or higher where installed on passenger vehicles. 
3. A MAWP of 250 psig or higher for containers where installed on the exterior 
of non-passenger vehicles. 
a MAWP of 250 psig (1.7 Mpag) if constructed prior to April 1, 2001, or 312 
psig (2.2 MPag) if constructed on or after April 1, 2001. 
Committee Statement: The committee modified the proposed language for 
clarity. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   HESS, G.: I concur with Mr. Dimopoulos and Mr. Mahnken. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-76 Log #33  Final Action: Hold
(Table 6.23.3.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Theodore C. Lemoff, TLemoff Engineering
Comment on Proposal No: 58-121
Recommendation: Revise Table 6.23.3.1 to read:

Table 6.23.3.1 (C) Maximum Capacities of Individual LP-Gas Containers Installed on Highway Vehicles 
Maximum Container 

Water Capacity 

Vehicle gal m3

Passenger Vehicle  200 0.8 
Nonpassenger vehicle 300 1.1
Road surfacing vehicle                         1000 3.8 
Nonpassenger vehicle >1000 gal  In accordance with DOT regulations for cargo tank 

vehicles
Cargo tank vehicle  Not limited by this code  

Substantiation: Two revisions are recommended.
1. The categories of nonpassenger vehicle and road surfacing vehicle are 
combined as one requirement should apply to all nonpassenger vehicles. The 
current requirement, which allows larger quantities for road surfacing vehicles 
is an arbitrary extension of the 300 gallon limit for nonpassenger vehicles for a 
specific use. There are other uses that should also not be arbitrarily limited. 
2. An entry for nonpassenger vehicles with LP-Gas storage of > 1000 gallons is 
added. This is due coordinate with DOT regulations for fuel tanks (tanks on 
vehicles where the fuel is consumed on the vehicle). DOT exempts fuel tanks 
from the Cargo Tank vehicle requirement and references NFPA 58 for 
installation requirements. If a user has a need for a vehicle with a fuel tank 
larger than 1,000 gallons, there is no reason to prohibit such use, and the 
proven DOT requirements for cargo tank vehicles will provide adequate safety. 

Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The comment introduces a new concept that has not 
had the benefit of public review. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-76. 
   MORTIMER, F.: The 312 or higher relief set to discharge should be retained. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-77 Log #58  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(6.24.3.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-124
Recommendation: Revise section 6.24.3.2 as it was modified by proposal 
58-124. 
Vehicle fuel dispensers and dispensing stations shall not be located within a an 
enclosing building or structure, unless they comply with Chapter 10.
Substantiation: Since a simple, unwalled, light construction shelter could be 
considered a structure and since this type of shelter does not comply with 
Chapter 10 (Chapter 10 does not address unwalled structures.), this type of 
shelter may be rejected by inspectors. Since a light, open shelter is a common 
structure at many dispensers, this may create a problem for many dispensing 
sites. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows: 
Vehicle fuel dispensers and dispensing stations shall not be located within a an 
enclosed building or structure, unless they comply with Chapter 10.
Committee Statement: The committee modified the language for clarity.
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
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_______________________________________________________________ 
58-78 Log #67  Final Action: Reject
(6.24.3.12 and 6.24.3.13 (New) )
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John W. King, Federated Mutual Insurance Company
Comment on Proposal No: 58-125
Recommendation: Reverse the action of the Committee.
Substantiation: My objection is not to protecting containers and dispensing 
equipment from collision damage from vehicles, which is already provided for 
by the Code, but to the “Vehicular Barrier Protection” methodology espoused 
by the submitter. Also, as written, this change would not be retroactive to 
existing installations, which would create an enforcement nightmare. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The new text for vehicular impact protection will 
provide specific options for protection that the code does not currently provide. 
The committee believes that it would be inappropriate to make the requirement 
retroactive because there has been no demonstrated evidence that existing 
installations pose an increased hazard. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-79 Log #59  Final Action: Reject
(6.24.3.14)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-127
Recommendation: 6.24.3.14 An identified and readily accessible switch or 
circuit breaker shall be installed outside at a location not less than 20 ft (6.1 m) 
or more than 100 ft. (30.5 m) from the dispensing device(s) to shut off the 
power in the event of a fire, an accident, or other emergency. All dispensing 
locations must meet this requirement no later than January 1, 2017, or within 
three years of adoption of this code.
Substantiation: Too often, these switches and circuit breakers are located 
indoors and/or behind stacked cases of products, making them inconvenient to 
access or inaccessible. This proposal solves that problem for new installations. 
If this is not made retroactive, then a large number of them will continue to be 
less accessible or inaccessible. Our inspectors indicate that 30-40% of 
currently-installed switches and circuit breakers do not comply with the new 
requirements. 
An additional consideration is that people who receive training for fire 
situations are told to not enter a burning building. These people would have a 
natural hesitation to enter any building at the site of a burning or product-
releasing dispenser. This hesitation and any accessibility problems could allow 
the situation to get worse than it should. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee disagrees that retroactivity is necessary. 
The existing installations should have established procedures, therefore 
personnel should be aware of the location of the switches. Operators of these 
facilities should be made aware that the switches should not be obstructed from 
view or otherwise made difficult to access. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   FREDENBURG, R.: Since the committee agreed that shutoff switches should 
be located outside, allowing existing switches to remain inside questions the 
need to make the change. In a similar change for gasoline pumps that was not 
retroactive, it took many years for the pump shutoffs to make the move to 
outdoors. Because some of the staff at many locations is not and never will be 
trained on propane dispensing, they will continue to cause these switches to be 
difficult or impossible to access when located inside. 
   HESS, G.: I concur with Mr. Fredenburg. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-80 Log #94  Final Action: Reject
(6.24.4.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-130
Recommendation: The Committee accepted version of 6.25.4.2 as follows:
6.24.4.2 A listed emergency breakaway device shall be installed and shall 
comply complying with ANSI/UL 567, Standard for Pipe Emergency 
Breakaway Fittings, Swivel Connectors and Pipe-Connection Fittings for 
Petroleum Products Connectors for Flammable and Combustible Liquids and 
LP-Gas., and designed to retain liquid on both sides of the breakaway point, or 
other devices affording equivalent protection approved by the authority having 
jurisdiction. ,shall be installed.
Substantiation: The title of this standard is updated and clarified.
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The editorial modification would create two 
requirements in a single paragraph, which is prohibited by the NFPA Manual of 
Style. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 

Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   MCTIER, S.: This proposal is exactly same as the pre-print version that is 
numbered 6.25.4.2 in the pre-print except it shows some early corrections. To 
resolve “the two requirements in the same paragraph prohibition”, end the first 
sentence in the fourth line at the end of “liquid on both sides of the breakaway 
point”. Add a new paragraph with the second requirement in new paragraph 
6.25.4.3 as follows: 
“Other emergency breakaway devices affording equivalent protection approved 
by the authority having jurisdiction shall be permitted to be used”.  
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-81 Log #95  Final Action: Reject
(6.24.4.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-129
Recommendation: Delete this proposal and replace it with 58-130 (Log 
#CP12) that is a revised version of 6.25.4.2 accepted by the NFPA 58 
Committee. 
Substantiation: See the revised version of 6.25.4.2 in 58-130. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The editorial modifications would result in two 
requirements in a single paragraph, which is prohibited by the NFPA Manual of 
Style. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-82 Log #96  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(6.25.3.12 through 6.25.3.18)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-125
Recommendation: Combine 58-125, 58-126, and 58-127 as follows:
6.25.3.12 All dispensers shall be either installed either on a concrete 
foundation or shall be part of a complete storage and dispensing unit mounted 
on a common base and installed in accordance with 6.6.3.1(G). Protection 
against physical damage shall be provided for dispensers. 
6.25.3.13 Dispensers shall be protected from physical damage.
6.25.3.14 Vehicle Barrier Protection (VBP) shall be provided for liquid 
dispensers within 10 feet of a public thoroughfare or a public parking location. 
Such protection shall be one of the following: 
(A)Concrete filled guard posts constructed of steel not less than 4 in. (102 mm) 
in diameter with the following characteristics: 
   (1) Spaced not more than 4 feet (1219 mm) between posts on center 
   (2 )Set not less than 3 feet (914 mm) deep in a concrete footing of not less 
than 15 in. diameter 
   (3) Set with the top of the posts not less than 3 feet (914 mm) above ground 
   (4) Located not less than 3 feet (914 mm) from the protected installation 
(B) Equivalent protection in lieu of guard posts shall be a minimum of 36 in. 
(914 mm) in height and shall resist a force of 12,000 pounds (53375 N) applied 
36 in. (914 mm) above the adjacent ground surface. 
6.25.3.15 Where the dispenser is not mounted on a common base with its 
storage container and the dispensing unit is within 10 feet of a vehicle 
thoroughfare, parking location, or an engine fuel filling station, the dispenser 
shall be provided with VBP. 
6.25.3.16 6.24.3.13 A listed quick-acting---------------the transfer hose.
   6.25.3.17 6.24.3.14 An identified and readily accessible switch or circuit 
breaker shall be installed outside at a location not less than 20 ft (6.1 m) or 
more than 100 ft (30.5 m) from the dispensing device(s) to shut off the power 
in the event of a fire, an accident, or an emergency. 
6.25.3.18 6.24.3.15 The markings for the-----------------point of liquid transfer.
Substantiation: This is a combined version of accepted proposals 58-125, 
58-126, and 58-127. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows: 
   6.25.3.12 All dispensers shall be either installed on a concrete foundation or 
shall be part of a complete storage and dispensing unit mounted on a common 
base and installed in accordance with 6.6.3.1(G). Protection against physical 
damage shall be provided for dispensers. 
6.25.3.13 Dispensers shall be protected from physical damage.
6.25.3.14 Vehicle Barrier Protection (VBP) shall be provided for liquid 
dispensers within 10 feet of a public thoroughfare or a public parking location. 
Such protection shall be one of the following: 
(A)Concrete filled guard posts constructed of steel not less than 4 in. (102 mm) 
in diameter with the following characteristics: 
   (1) Spaced not more than 4 feet (1219 mm) between posts on center 
   (2 )Set not less than 3 feet (914 mm) deep in a concrete footing of not less 
than 15 in. diameter 
   (3) Set with the top of the posts not less than 3 feet (914 mm) above ground 
   (4) Located not less than 3 feet (914 mm) from the protected installation 
(B) Equivalent protection in lieu of guard posts shall be a minimum of 36 in. 
(914 mm) in height and shall resist a force of 12,000 pounds (53375 N) applied 
36 in. (914 mm) above the adjacent ground surface. 
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6.25.3.15 Where the dispenser is not mounted on a common base with its 
storage container and the dispensing unit is within 10 feet of a vehicle 
thoroughfare, parking location, or an engine fuel filling station, the dispenser 
shall be provided with VBP. 
6.25.3.16 6.24.3.13 A listed quick-acting---------------the transfer hose.
   6.25.3.17 6.24.3.14 An identified and readily accessible switch or circuit 
breaker shall be installed outside at a location not less than 20 ft (6.1 m) or 
more than 100 ft (30.5 m) from the dispensing device(s) to shut off the power 
in the event of a fire, an accident, or an emergency. 
6.25.3.18 6.24.3.15 The markings for the-----------------point of liquid transfer.
Committee Statement: The committee removed the “either” because it is 
implied by the fact that there are only two options. The committee removed the 
statement “Dispensers shall be protected from physical damage” because it is 
redundant to the requirements for vehicular barrier protection. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Comment on Affirmative: 
   OSTERHAUS, J.: Containers subject to damage by vehicular traffic may be 
installed at commercial or industrial facilities that are not open to the public. 
The owners of these facilities may refuse to provide vehicular protection 
arguing the thoroughfare near the container or the parking location is not a 
“public.” 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-83 Log #93  Final Action: Accept
(6.26.1 and 6.26.4.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-131
Recommendation: Correct terms in 6.26.1 and 6.26.4.2 as follows:
6.26.1 Section 6.25 applies to fire protection for industrial occupancies plants 
plants, bulk plants, and dispensing stations.
6.26.4.2 Each industrial plant, occupancy, bulk plant, and distributing point 
-------------requirements of each letter class.
Substantiation: The term “industrial occupancy” has been changed throughout 
NFPA 58 to “industrial plant”. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-84 Log #82  Final Action: Accept
(6.26.3.1 and A.6.26.3.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-180
Recommendation: Show an asterisk on 6.25.3.1 and revise new A.6.25.3.1 as 
follows: 
6.26.3.1* Fire protection shall be provided--------------------containers on roofs.
A.6.26.3.1 Where there are multiple containers of less than 4000 gal water 
capacity each 4000 gal (15.2 m3 ) water capacity or less, the term “aggregate 
water capacity” refers to the total capacity of a group of aboveground 
containers located closer than the minimum separation required between 
containers and property lines prescribed by Table 6.3.1.1 6.3.1. Under no 
circumstances should containers be located closer to each other than as 
specified in Table 6.3.1. 6.3.1.1.
Substantiation: Containers of 4000 gal water capacity are addressed 
throughout NFPA 58.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-85 Log #60  Final Action: Hold
(8.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-137
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
Chapter 8 Storage of Cylinders Containers Awaiting Use, Resale, or 
Exchange
8.1 Scope.
8.1.1 The provisions of this chapter apply to the storage of cylinders of 1000 lb 
(454 kg) water capacity or less and to ASME tanks of 2000 gallons (7.6 m3) 
water capacity or less, whether filled, partially filled, or empty, as follows:
(1) At consumer sites or dispensing stations, where not connected for use 
(2) In storage for resale or exchange by dealer or reseller 
8.1.2 This chapter does not apply to new or unused cylinders containers.
8.1.3 This chapter does not apply to cylinders containers stored inside the 
security area at bulk plants.
Substantiation: This change is intended to require basic safety requirements 
on tanks not connected for use but that may contain product. Requirements for 
cylinders not connected for use have been provided in the LP-Gas Code for 

several editions. Separation requirements for ASME tanks not connected for 
use are not specified, even though these tanks may contain substantial amounts 
of LP-Gas. The dangers of these tanks located close to buildings and tanks 
connected for use has been recognized by the enforcement community but, 
without specified requirements, they are limited on what steps to reduce the 
dangers could be enforced. The way the code reads now, a 1000-gallon ASME 
tank 80% full could be set right beside a house (zero separation) and it would 
not be in violation. 
See also some other comments concerning this subject, all of them concerned 
with modifying chapter 8. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The committee didn’t reach consensus on the concept 
of including ASME containers in Chapter 8. Therefore, the committee put 
Comments 58-85 (Log #60), 58-86 (Log #61), 58-87 (Log #62), 58-88 (Log 
#63), and 58-89 (Log #64) on hold for further study. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-85. 
   MORTIMER, F.: The current text should be retained. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-86 Log #61  Final Action: Hold
(8.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-137
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
8.2 General Provisions.
8.2.1 General Location of Cylinders Containers.
8.2.1.1 Cylinders Containers in storage shall be located to minimize exposure 
to excessive temperature rises, physical damage, or tampering. 
8.2.1.2 Cylinders in storage having individual water capacity greater than 2.7 lb 
(1.1 kg) [nominal 1 lb (0.45 kg) LP-Gas capacity] and all ASME tanks shall be 
positioned so that the pressure relief valve is in direct communication with the 
vapor space of the cylinder. 
8.2.1.3 Cylinders stored in buildings in accordance with Section 8.3 shall not 
be located near exits, near stairways, or in areas normally used, or intended to 
be used, for the safe egress of occupants. 
8.2.1.4 ASME tanks shall not be stored in buildings.
8.2.1.4 8.2.1.5 If empty cylinders that have been in LP-Gas service are stored 
indoors, they shall be considered as full cylinders for the purposes of 
determining the maximum quantities of LP-Gas permitted by 8.3.1, 8.3.2.1, and 
8.3.3.1. 
8.2.1.5 8.2.1.6 Cylinders Containers shall not be stored on roofs.
8.2.2 Protection of Valves on Cylinders Containers in Storage.
8.2.2.1 Cylinder valves shall be protected as required by 5.2.6.1 and 7.2.2.5.
8.2.2.2 Screw-on-type caps or collars shall be in place on all cylinders stored, 
regardless of whether they are full, partially full, or empty, and cylinder outlet 
valves shall be closed. 
8.2.2.3 Valve outlets on cylinders less than 108 lb (49 kg) water capacity 
[nominal 45 lb (20 kg) propane capacity] shall be plugged, capped, or sealed in 
accordance with 7.2.2.5. 
8.2.2.4 Valve outlets on ASME tanks shall be plugged or capped in accordance 
with 5.7.7.2.
Substantiation: This change is intended to require basic safety requirements 
on tanks not connected for use but that may contain product. Requirements for 
cylinders not connected for use have been provided in the LP-Gas Code for 
several editions. Separation requirements for ASME tanks not connected for 
use are not specified, even though these tanks may contain substantial amounts 
of LP-Gas. The dangers of these tanks located close to buildings and tanks 
connected for use has been recognized by the enforcement community but, 
without specified requirements, they are limited on what steps to reduce the 
dangers could be enforced. The way the code reads now, a 1000-gallon ASME 
tank 80% full could be set right beside a house (zero separation) and it would 
not be in violation. 
See also some other comments concerning this subject, all of them concerned 
with modifying chapter 8. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The committee didn’t reach consensus on the concept 
of including ASME containers in Chapter 8. Therefore, the committee put 
Comments 58-85 (Log #60), 58-86 (Log #61), 58-87 (Log #62), 58-88 (Log 
#63), and 58-89 (Log #64) on hold for further study. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-86. 
   MORTIMER, F.: The current text should be retained. 
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_______________________________________________________________ 
58-87 Log #62  Final Action: Hold
(8.3)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-137
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
8.3 Storage of Cylinders Within Buildings.
[remainder of the section is unchanged] 
Substantiation: This change is clarifies that the storage within buildings 
requirements of Chapter 8 apply to cylinder storage only. 
See also some other comments concerning this subject, all of them concerned 
with modifying chapter 8. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The committee didn’t reach consensus on the concept 
of including ASME containers in Chapter 8. Therefore, the committee put 
Comments 58-85 (Log #60), 58-86 (Log #61), 58-87 (Log #62), 58-88 (Log 
#63), and 58-89 (Log #64) on hold for further study. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-87. 
   MORTIMER, F.: The current text should be retained. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-88 Log #63  Final Action: Hold
(8.4)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-137
Recommendation: 8.4 Storage Outside of Buildings. 
8.4.1* Location of Cylinder Storage Outside of Buildings.
[remainder of 8.4.1 is unchanged] 
8.4.2 Location of ASME Tank Storage Outside of Buildings. 
8.4.2.1 Storage outside of buildings for ASME tanks not connected for use at 
consumer sites or dispensing stations shall be located according to Table 6.3.1 
with respect to important buildings, containers connected for use, and lines of 
adjoining property that can be built upon. 
8.4.2.2 Tanks will be considered to be aboveground tanks if stored above 
ground, no matter what is the intended type of installation for that tank. 
8.4.2.3 Tanks included in section 8.4.2.1 shall be supported according to 
6.6.3.1.
8.4.2 8.4.3 Protection of Cylinders.
8.4.2.1 8.4.3.1* Cylinders at a location open to the public shall be protected by 
either of the following: 
(1) An enclosure in accordance with 6.18.4.2 
(2) A lockable ventilated enclosure of metal exterior construction 
8.4.2.2 8.4.3.2* Protection against vehicle impact shall be provided in 
accordance with good engineering practice where vehicular traffic is expected 
at the location. 
8.4.3 8.4.4 Alternate Location and Protection of Storage. Where the 
provisions of 8.4.1 and 8.4.2.1 8.4.3.1 are impractical at construction sites or at 
buildings or structures undergoing major renovation or repairs, alternative 
storage of cylinders shall be acceptable to the authority having jurisdiction. 
Substantiation: This change is intended to require basic safety requirements 
on tanks not connected for use but that may contain product. Requirements for 
cylinders not connected for use have been provided in the LP-Gas Code for 
several editions. Separation requirements for ASME tanks not connected for 
use are not specified, even though these tanks may contain substantial amounts 
of LP-Gas. The dangers of these tanks located close to buildings and tanks 
connected for use has been recognized by the enforcement community but, 
without specified requirements, they are limited on what steps to reduce the 
dangers could be enforced. The way the code reads now, a 1000-gallon ASME 
tank 80% full could be set right beside a house (zero separation) and it would 
not be in violation. This could happen when a new company gains the customer 
and disconnects and sets aside the former company’s tank. If they set the 
unconnected tank beside the house, it is not violating any requirement of the 
LP-Gas Code. Tanks not connected for service need to be supported so that 
wet, weak, or sloped soil will not allow them to roll over or slide away. 
See also some other comments concerning this subject, all of them concerned 
with modifying chapter 8. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The committee didn’t reach consensus on the concept 
of including ASME containers in Chapter 8. Therefore, the committee put 
Comments 58-85 (Log #60), 58-86 (Log #61), 58-87 (Log #62), 58-88 (Log 
#63), and 58-89 (Log #64) on hold for further study. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-88. 
   MORTIMER, F.: The current text should be retained. 

