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M E M O R A N D U M 

 
(AMENDMENT) 

 
 

TO: Technical Committee on Liquefied Petroleum Gases 
 
FROM: Denise Beach, Staff Liaison 
 
DATE: June 13, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed 2014 Edition of NFPA 58, Letter Ballot on Amendment 58-2 
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________   
 
At the June 12, 2013 Technical Session, NFPA 58 was amended by the acceptance of the following: 
 
Amendment: To Accept Proposal 58-73 
 
In accordance with Section 4.7 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects, the Technical Committee must now be 
balloted on the Association meeting action. Should the ballot not pass, the wording of that portion of the Report affected 
by the amendment would return to the text of the previous edition, if any. If there is no previous edition text, the text is 
simply deleted. 
 
Please review this item, complete the attached ballot, and return it to NFPA no later than Wednesday, June 26, 2013.  If 
you disagree or abstain on an amendment please indicate your reason(s) for doing so.  
 
The transcripts from the Annual 2013 Association Technical Meeting (June 12 and June 13) will be available within two 
weeks at: www.nfpa.org/techsession. 
 
 
Note: Please remember that the return of ballots and attendance at Committee Meetings is required in accordance 
with Section 3.1.3.1 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
 
 
 

 



NFPA 58 
TC BALLOT ON LIQUEFIED PETROLEUM GASES 

JUNE 2013 ASSOCIATION AMENDMENT 58-2 
  

 
 
Amendment: To Accept Proposal 58-73 
 

   Agree   
If you agree with this amendment, the recommendation is to add a new Section 6.3.8 and 
renumber subsequent sections to read as follows: 
 

6.3.8 ASME containers of less than 125 gal (0.5 m3) water capacity shall be located and 
installed so that the discharge from pressure relief devices shall not terminate in or 
beneath any building. 

 
 

    Do Not Agree*  
 
 If you do not agree with this amendment, the recommendation is to return to return to previous 

edition text.  Since there was no corresponding previous edition text, the text that was the subject 
of the amendment is not added. 

 
 
 

   Abstain* 
 
 
*Please give reasons for voting “Do Not Agree” or “Abstain”: 
 
  

  

  

 
 
Signature: ____________________________________________ 
 
Name - Please Print: ____________________________________ 
 
Date:      

 
 

Ballots are due no later than Wednesday, June 26, 2013. 
 
Kimberly Shea, Technical Projects Administrator 
National Fire Protection Association 
1 Batterymarch Park 
Quincy, MA 02169 
Fax: 617-984-7070 
kshea@nfpa.org 



ACCEPT Proposal 58-73

_______________________________________________________________
58-73 Log #22  Final Action: Accept in Principle
(6.3.8 (New) )
_______________________________________________________________
Submitter: Jay Hardwick, Oregon State Fire Marshal’s Office
Recommendation: New sub-section 6.3.8 renumber existing sub-sections 6.3.8 
-6.3.11 to 6.3.9-6.3.12
6.3.8 ASME containers of less than 125 gal (0.5 m3) water capacity shall be 
located and installed so that the discharge from pressure relief devices shall not 
terminate in or beneath any building.
Substantiation: The proposed language existed in NFPA 58 prior to the 1992 
edition. From my research specific examples include: Table 3-2.2.2 Note I (b)
(2) 1986 edition and Table 3.1 Note(b)(2) 1972 edition. There is no record 
of substantiation for deleting the language. Without substantiation one could 
reasonable assume the modification was inadvertent. Additionally, the proposed 
language currently exists in the International Fire Code Table 3804.3 Note (e)
(3). NFPA 58-6.3.7 addresses DOT cylinders underneath buildings but NFPA 
58 becomes silent on ASME containers underneath buildings. There is no 
good reason to address DOT cylinders underneath buildings and then remain 
silent regarding ASME containers underneath buildings. Undisputedly the 58 
Committee recognized a hazard potential by including the proposed language 
prior to 1992. Without substantiation for the deletion, one could reasonably 
assume the hazard potential still exists. I am concluding by sharing portions of 
the Commentary from the original LPG Code Handbook 1986 Wilbur L. Walls 
editor:
   “Parts (1) and (2) of Note (b) are concerned with discharge from container 
pressure relief devices-primarily as a result of overfilling. In both instances 
noted, the relief device discharge is normally on the container or its shutoff 
valve (not piped away). A lesser distance {3 ft (1 m)} is permitted for all DOT 
containers than is permitted for an ASME container {5 ft (1.5m)} because the 
start-to-discharge setting for a DOT container is higher than that for an ASME 
container {nominally 375 psi (2.6 MPa ) and 250 psi (1.7 MPa), respectively}, 
resulting in less opportunity for discharge from a DOT container. For this 
same reason, the relief device discharge from a DOT container can be beneath 
certain buildings but the discharge from an ASME container can not. (These 
certain buildings, as represented by the “not enclosed for more than 50 percent 
of their perimeter” qualification, are most often found constructed on the sides 
of hills or on waterfronts).”
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
   Revise text to read as follows:
   6.3.7 Cylinders Containers less than 125 gallons water capacity shall not be 
located and installed underneath any building unless the space is open to the 
atmosphere for 50 percent of its perimeter or more.
Committee Statement: The proposal would address ASME containers 
differently than DOT cylinders of a similar volume, which are permitted 
beneath buildings where the perimeter is at least 50 percent open. Therefore, 
the committee addressed the submitter’s concern by modifying 6.3.7 to 
incorporate all containers of less than 125 gallons water capacity.
Number Eligible to Vote: 30
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 25 Negative: 3 
Ballot Not Returned: 2 Kastanas, S., Meyer, D.
Explanation of Negative: 
   FREDENBURG, R.: The committee action does not accomplish the intent 
of the proposal, so accepting in principle is not correct. Proponent wanted 
no relief valve discharge under buildings. The committee action does not 
accomplish that.
   KING, J.: 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.
   MAHNKEN, G.: I disagree with allowing ASME LPG containers to be 
located under buildings. I agree with ballot statement by J. King.

Related Comments 58-37 and 58-38

_______________________________________________________________
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.

Page 227 of 311 04/19/2013




