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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 58-3 
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________   
 
At the June 12, 2013 Technical Session, NFPA 58 was amended by the acceptance of the following: 
 
Amendment: To Accept Comment 58-50 
 
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 58-3 
  

 
 
Amendment: To Accept Comment 58-50 
 

   Agree   
 

If you agree with this amendment, the recommendation is to add a new Section 6.6.3.1 (H) to read 
as follows: 
 

6.6.3.1 (H) Containers shall be set upon a firm foundation or otherwise be firmly secured. 
 
 
 

    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 Comment 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. 

Explanation of Negative on Comment 58-50

_______________________________________________________________
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.

Backup Proposal 58-85

_______________________________________________________________
58-85 Log #147  Final Action: Reject
(6.6.3.1(H) (New) )
_______________________________________________________________
Submitter: Richard G. Fredenburg, State of North Carolina / Rep. Department 
of Agriculture and Consumer Services
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows:

6.6.3.1(H) Containers shall be set upon a firm foundation or otherwise be 
firmly secured.
Substantiation: There is a requirement in Section 6.6.2.1 that cylinders be 
installed upon a firm foundation. 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. A driver was killed when the ASME tank he was filling, 
that was set into a notch on a hillside, slid down the hill and pinned him 
against a tree. 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 Section 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.
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The requirement is already addressed in the parent 
paragraph. The container is required to be placed on concrete or masonry 
foundation. Therefore, the example used in the submitter’s substantiation was 
noncompliant, and no modifications to the code are needed. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 30
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 Negative: 1 
Ballot Not Returned: 2 Kastanas, S., Meyer, D.
Explanation of Negative: 
   FREDENBURG, R.: The committee statement that this is already addressed 
is incorrect. The example tank was on concrete blocks, but weathering caused 
the soil under the blocks to erode. The blocks were no longer on a firm 
foundation, as is required for cylinders. There is no requirement for tanks to be 
on a firm foundation.
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