_______________________________________________________________ 
58-89 Log #64  Final Action: Hold
(8.5)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-137
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
8.5* Fire Protection for Cylinders.
8.5.1 Storage locations, where the aggregate quantity of propane stored in 
cylinders is in excess of 720 lb (327 kg), shall be provided with at least one 
approved portable fire extinguisher having a minimum capacity of 18 lb (9.2 
kg) dry chemical with B:C rating. 
8.5.2 The required fire extinguisher shall be located not more than 50 ft (15 m) 
from the storage location. Where fire extinguishers have more than one letter 
classification, they can be considered to satisfy the requirements of each letter 
class. 
Substantiation: This change is clarifies that the fire protection requirements of 
Chapter 8 apply to cylinder storage only. 
See also some other comments concerning this subject, all of them concerned 
with modifying chapter 8. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The committee didn’t reach consensus on the concept 
of including ASME containers in Chapter 8. Therefore, the committee put 
Comments 58-85 (Log #60), 58-86 (Log #61), 58-87 (Log #62), 58-88 (Log 
#63), and 58-89 (Log #64) on hold for further study. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-89. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-90 Log #92  Final Action: Accept
(8.5, 8.5.1 through 8.5.5, and 8.6)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-140
Recommendation: Accept an editorially revised Committee’s action on 
Section 8.5 8.5.1 from 58-140, change the title, and the remainder from 
58-141 as follows: 
8.5 Fire Protection and Electrical Area Classification
8.5.1 Retail cylinder exchange locations shall be provided with at least one 
approved portable fire extinguisher having a minimum capacity of 10 lb. dry 
chemical with an A:B:C rating complying with 8.5.3 shall be provided on the 
premises where retail cylinder exchange cabinets are storing more than 720 
lbs. of propane. are stored. 
8.5.2 Storage locations, other than those complying with 8.5.1, where the 
aggregate quantity of propane stored is in excess of 720 lb. (327 kg) shall be 
provided with at least one approved portable fire extinguisher having a 40-B:C 
or 80-B:C rating and a minimum capacity of 18 lb. dry chemical. With B:C 
rating. 
8.5.3 The required fire extinguisher shall be located in accordance with 8.5.3.1 
or 8.5.3.2. 
8.5.3.1 A 40-B:C fire extinguisher shall be located not more than 30 ft from the 
propane storage location.
8.5.3.2 An 80-B:C fire extinguisher shall be located not more than 50 ft from 
the propane storage location. 
8.5.4 Where fire extinguishers have more than one letter classification, they 
shall be considered to satisfy the requirements of each letter class. 
8.6 Electrical Area Classification. The storage of cylinders awaiting resale 
shall be exempt from the electrical classification requirements of this code. 
8.5.5 The storage of cylinders awaiting resale shall be exempt from the 
electrical classification requirements of this code. Renumber Section 8.7 to 
Section 8.6. 
8.6 8.7 Automated Cylinder Exchange Stations.
8.6.1 Cylinder exchange cabinets that include an automated vending system for 
exchanging cylinders shall comply with the following additional requirements. 
    Renumber the remaining subsections. 
Substantiation: The requirements are extracted from both 58-140, 58-141, 
58-142, and 58-143 and the numbering meet the requirements of the NFPA 
Manual of Style. 
Adding “and Electrical Area Classification” to the title of Section 8.5 
compensates for deleting Section 8.6 that covers electrical area classification 
and adding it as a paragraph with no title. This now meets the requirements of 
the NFPA Manual of Style.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-90 
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_______________________________________________________________ 
58-91 Log #41  Final Action: Hold
(8.5.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: J. R. Nerat, Badger/Kidde Fire Protection
Comment on Proposal No: 58-140
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
8.5.1 At least one approved portable fire extinguisher having a minimum 
capacity of 10 lbs (4.54 kg) of dry chemical with having a discharge rate of 1 
lb/sec (0.45 kg) and an A:B:C rating complying with 8.5.3 shall be provided on 
the premises where retail cylinder exchange cabinets storing more than 720 lbs. 
(327 kg) of propane are stored.
Substantiation: This proposal is being submitted to reduce confusion and 
ensure compliance with NFPA-10 for properly addressing potential obstacle, 
gravity 3-dimentional and pressure class “B” fire situations, by suggesting the 
committee add the metric references and minimum 1 pound per second agent 
discharge recommendation to their proposal.  
   High flow fire extinguisher models have been recommended and utilized for 
addressing these types of class “B” fire situations since 2007. (Reference: 2010 
edition NFPA-10 paragraphs 5.5.1.1.2, 5.5.2 and 5.5.4 (3).) These fire 
extinguishers are readily available models, manufactured by most of the 
existing approved fire equipment manufacturers. 
   The numerical class “B” rating references identified within NFPA-10 are 
primarily intended to address minimum extinguisher occupancy coverage 
recommendations for potential liquid spill surface areas and not the various 
special class “B” fire hazard configurations which might be presented. 
Extinguisher recommendations addressing potential class “B” pressure, 
obstacle and gravity 3-dimentional fire hazards identified within 5.5.1 
specifically now call for extinguisher models having minimum agent capacities 
and agent discharge rates. This is because numerical class “B” fire ratings are 
based upon the surface areas of square test pans presenting flat/still flammable 
liquid surfaces and extended hardware discharge times, which require 
manufacturers to throttle and reduce agent delivery rates, to obtain higher 
numerical fire ratings.  
   Dry chemical fire extinguisher models having agent discharge rates 
exceeding 1 pound per second measured at the 2/3 point of their discharge have 
demonstrated an acceptable capability for handling various real world class “B” 
fire situations. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The intent of having a fire extinguisher in the context 
of NFPA 58 is to fight an incipient fire caused by normal combustibles such as 
paper, trash, or oily rags. Extinguishing a propane fire related to a cylinder 
exchange cabinet is not encouraged because it would result in a leaking 
cylinder that seeks another source of ignition. Additionally, industry training 
educates propane employees and firefighters not to fight a propane fire until the 
fuel source is under control. 
The committee placed all comments related to fire extinguishers on hold for 
further study so that more research can be put into this topic. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-91 
   MORTIMER, F.: New material not part of the referenced proposal. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-92 Log #116  Final Action: Hold
(8.5.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dennis D. Brohmer, Tyco Fire Protecion Products
Comment on Proposal No: 58-141
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
8.5.1* Retail cylinder exchange locations shall be provided with at least one 
approved portable fire extinguisher having a 40- or 80- 20-B:C or 40-B:C 
rating and a minimum capacity of 10 lb. dry chemical that delivers a minimum 
of 1 lb. of dry chemical per second.
Substantiation: In NFPA Standard 10 we (the committee) wrote the 
requirements in Section 5.5 for pressure fires to discharge at least 1 lb. per 
second. The main idea is to discharge as much dry chemical per second on that 
type of fire as possible. The more the better but at least 1 lb. per second. 
Without adding the 1 lb. of dry chemical per second would exclude this 
particular hazard from being protected in accordance to NFPA Standard 10, 
Standard for Portable Fire Extinguishers Section 5.5 Selection for Specific 
Hazards, paragraphs 5.5.1.1* Extinguishers for Pressurized Flammable Liquids 
and Pressurized Gas Fires. 
   By adding the underlined text to NFPA 58 paragraph 8.5.1., the paragraph 
would comply and fall into the intent of proper protection for that hazard in 
accordance to NFPA Standard 10, Standard for Portable Fire Extinguishers.  
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The intent of having a fire extinguisher in the context 
of NFPA 58 is to fight an incipient fire caused by normal combustibles such as 
paper, trash, or oily rags. Extinguishing a propane fire related to a cylinder 
exchange cabinet is not encouraged because it would result in a leaking 
cylinder that seeks another source of ignition. Additionally, industry training 
educates propane employees and firefighters not to fight a propane fire until the 

fuel source is under control. 
The committee placed all comments related to fire extinguishers on hold for 
further study so that more research can be put into this topic. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-92. 
   MORTIMER, F.: New material not part of the referenced proposal. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-93 Log #117  Final Action: Hold
(8.5.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dennis D. Brohmer, Tyco Fire Protecion Products
Comment on Proposal No: 58-141
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
Storage locations, other than those complying with 8.5.1, where the aggregated 
quantity of propane stored is in excess of 720 lb (327 kg) shall be provided 
with at least one approved portable fire extinguisher having a 40- or 80- 
20-B:C or 40-B:C rating and a minimum capacity of 18 lb. dry chemical with 
B:C rating.
Substantiation: High Flow “HF” fire extinguishers are specifically designed 
for gas fires and they have a low rating because those types of fire 
extinguishers completely emptied in a very short period of time, less than eight 
seconds for a maximum of a 40-B:C rating (But that’s what’s required to put 
those types of fires out). Discharge time & ratings have a direct correlation 
within UL Standard 711, Testing of Fire Extinguishers. The two hand portable 
fire extinguisher Ansul has available for “HF” High Flow are a 20-B:C rating 
for the 18 lbs. extinguisher and a 40-B:C rating for a 27 lbs. extinguisher. By 
requiring 40-B:C & 80-B:C ratings, you could exclude the exact fire 
extinguishers designed specifically to protect these hazards. 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The intent of having a fire extinguisher in the context 
of NFPA 58 is to fight an incipient fire caused by normal combustibles such as 
paper, trash, or oily rags. Extinguishing a propane fire related to a cylinder 
exchange cabinet is not encouraged because it would result in a leaking 
cylinder that seeks another source of ignition. Additionally, industry training 
educates propane employees and firefighters not to fight a propane fire until the 
fuel source is under control. 
The committee placed all comments related to fire extinguishers on hold for 
further study so that more research can be put into this topic. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-93. 
   MORTIMER, F.: New material not part of the referenced proposal. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-94 Log #40  Final Action: Hold
(8.5.2 and 8.5.3.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: J. R. Nerat, Badger/Kidde Fire Protection
Comment on Proposal No: 58-141
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
8.5.2 Storage locations, other than those complying with 8.5.1, where the 
aggregate quantity of propane stored is in excess of 720 lbs (327 kg) shall be 
provided with at least one approved portable fire extinguisher having a 40- or 
80 60-B:C rating and a minimum capacity of 18 lb dry chemical with a 
discharge rate of 1 lb/sec (o.45 kg/sec).
8.5.3.2 An 80 60-B:C fire extinguisher shall be located not more than 50 ft 
from the propane storage location. 
Substantiation: This proposal is being submitted to reduce confusion and 
ensure compliance with NFPA-10 for properly addressing potential obstacle, 
gravity 3-dimentional and pressure class “B” fire situations, by suggesting the 
committee reduce the 80B numerical rating to 60B and adding the minimum 1 
pound per second agent discharge recommendation to the proposal.  
   Because only 30 pound extinguisher models currently have the necessary 
agent capacity, flow rate and 80B:C fire rating, changing this proposals 
recommendation from 80B:C to 60B:C will allow users to continue to utilize 
the less expensive 20 lb sizes of fire extinguisher models. This would provide a 
much more cost effective way for users to meet both the 40B:C and 60B:C 
rating recommendations established for travel distances, using readily available 
18 to 20 pound fire extinguisher models.  
   High flow fire extinguisher models have been recommended and utilized for 
addressing these types of class “B” fire situations since 2007. (Reference: 2010 
edition NFPA-10 paragraphs 5.5.1.1.2, 5.5.2 and 5.5.4 (3).) These fire 
extinguishers are readily available models, manufactured by most of the 
existing approved fire equipment manufacturers. 
   The numerical class “B” rating references identified within NFPA-10 are 
primarily intended to address minimum extinguisher occupancy coverage 
recommendations for potential liquid spill surface areas and not the various 
special class “B” fire hazard configurations which might be presented. 
Extinguisher recommendations addressing potential class “B” pressure, 
obstacle and gravity 3-dimentional fire hazards identified within 5.5.1 
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specifically now call for extinguisher models having minimum agent capacities 
and agent discharge rates. This is because numerical class “B” fire ratings are 
based upon the surface areas of square test pans presenting flat/still flammable 
liquid surfaces and extended hardware discharge times, which require 
manufacturers to throttle and reduce agent delivery rates, to obtain higher 
numerical fire ratings.  
   Dry chemical fire extinguisher models having agent discharge rates 
exceeding 1 pound per second measured at the 2/3 point of their discharge have 
demonstrated an acceptable capability for handling these real world class “B” 
fire situations. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The intent of having a fire extinguisher in the context 
of NFPA 58 is to fight an incipient fire caused by normal combustibles such as 
paper, trash, or oily rags. Extinguishing a propane fire related to a cylinder 
exchange cabinet is not encouraged because it would result in a leaking 
cylinder that seeks another source of ignition. Additionally, industry training 
educates propane employees and firefighters not to fight a propane fire until the 
fuel source is under control. 
The committee placed all comments related to fire extinguishers on hold for 
further study so that more research can be put into this topic. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-94 
   MORTIMER, F.: New material not part of the referenced proposal. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-95 Log #118  Final Action: Hold
(8.5.3.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dennis D. Brohmer, Tyco Fire Protecion Products
Comment on Proposal No: 58-141
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows: 
A 40-B:C 20-B:C fire extinguisher shall be located not more than 30 ft from 
the propane storage location. 
Substantiation: By changing to the 20-B:C rated fire extinguisher, we would 
not exclude the perfect 18 lbs. fire extinguisher designed for that fire type of 
fire. 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The intent of having a fire extinguisher in the context 
of NFPA 58 is to fight an incipient fire caused by normal combustibles such as 
paper, trash, or oily rags. Extinguishing a propane fire related to a cylinder 
exchange cabinet is not encouraged because it would result in a leaking 
cylinder that seeks another source of ignition. Additionally, industry training 
educates propane employees and firefighters not to fight a propane fire until the 
fuel source is under control. 
The committee placed all comments related to fire extinguishers on hold for 
further study so that more research can be put into this topic. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-95. 
   MORTIMER, F.: New material not part of the referenced proposal. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-96 Log #119  Final Action: Hold
(8.5.3.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dennis D. Brohmer, Tyco Fire Protecion Products
Comment on Proposal No: 58-141
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
A 80-B:C 40-B:C fire extinguisher shall be located not more than 50 ft from 
the propane storage location. 
Substantiation: By changing to the 40-B:C rated fire extinguisher, we would 
not exclude the perfect 26 lbs. fire extinguisher designed for that fire type of 
fire. 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The intent of having a fire extinguisher in the context 
of NFPA 58 is to fight an incipient fire caused by normal combustibles such as 
paper, trash, or oily rags. Extinguishing a propane fire related to a cylinder 
exchange cabinet is not encouraged because it would result in a leaking 
cylinder that seeks another source of ignition. Additionally, industry training 
educates propane employees and firefighters not to fight a propane fire until the 
fuel source is under control. 
The committee placed all comments related to fire extinguishers on hold for 
further study so that more research can be put into this topic. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-96. 
   MORTIMER, F.: New material not part of the referenced proposal. 

_______________________________________________________________ 
58-97 Log #42  Final Action: Hold
(9.3.5.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: J. R. Nerat, Badger/Kidde Fire Protection
Comment on Proposal No: 58-144
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
   9.3.5.1 Each truck or trailer transporting portable containers in accordance 
with 9.3.2 or 9.3.3 shall be equipped with at least one approved portable fire 
extinguisher having a minimum capacity of 18 lbs of (8.2 kg) dry chemical 
with a discharge rate of 1 lb/sec (o.45 kg/sec with and a B:C rating.
Substantiation: This proposal is submitted to reduce confusion and ensure 
compliance with NFPA-10 for properly addressing potential obstacle, gravity 
3-dimentional and pressure class “B” fire situations, by suggesting the 
committee add the minimum 1 pound per second agent discharge 
recommendation to the proposal.  
   These high flow fire extinguisher models have been recommended and 
utilized for addressing these types of fire situations since 2007. (Reference: 
2010 edition NFPA-10 paragraphs 5.5.1.1.2, 5.5.2 and 5.5.4 (3).) These fire 
extinguishers are readily available models, manufactured by most of the 
existing approved fire equipment manufacturers. 
   The numerical class “B” rating references identified within NFPA-10 are 
primarily intended to address minimum extinguisher occupancy coverage 
recommendations for potential liquid spill surface areas and not the various 
special class “B” fire hazard configurations which might be presented. 
Extinguisher recommendations addressing potential class “B” pressure, 
obstacle and gravity 3-dimentional fire hazards identified within 5.5.1 
specifically now call for extinguisher models having minimum agent capacities 
and agent discharge rates. This is because numerical class “B” fire ratings are 
based upon the surface areas of square test pans presenting flat/still flammable 
liquid surfaces and extended hardware discharge times, which require 
manufacturers to throttle and reduce agent delivery rates, to obtain higher 
numerical fire ratings.  
   Dry chemical fire extinguisher models having agent discharge rates 
exceeding 1 pound per second measured at the 2/3 point of their discharge have 
demonstrated an acceptable capability for handling these real world class “B” 
fire situations. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The intent of having a fire extinguisher in the context 
of NFPA 58 is to fight an incipient fire caused by normal combustibles such as 
paper, trash, or oily rags. Extinguishing a propane fire related to a cylinder 
exchange cabinet is not encouraged because it would result in a leaking 
cylinder that seeks another source of ignition. Additionally, industry training 
educates propane employees and firefighters not to fight a propane fire until the 
fuel source is under control. 
The committee placed all comments related to fire extinguishers on hold for 
further study so that more research can be put into this topic. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-97. 
   MORTIMER, F.: New material not part of the referenced proposal. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-98 Log #120  Final Action: Hold
(9.3.5.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dennis D. Brohmer, Tyco Fire Protecion Products
Comment on Proposal No: 58-144
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
   Each truck or trailer transporting containers in accordance with 9.3.2 or 9.3.3 
shall be equipped with at least one approved portable fire extinguisher having a 
minimum capacity of 18 lb (8.2 kg) dry chemical with a B:C rating that 
discharges at least 1 lb of dry chemical per second.
Substantiation: In NFPA Standard 10 we (the committee) wrote the 
requirements in Section 5.5 for pressure fires to discharge at least 1 lb. per 
second. Again the main idea is to discharge as much dry chemical per second 
on that type of fire as possible. The more the better but at least 1 lb. per 
second. 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The intent of having a fire extinguisher in the context 
of NFPA 58 is to fight an incipient fire caused by normal combustibles such as 
paper, trash, or oily rags. Extinguishing a propane fire related to a cylinder 
exchange cabinet is not encouraged because it would result in a leaking 
cylinder that seeks another source of ignition. Additionally, industry training 
educates propane employees and firefighters not to fight a propane fire until the 
fuel source is under control. 
The committee placed all comments related to fire extinguishers on hold for 
further study so that more research can be put into this topic. 
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Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-98. 
   MORTIMER, F.: New material not part of the referenced proposal. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-99 Log #43  Final Action: Hold
(9.4.7.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: J. R. Nerat, Badger/Kidde Fire Protection
Comment on Proposal No: 58-146
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
   9.4.7.1 Each cargo tank vehicle or tractor shall be equipped with at least one 
approved portable fire extinguisher having a minimum capacity of 18 lbs of 
(8.2 kg) dry chemical with a discharge rate of 1 lb/sec (o.45 kg/sec with and a 
B:C rating. 
Substantiation: This proposal is submitted to reduce confusion and ensure 
compliance with NFPA-10 for properly addressing potential obstacle, gravity 
3-dimentional and pressure class “B” fire situations, by suggesting the 
committee add the minimum 1 pound per second agent discharge 
recommendation to their proposal.  
   These high flow fire extinguisher models have been recommended and 
utilized for addressing these types of fire situations since 2007. (Reference: 
2010 edition NFPA-10 paragraphs 5.5.1.1.2, 5.5.2 and 5.5.4 (3).) These fire 
extinguishers are readily available models, manufactured by most of the 
existing approved fire equipment manufacturers. 
   The numerical class “B” rating references identified within NFPA-10 are 
primarily intended to address minimum extinguisher occupancy coverage 
recommendations for potential liquid spill surface areas and not the various 
special class “B” fire hazard configurations which might be presented. 
Extinguisher recommendations addressing potential class “B” pressure, 
obstacle and gravity 3-dimentional fire hazards identified within 5.5.1 
specifically now call for extinguisher models having minimum agent capacities 
and agent discharge rates. This is because numerical class “B” fire ratings are 
based upon the surface areas of square test pans presenting flat/still flammable 
liquid surfaces and extended hardware discharge times, which require 
manufacturers to throttle and reduce agent delivery rates, to obtain higher 
numerical fire ratings.  
   Dry chemical fire extinguisher models having agent discharge rates 
exceeding 1 pound per second measured at the 2/3 point of their discharge have 
demonstrated an acceptable capability for handling these real world class “B” 
fire situations. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The intent of having a fire extinguisher in the context 
of NFPA 58 is to fight an incipient fire caused by normal combustibles such as 
paper, trash, or oily rags. Extinguishing a propane fire related to a cylinder 
exchange cabinet is not encouraged because it would result in a leaking 
cylinder that seeks another source of ignition. Additionally, industry training 
educates propane employees and firefighters not to fight a propane fire until the 
fuel source is under control. 
The committee placed all comments related to fire extinguishers on hold for 
further study so that more research can be put into this topic. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-99. 
   MORTIMER, F.: New material not part of the referenced proposal. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-100 Log #121  Final Action: Hold
(9.4.7.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Dennis D. Brohmer, Tyco Fire Protecion Products
Comment on Proposal No: 58-146
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
   Each cargo tank vehicle or tractor shall be provided with at least one 
approved portable fire extinguisher having a minimum capacity or 18 lb (8.2 
kg) dry chemical with a B:C rating that delivers a minimum of 1 lb. of dry 
chemical per second.
Substantiation: In NFPA Standard 10 we (the committee) wrote the 
requirements in Section 5.5 for pressure fires to discharge at least 1 lb. per 
second. Discharging as much dry chemical per second on that type of fire as 
possible is the only way of extinguishing that type of fire beside eliminating 
the fuel. The more dry chemical the better but at least 1 lb. per second. Without 
adding the 1 lb. of dry chemical per second would exclude this particular 
hazard from being protected in accordance to NFPA Standard 10, Standard for 
Portable Fire Extinguishers Section 5.5 Selection for Specific Hazards, 
paragraphs 5.5.1.1* Extinguishers for Pressurized Flammable Liquids and 
Pressurized Gas Fires. 
   Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The intent of having a fire extinguisher in the context 
of NFPA 58 is to fight an incipient fire caused by normal combustibles such as 
paper, trash, or oily rags. Extinguishing a propane fire related to a cylinder 

exchange cabinet is not encouraged because it would result in a leaking 
cylinder that seeks another source of ignition. Additionally, industry training 
educates propane employees and firefighters not to fight a propane fire until the 
fuel source is under control. 
The committee placed all comments related to fire extinguishers on hold for 
further study so that more research can be put into this topic. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   KING, J.: Please refer to Mr. Mortimer’s comment on 58-100. 
   MORTIMER, F.: New material not part of the referenced proposal. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-101 Log #81  Final Action: Accept
(9.7.2.2 and A.9.7.2.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-181
Recommendation: Show an asterisk with paragraph 9.7.2.2
9.7.2.2* 9.7.2.2 Vehicles shall not be parked in congested areas.
A.9.7.2.2 The term “congested area” is intended to describe situations where 
access to the vehicle during an emergency would be impeded or where moving 
the vehicle away from an emergency would be prevented. 
Substantiation: New A.9.7.2.2 has been added to the Annex.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   FREDENBURG, R.: It is good to see some clarification for the term 
“congested area.” However, this explanation is far from including all of the 
situations that make an area congested. Where is some language about density 
of housing or businesses? What about uses of the area that make having this 
vehicle present a hazard? It even could apply to situations where the area is not 
congested. What if the vehicle was parked on a slight rise in the middle of a 
field that gets flooded? Access might be impeded and moving the vehicle might 
be impossible because of the flood situation, but the vehicle might not be 
causing a problem by being too close and causing a hazard. This explanation 
needs more attention and revision. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-102 Log #37  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(11.3.2.1 and 11.3.2.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Theodore C. Lemoff, TLemoff Engineering
Comment on Proposal No: 58-149
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
11.3.2.1 ASME engine fuel and mobile containers shall have a: be designed to 
provide at least the following maximum allowable working pressure (MAWP):
(1) 250 psig (1.7 MPag) or 312 psig (2.2 MPag) where required if constructed 
prior to April 1, 2001 
(2) 312 psig (2.2 MPag) if constructed on or after April 1, 2001 
1. A MAWP of 312 psig (2.2 MPag) or higher where installed in enclosed 
spaces of vehicles. 
2. A MAWP of 312 where installed outside of passenger vehicles.
3. A MAWP of 250 psig where installed outside of non-passenger vehicles. 
11.3.2.2 ASME containers installed in enclosed spaces on vehicles and all 
engine fuel containers for vehicles, industrial trucks, buses, recreational 
vehicles, and passenger vehicles designed to carry 10 or fewer passengers shall 
be constructed with a MAWP of at least 312 psig (2.2 MPag).
Substantiation: Proposal 58-149, rejected by the NFPA 58 committee, 
proposed that ASME engine fuel and mobile containers installed outside a 
vehicle have a design pressure of 250 psig, rather than the 312 psig currently 
required for all ASME engine fuel and mobile containers. 
Proposal 58-149 intended to correct an error of simplification made by the 
committee in the 2001 edition. The committee did this by accepting proposal 
58-131 (to the 2001 edition) with editorial revisions. The submitter’s 
substantiation stated: 
Increasing the required working pressure to 312.5 psi from 250 psi will be a 
conservative approach to resolving the conflict. 
Prior to the 2001 edition, engine fuel and mobile containers installed in 
enclosed spaces of vehicles were required to have a 312 psig design pressure, 
while mobile containers installed outside of vehicles needed a 250 psig design 
pressure. The change was made to resolve a conflict with NFPA 1192, which 
required a 312 psig design pressure for all RV engine fuel and mobile 
containers. When this change was made no consideration was given to other 
vehicles (such as flame cultivation, road surfacing, and oilfield vehicle) which 
store propane in ASME containers for use on the vehicle). Some of these 
vehicles use containers larger than 110 gallons w.c., which is believed to be the 
largest size 312 psig container offered. Any larger containers must be custom 
designed and manufactured - in low volume with correspondingly higher cost. 
“Standard” sized 250 psig propane containers are manufactured in large 
volumes and a “custom” sized are manufactured in low volume. When the 
change was made in the 2001 edition it was noted that there would not be a 
significant cost premium if all the engine fuel and mobile containers were 312 
psig, as the increased metal cost was low.  
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NFPA 58 and NFPA 1192 should have the same requirement for container 
pressure design, but it is noted that RV’s normally use 30 gallon containers, 
and not 250 or 500 gallon containers.  
Proposal 58-149, as revised in this comment, is reasonable and should be 
accepted to allow ASME containers with a 250 psig design pressure to be 
installed outside of non-passenger vehicles. Applications such as flame 
cultivation offer the opportunity to expand the use of propane. By requiring 
custom designed containers for flame cultivation and other valid uses the 
expanded use of propane is made more difficult due to the higher cost of the 
container, with no corresponding safety benefit.  
Paragraph 11.3.2.2 is recommended to be deleted as the revised text of 11.3.2.1 
clearly applies to all passenger vehicles no matter how many passengers are 
carried. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows: 
11.3.2.1 ASME engine fuel containers and mobile containers shall have a 
MAWP of 312 psig.be designed to provide at least the following maximum 
allowable working pressure (MAWP):
(1) 250 psig (1.7 MPag) or 312 psig (2.2 MPag) where required if constructed 
prior to April 1, 2001 
(2) 312 psig (2.2 MPag) if constructed on or after April 1, 2001 
11.3.2.2 ASME containers installed in enclosed spaces on vehicles and all 
engine fuel containers for vehicles, industrial trucks, buses, recreational 
vehicles, and passenger vehicles designed to carry 10 or fewer passengers shall 
be constructed with a MAWP of at least 312 psig (2.2 MPag).
11.3.2.2 ASME mobile containers shall be in accordance with one of the 
following: 
1. A MAWP of 312 psig (2.2 MPag) or higher where installed in enclosed 
spaces of vehicles. 
2. A MAWP of 312 psig where installed on passenger vehicles. 
3. A MAWP of 250 psig where installed on the exterior of non-passenger 
vehicles.
Committee Statement: The committee separated engine fuel and mobile 
containers into separate paragraphs for clarity. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   MORTIMER, F.: The higher relief pressure on mobile containers should be 
retained. 
Comment on Affirmative: 
   MCTIER, S.: Lists use parenthetical numbers according to the Manual of 
Style; therefore, renumber “1.,2., and 3.” as (1), (2), and (3) after 11.3.2.2.  
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-103 Log #91  Final Action: Accept
(11.4.1.4)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-150
Recommendation: Change the 5 digit subparagraph numbers of “11.4.1.4.1” 
and “11.4.1.4.2” to “(A) and (B)”.  
11.4.1.4 Change “5..7.4.1(F)” to “5.7.4.1(B)(7)”. 
Substantiation: At the present time the NFPA 58 Committee uses the alternate 
subparagraph numbers using parenthetical alphabetical letters such as (A) 
through (Z) rather than 5 digit numbers for subparagraphs throughout the 
standard except in a few places in the definitions found only in Chapter 3 This 
has been the style for NFPA 58 for many years. Also the reference number has 
been corrected. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Comment on Affirmative: 
   MCTIER, S.: Change “5.7.4.1(B)(7)” to “5.7.4.1(B)(7)(a) and 5.7.4.1(B)(7)
(b) to make it perfectly clear in the proposal. 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-104 Log #90  Final Action: Reject
(11.4.1.10, 11.4.1.11, 11.4.1.15, and 11.13.2.9)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-152
Recommendation: Revise new 11.4.1.10, present 11.4.1.11, and new 
11.13.2.9. 
11.4.1.10 Cylinders used in engine fuel service for industrial trucks 
service,other than single opening shall be equipped with full internal or flush-
type full internal pressure relief valves. 
11.4.1.11 Single opening cylinders in industrial truck service shall be equipped 
with a listed multiple function valve in accordance with 5.7.4.1(J) 5.7.4.1(B)
(11) or 5.7.4.1(B)(12). 
   11.4.1.15 In the fourth line change “5.7.4.1(F)(1) or (2)” to “5.7.4.1(B)(7)(a) 
or (b)”. 
11.13.2.9 Industrial truck cylinders shall require have pressure relief valves 
installed in accordance that comply with 11.4.1.10 or 11.4.1.11 as 

applicable. 5.7.4.1(B)(11) or 5.7.4.1(B)(12).
Substantiation: As pointed out earlier, single-opening cylinders in industrial 
truck service are utilizing full internal or flush-type full internal pressure relief 
valves as required for all engine fuel containers.  
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee reaffirms the ROP action.
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 26 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   MCTIER, S.: The ultimate numbers from 5.7.4.1 through 5.7.4.4 that we are 
discussing are the numbers that we should use in Chapter 11. 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-105 Log #89  Final Action: Accept
(11.7.3 and 11.7.3.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-155
Recommendation: Revise reference number as follows:
11.7.3 Hose, Hose Connections, and Flexible Connectors 
   11.7.3.1 Hose, hose connections, and flexible hose connectors (see 3.3.23) 
(see 3.3.25) used for conveying LP-Gas liquid or vapor--------------------with 
stainless steel wire braid. 
Substantiation: References cover hose only.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-106 Log #88  Final Action: Accept
(11.13.2.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-158
Recommendation: Reject this proposal and renumber the remainder of 
11.13.2. 
11.13.2.1 Cylinders shall comply with applicable requirements in 11.3, 11.4, 
and 11.5.
Substantiation: This paragraph is redundant, not needed, and serves no useful 
purpose. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-107 Log #87  Final Action: Accept
(11.13.2.3)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-159
Recommendation: Revise reference number in new 11.13.2.8.
11.13.2.8 Industrial truck cylinders shall have pressure relief valves installed 
in accordance with that conform with 5.7.4.1(L) 5.7.4.1(B)(11) or 5.7.4.1(B)
(12). 
Substantiation: Corrects incorrect reference number and confirms that both 
full internal and flush-type full interna l pressure relief valve are permitted to 
be used in engine fuel applications.. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-108 Log #29  Final Action: Reject
(11.17)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Ali Hasan, Doha
Comment on Proposal No: 58-161
Recommendation: Revise proposed text from Proposal 58-161 as follows:
   11.17.1 Adding LPG to Diesel Engine:
   b. Higher LPG does can increase power of existing diesel engines further, but 
not recommended. The reason being increasing the power level of an engine 
beyond design limits can damage engine components. The aim of such 
modifications is to improve combustion, gain power, save fuel, and reduce 
emissions. 
   c. Performance figures mentioned in clause 11.17.1(a) are influenced by; type 
& condition of engine, ambient temperatures, and LPG composition.
   d. Electronic metering/control of LPG flow is recommended to optimize 
combustion of diesel/LPG. Disel/LPG fuel mixture ratios can be configured by 
the specialist implementing such engine modifications. 
   11.17.3 Safety matters:
   a. Sensors installations.
   Install pressure, tilt and temperature sensors near the point of fuel gas 
introduction within the engine air intake manifold,. Introduce a solenoid valve 
just outside the air intake system near the point of fuel gas dose. This valve 
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shall shut off/open fuel supply under the following conditions: 
   - Shut, in the event of no airflow within the engine air intake system. Using 
the pressure sensor. 
   - Shut, when temperature inside the air intake manifold system reaches 
200°C. Using the temperature sensor. 
   - Shut, in the event of a vehicle turnover. Using a tilt switch. 
   -Open 60 seconds after the engine has started to run. Using a timer. 
   b. Increase in diesel combustion temperature can lead to higher levels of Nox 
in the exhaust system. To ensure that the allowable Nox levels do not exceed 
AHJ limits, two of the following methods can be adopted: (i) lower LPG dose 
level, and/or (ii) introduce suitable catalytic converters to lower Nox levels in 
the exhaust system. 
   c. The LPG storage cylinder shall be equipped with a solenoid valve. This 
valve only opens when the engine’s ignition is on. This valve shall close in the 
fail safe condition, and when the tilt switch detects a tilt. 
   d. Installation works to be carried out by a specialist. Components shall 
comply to NFPA requirements and country AHJ. It is recommended to carry 
out such engine alterations by the engine manufacturer/supplier. This applies to 
the LPG system, starting from the LPG cylinder and up to dose point.
Substantiation: Improve level of safety.
   Easy to follow method of operation, control and monitor. See clause 11.17.3. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee recognizes that such applications have 
been in use for several decades. However, the proposal was not provided in 
adoptable code text and the committee believes that there is existing code that 
adequately covers installation of these systems. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-109 Log #86  Final Action: Accept
(13.2.2and 13.2.2.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-163
Recommendation: Make editorial changes to meet the requirements of the 
NFPA Manual of Style as follows: 
13.2.2 Electrical Equipment
13.2.2.1 All electrical equipment and wiring installed on the pier or dock shall 
comply with 6.23.2.1. 
Substantiation: These changes help meet the requirements of the NFPA 
Manual of Style. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-110 Log #85  Final Action: Accept
(14.1.3)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-165
Recommendation: Editorially revise 14.1.3* as follows:
14.1.3* Containers or equipment at bulk plants and industrial plants that have 
been determined to be unsuitable for continued service shall be taken out of 
service. 
Substantiation: The adding of “plants” after “bulk” is consistent with previous 
language in the code. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-111 Log #84  Final Action: Accept
(14.2.2.2)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-167
Recommendation: 14.2.2.2 Revise the numbers where needed as follows:
   (1) General procedures (see 13.4.3 and 13.4.4) 13.4)
   (3) Sources of ignition (see 6.23.3 6.23,------------- 9.4.10).
   (4) Signage and markings (see -----5.7.5, 5.7.5.3, 5.7.5.8, 6.12.7, 6.25.3.18, 
6.27.5.3(D), 6.27.5.3(B)------- 13.2.1.13 13.2.1.13(3).
(5) ----7.2.3.1--------9.2.3.4.
Substantiation: The above added deletions and additions should be reviewed.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.

_______________________________________________________________ 
58-112 Log #65  Final Action: Reject
(14.3.2.4 (New) )
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, North Carolina Dept. of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-168
Recommendation: Reverse the committee action on 58-168 and approve the 
proposal. 
14.3.2.4 Each inspection and each maintenance activity performed shall be 
logged in the maintenance manual by indicating the date performed and an 
identifiable signature or initials of the qualified person who performed the 
inspection or maintenance activity. 
Substantiation: The committee statement for rejecting 58-168 included 
“Tracking specific personnel functions is a business practice and is not 
appropriate for the safety code.” This proposal does not specify any personnel 
actions. It specifies an auditable record of required activity. 14.3.2.3 requires 
that each facility maintain a record of maintenance performed (personnel 
action?) and 14.3.1.2 requires that persons who do this maintenance must be 
properly trained. Since these are both requirements of the LP-Gas Code, they 
are items that need to be verifiable as being properly performed. If it cannot be 
verified that the person who did the maintenance was properly trained, then the 
record is not complete. By identifying the employee or contractor performing 
the maintenance (inspection, repair, or service), then the record will stand up to 
further audit. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee rejected the proposal because the code 
contains minimum safety requirements for installing, operating and maintaining 
LP-Gas equipment under its scope. Tracking specific personnel functions is a 
business practice and is not appropriate for the safety code. In addition, 
14.3.2.4 and 14.3.2.5 require maintenance records be retained. The owner or 
operator is ultimately responsible for complying with safety requirements. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 2 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Explanation of Negative: 
   FREDENBURG, R.: The committee fails to make the logical connection 
between a training requirement and logging required activity. The failure of the 
committee to require traceability of the person completing inspection or repair 
activity and logging allows a severe gap in the paper trail for assurance of 
proper maintenance activity. It seems to show that taking the proper 
responsibility for actions is evaded. 
   MAHNKEN, G.: Documenting the date and person who performed the 
inspection and maintenance activities, as proposed, is necessary for self-audits 
as well as AHJ reviews. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-113 Log #8  Final Action: Accept
(A.3.3.18)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Ronald R. Czischke, UL LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-68
Recommendation: Delete the following text:
A.3.3.18 Design Pressure. The design pressure of each component in a piping 
system shall not be less than the pressure at the most severe condition internal 
or external pressure and temperature (minimum and maximum) expected 
during service. [ROP 68]
Substantiation: A new pressure term “Design Pressure” will cause confusion 
with the existing pressure terms in the current code. “Service pressure” and 
“working pressure” are satisfactory terms. The word “minimum” is used 
because a higher rated component should be able to be used in a lower rated 
system. The pressure rating of pumps and bypass valves should be based upon 
the differential pressure setting. Using the word, “maximum” is not clear - it 
could mean in a fault condition which was not my intent of the original 
proposal. It was to be based upon the setting. The revised language is clearer 
on intent 
Summary: - delete definition of “design Pressure” along with annex material 
and replace “maximum design pressure rating” with “minimum service 
pressure rating” in 5.17.2.1, 5.17.2.2, and 5.17.3 and Table 5.17.2.1. Replace 
“maximum differential pressure produced” with “differential pressure setting”. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Committee Statement: The committee did not delete the definition for Design 
Pressure. However, the committee agrees that the annex text does not provide 
clarity to the definition. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
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_______________________________________________________________ 
58-114 Log #74  Final Action: Accept
(A.3.3.34)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association / Rep. 
NPGA Technology, Standards and Safety Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-16
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
   A.3.3.34 Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LP-Gas) In the pure state propylene 
(Chemical Abstract Service 105-07- 01) has a vapor pressure of 132.8 psig 
(915.72 kPa) at 70°F (21.1°C). The vapor pressure of commercial propane 
(Chemical Abstract Service 74-98-6) at 70°F (21.1°C) is 124 psig (855 kPa). 
Although commercial propane may contain a minor concentration of some 
propylene as in impurity, propylene in the pure state does not meet the 
definition of LP-Gas. Propylene in the pure state is commonly found in use as 
an industrial fuel gas. See NFPA 51. 
Substantiation: There is no definition for “minor concentration.” Also, since 
ASTM D 1835 does permit propylene to be present in both commercial and 
special duty (HD-5) propane and propylene will burn to produce heat, it should 
not be referred to as an “impurity,” which reflects badly on the product.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-115 Log #12  Final Action: Reject
(A.3.3.77)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Police
Comment on Proposal No: 58-21
Recommendation: Revise text as follows: 
A.3.3.77 There are numerous effective means to provide protection for LP-gas 
installations from impact by motor vehicles. The system or method selected 
depends on local conditions with regard to the kinds of traffic that can be 
reasonably expected and the environment surrounding the location. Examples 
of such protection include, but are not limited to: 
(1) Guard rails 
(2) Steel bollards 
(3) Raises sidewalks (minimum of 6 inches in height) 
(4) Fencing (leaving minimum 50% of the container perimeter open to the 
atmosphere) 
(5) Ditches 
(6) Berms (not to exceed 50% of the container perimeter) 
(7) Jersey barriers (leaving minimum 50% of the container perimeter open to 
the atmosphere) 
(8) Parking bumpers (minimum of 6 inches in height) 
(9) Fencing/Gates (leaving minimum 50% of the container perimeter open to 
the atmosphere)
Substantiation: NFPA 58-6.4.7 prohibits structures such as fencing or concrete 
around or over containers. The text added would clarify that when using 
fencing, jersey barriers (concrete), or gates as VBP 50% of the container 
perimeter must be open to the atmosphere for adequate air flow. Placing jersey 
barriers end to end around the entire container would be a significant hazard 
potential. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: Section 6.4.7 prohibits a structure around or over an 
LP-Gas tank. There is no reason to repeat it here. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-116 Log #83  Final Action: Accept in Part
(A.6.3.1.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-174
Recommendation: Change “tank” to “container” shown in the added text as 
follows: 
   The “Line of Adjoining Property “nearest line of adjoining property that 
can be built upon” refers to the property boundaries of the plot property 
adjacent to the one upon which the tank where the container is located. This 
is illustrated in Figure A.6.3.1.1 and Figure I.1(a), Figure I.1(b) and Figure 
I.1(c) taking into consideration a condition that involves property on the other 
side of the street, highway, navigable waterway, or other right of way. The 
minimum distance limitation is from the tank container to the property line 
where that property line is common to plots of ground of different ownership 
and would also apply between the tank container and the property line of the 
far side of the street and other public right of way. 
The artwork is shown in Figures A.3.6.1.1 and Figures I.1(a), I.1(b), and 
I.1(c) and it will be presumed to be completed later.
Substantiation: We assume that the Figures will be completed and reviewed 
later.  
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Part
Revise text to read as follows: 
   The “Line of Adjoining Property that can be built upon” refers to the 

property boundaries of the plot property adjacent to the one upon which the 
tank where the container is located. This is illustrated in Figure A.6.3.1.1 and 
Figure I.1(a), Figure I.1(b) and Figure I.1(c) taking into consideration a 
condition that involves property on the other side of the street, highway, 
navigable waterway, or other right of way. The minimum distance limitation is 
from the tank container to the property line where that property line is 
common to plots of ground of different ownership and would also apply 
between the tank container and the property line of the far side of the street 
and other public right of way. 
The artwork is shown in Figures A.3.6.1.1 and Figures I.1(a), I.1(b), and 
I.1(c) and it will be presumed to be completed later.
Committee Statement: The committee notes that the exact phrase used in the 
code is “line of adjoining property that can be built upon,” therefore the code 
text is retained. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-117 Log #32  Final Action: Accept
(A.6.15.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association / Rep. 
NPGA Technology, Standards and Safety Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-178
Recommendation: Revise Proposal 58-178 by deleting Section A.6.15 in its 
entirety and substituting the following, which corresponds to renumbering of 
the section in the comment that was submitted by the NPGA to Proposal 
58-105: 
A.6.15.1 The variables that affect the potential for damage to outdoor gas 
system components present in areas where heavy snowfalls occur are 
numerous. Therefore, the selection of an appropriate method to mitigate 
potential damage from snow and ice should be based upon the characteristics 
of the installation site and the forces that are anticipated. Some alternatives 
include the following: 
(1) Locating above-ground piping, regulators and meters above snow levels. 
(2) Locating above-ground piping, regulators and meters on the gable end of 
buildings. 
(3) Protecting above-ground piping, regulators and meters with extended roof 
overhangs and eaves. 
(4) Adding support to above-ground piping, regulators and meters or securing 
them to the structure to withstand snow and ice load.  
(5) Installing dedicated covers for regulators and meters that are designed to 
withstand a vertical static load equal to two times the ground snow load (psf) 
for the area but not less than 350 psf.
Substantiation: This proposal is to be considered in conjunction with the 
NPGA proposed comment to Proposal 58-105. 
The proposed A6.15.1 requires equipment to installed or protected to mitigate 
damage to the gas equipment. Unless alternative methods of protection are 
defined, the code will be open to interpretation by the local AHJ, which will 
result in non-uniform enforcement. This is the current case because the code 
does not specify methods of protection that can be used and as a result, 
marketers are saddled with having to meet different requirements in separate 
jurisdictions.  
The design load requirement for a protective device (350 psf) utilizes the 
threshold ground snow load of 175 psf that is proposed in NPGA’s comment to 
Proposal 58-105 and applies a factor of safety of 2.0 to arrive at 350 psf. 
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
Comment on Affirmative: 
   SWIECICKI, B.: The text from Comment 58-62 should be placed AFTER 
the text shown in this comment for A.6.15.1. 
   WOODWARD, L.: The text from 58-62 should be placed after the text 
shown in this comment. 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-118 Log #38  Final Action: Reject
(Table D.2.1.5 Note (c))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Theodore C. Lemoff, TLemoff Engineering
Comment on Proposal No: 58-186
Recommendation: Accept proposal 58-186.
Substantiation: This comment is made in conjunction with comments on 
Proposals 58-31, 58-121, and 58-149. Assuming they are accepted, Note c of 
Table D.2.1.5 should be revised as will no longer be correct. 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The table note refers to the 1949 edition of the ASME 
code, not the current edition of NFPA 58. Therefore, it should not be made 
consistent with the changes proposed to the 2014 edition made regarding 
MAWP of engine and mobile fuel container. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
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_______________________________________________________________ 
58-119 Log #4  Final Action: Hold
(Annex H)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Technical Committee on Fire Tests, 
Comment on Proposal No: N/A
Recommendation: Replace Annex H with the requirements found in NFPA 
290, Standard for Fire Testing of Passive Protection Materials for Use on 
LP-Gas Containers, 2013 edition or with reference to that Standard. 
Substantiation: NFPA 290 was developed by the Fire Test Technical 
Committee at the request of the Technical Committee on Liquefied Petroleum 
Gases as a result of 
numerous BLEVE incidents, however, NFPA 58 does not reference the 
requirements in NFPA 290. The Fire Test Technical Committee requests that 
the requirements in NFPA 290 developed for NFPA 58 be incorporated into 
Annex H. 
   This Proposal was balloted through the Technical Committee on Fire Tests 
with the following results: 
   22 Members Eligible to Vote 
   3 Not Returned (A. Marshall, D. Sheppard and R. Wessel) 
   18 Affirmative on All (1 with comment – S. Adams) 
   Mr. Adams voted affirmative with the following comment: 
   “If requested by the technical committee for NFPA 58 to develop document 
by Fire Test Technical Committee, then I agree it should be part of NFPA 58 
document”. 
   0 Negatives 
   1 Abstention (J. Ziolkowski) 
   Mr. Ziolkowski abstained for the following reason: 
   “Insufficient knowledge”. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The committee put the comment on hold because it is 
new material that has not had the benefit of public review. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-120 Log #80  Final Action: Reject
(Figure I.1(b) and I.1(c))
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Samuel E. McTier, Propane Technologies, LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-189
Recommendation: Figure I.1(b) Change container marking from “501-2000 
gal w.c.” to “501-4000 gal w.c.” 
    Add “Nearest line of adjoining property that can be built upon”. 
    Figure I.1(c) Change container marking on underground container from 
“2000 gal w.c. or less” to “4000 gal w.c. or less”. 
Substantiation: These changes cover the size limitations on stationary ASME 
containers based on Table 5.7.4.1 These changes cover the size limitations on 
stationary ASME containers based on Table 5.7.4.1 
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The committee did not accept modifications to Table 
6.3.1 proposed in 58-36 (Log #106), therefore the modifications to the related 
figures are also rejected. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-121 Log #79  Final Action: Hold
(M.1)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association / Rep. 
NPGA Technology, Standards and Safety Committee 
Comment on Proposal No: 58-104
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
   M.1 Suggested Methods of Checking for Leakage.
   M.1.1 This Section describes several methods for conducting a leak check on 
an LP gas system before placing it back into service. 
M.1.2 These are three widely used methods, but they are not the only methods 
that can be used to conduct a leak check, and they are shown as follows: 
   (1) The first method is performed by inserting a pressure gauge assembly 
between the container gas shutoff valve and the first-stage regulator or integral 
two-stage regulator in the system, admitting full container pressure to the 
system, and then closing the container shutoff valve. Enough gas should then 
be released from the system to lower the pressure gauge reading by 10 psig (69 
kPag). The system should then be allowed to stand for 3 minutes without 
showing an increase or a decrease in the pressure gauge reading. 
(2) Insert a gauge/regulator test assembly between the container gas shutoff 
valve and first-stage regulator or integral two-stage regulator in the system. If a 
gauge/regulator test assembly with an inches water column gauge is inserted, 
follow the test requirements in (3) below; if a gauge/ regulator test assembly 
with a 30 psi gauge is inserted follow the test requirements in (4).
(2) (3) The second method is for systems with an integral two-stage, a second-
stage or a line pressure regulator; and, multiple second stage or line pressure 
regulators serving appliances that receive gas at pressures of 1.2 1/2 psig (3.5 
kPag) or less, . and is performed by inserting Insert a water manometer or 

manometer pressure inches water column gauge into the system downstream of 
the final system stage regulator, pressurizing the system with either fuel gas, 
inert gas, or air to a test pressure of 9 in. w.c. ± 1.2 in. w.c. (2.2 kPag ± 0.1 
kPag), and observing the device for a pressure change. If fuel gas is used as a 
pressure source, it is necessary to pressurize the system to full operating 
pressure, close the container service valve, and then release enough gas from 
the system through a range burner valve or other suitable means to drop the 
system pressure to 9 in. w.c. ± 1.2 in. w.c. (2.2 kPag ± 0.1 kPag). This ensures 
that all regulators in the system upstream of the test point are unlocked and that 
a leak anywhere in the system is communicated to the gauging device. The 
system should be allowed to stand for 3 minutes without showing an increase 
or a decrease in the pressure gauge reading. 
(3) (4) The third method is performed on systems that have a first-stage 
regulator, or an integral two-stage regulator by inserting a 30 psig (207 kPag) 
pressure gauge on the downstream side of the first-stage regulator or at the 
intermediate pressure tap of an integral two-stage regulator, admitting normal
operating pressure to the system and then closing the container valve. Enough 
pressure gas should be released from the system to lower the pressure gauge 
reading by 5 psig (34.5 kPag) a minimum of 2 psi (13.8 kPa) so that the first-
stage regulator is unlocked. The system should be allowed to stand for 3 
minutes without showing an increase or a decrease in the pressure gauge 
reading. 
(5) Insert a gauge/regulator test assembly on the downstream side of the first 
stage regulator or at the intermediate pressure tap of an integral two stage 
regulator. If a gauge/regulator test assembly, with an inches water column 
gauge is inserted, follow the test requirements in (c)above; if a gauge/regulator 
test assembly with a 30 psi gauge is inserted follow the test requirements in (d) 
above. 
Substantiation: The proposed changes will correlate NFPA 58 with text that 
has been proposed to NFPA 54 National Fuel Gas Code. 
   In M.1.2 (2) and (5), the proposal incorporates new language to cover leak 
checking of systems utilizing a test assembly with a low pressure regulator and 
an inches water column gauge or a test assembly with a high pressure regulator 
and a 30 psi gauge as part of the test assembly. The proposal refers the reader 
to the type of test that should be conducted when utilizing a specific type of 
device.  
   In (3), there are systems that utilize a number of second-stage regulators 
supplied from one first-stage regulator and 2 psi systems may use a number of 
line pressure regulators supplied from one first-stage and a 2 psi regulator. The 
requirement in the test protocol is to insure regulators upstream of the selected 
checkpoint are unlocked. If there are piping systems with regulators in parallel 
within the piping system and there is a leak in the parallel line, the new 
provisions would insure that the parallel regulator would not lockup and the 
leak would be detected. If there is no leak in the parallel line, the parallel 
regulator would lockup as expected and that is acceptable. This change 
specifically addresses the need for a clarification of the testing required when 
there is more than one second stage regulator and the procedure to ensure the 
regulators are unlocked during the test. 
   Paragraph (4) adds testing information for 5 psi first-stage regulators which 
are utilized in many of the northern States where container pressures can drop 
to 10 psi. The 2 psi minimum pressure reduction will insure that the first stage 
regulator, 5 or 10 psi outlet setting is unlocked when the leak check is 
performed. 
   The addition of “gauge/regulator” test assemblies in (2) and (5), which 
incorporate a regulator that limits the pressure to the gauge during the test, is to 
recognize new types of leak check devices that are available and presently 
being used by LP-Gas servicemen. 
Committee Meeting Action: Hold
Committee Statement: The comment is put on hold because further research 
is needed. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
_______________________________________________________________ 
58-122 Log #25  Final Action: Accept
(M.1.2.11)
_______________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: John F. Bender, UL LLC
Comment on Proposal No: 58-193
Recommendation: 58-193 (Log #38)  
Revise text as follows:
M.1.2.11 ULC Publications. Underwriters’ Laboratories of Canada ULC, 7 
Underwriters Road, Toronto, ON M1R 3B4A9, Canada.
CAN/ULC S603.1, Standard for External Corrosion Protection Systems for 
Steel Underground Tanks for Flammable and Combustible Liquids, 2003 2011. 
[ROP-193]
Substantiation: Update name and address of ULC as indicated, as a global 
change. Update revision date to the most current edition for referenced standard 
as indicated.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 30 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Garza-Obregon, C., Kastanas, S., Young, W.
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