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M E M O R A N D U M 
 

 

TO: NFPA Technical Committee on LP-Gases at Utility Gas Plants  

 

FROM: Jeanne Moreau 

 

DATE: December 10, 2010 

 

SUBJECT: NFPA 59 ROC REVISED - TC FINAL Ballot Results (A11) 
 

 

The Final Results of the NFPA 59 ROC Letter Ballot are as follows:  

 

21  Members Eligible to Vote  

5  Not Returned (R. Hoffmann, S. Kastanas, C. McDaniel, R. McNulty,  

             M. Stroud) 

5  Negatives (R. Ervin, J. Goodchild, M. Osmundson, K. Ritz, B. Swiecicki) 

0  Abstentions  

 

There are two criteria necessary to pass ballot [(1) affirmative 
2
/3 vote and (2) simple majority]. 

 

(1) The number of affirmative votes needed for the proposal/comment to pass is 11. 

(21 eligible to vote - 5 not returned - 0 abstentions = 16 × 0.66 = 10.56) 

 

(2) In all cases, an affirmative vote of at least a simple majority of the total membership 

eligible to vote is required. This is the calculation for simple majority: 

          [21 eligible ÷ 2 = 10.5 = (11)] 

 

 

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

the principal member was not received. 

 

According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 
2
/3 required 

affirmative votes to pass ballot. 

 

 

Attachement: (Final) Circulation Explanation Report 



Circulation Explanation Report for LPU-AAA   Comments Friday, December 10, 2010
Document # 59

59-1 1.1.3 (Log # 13 )

Negative

Osmundson, M. The scope of NFPA 59 was effectively changed in 2001 with the change in the definition of Utility
Gas Plant.  It appears that this change has been too subtle for many users of the code since 9 years later, many people
including some in the industry are unaware that propane storage systems which serve jurisdictional propane distribution
systems now fall under NFPA 59.

Paragraph 1.1 should be clear and upfront regarding which installations are subject to this code

59-4 3.3.22 Maximum Allowable working Pressure (MAWP) (Log # 15 )

Affirmative with Comment

Ervin, R. Just making sure this is the wording we are going forward with:
3.3.37 Maximum Allowable Working Pressure (MAWP). The maximum pressure at which a pressure vessel is designed to operate as
described by the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. [58. 2011]

59-7 3.3.36 Sources of Ignition (Log # 31 )

Negative

Swiecicki, B. My notes indicate that we rejected this comment and that we would develop a proposal for
submittal to change NFPA 59A to be consistent with what will be in NFPA 59.

59-9 4.2 (Log # 2 )

Negative

Swiecicki, B. The action on 59-9 cannot possibly be to "accept" because the wording that it endorsed was
removed in Comment 59-10.

59-10 4.2 (Log # 6 )

Affirmative with Comment

Ritzmann, J. I am affirming this Comment only because I believe the original proposal needs further discussion prior to re-
submittal in the next cycle.  Eliminating the requirement for odorization within utility gas plants does not mean that operators will
not odorize the propane.  Owners of smaller plants, or ones that supply a propane vapor distribution system, will find it most
expedient to store the propane in an odorized state rather than odorizing it as it is injected into the distribution system.  In larger
plants, odorization is not a reliable indicator of a leak because the odor tends to be omnipresent, saturating operators' olfactory
senses, and the operators may not be present for long periods of time.  Well designed gas detection systems afford much better
protection in larger installations.  In plants with underground storage, which are not covered by NFPA 59, or with un-odorized gas in
refrigerated storage, or with un-odorized gas delivered by pipeline, the liquid is typically not odorized until after it is vaporized.  The
un-odorized propane in the process piping could be seen as a technical violation of the requirement.  The only point at which the
public is served by the requirement for odorization is after the point of injection into a distribution system. Gas detection systems are
listed in 13.1.1.2 (9) as being one of the considerations in the fire protection evaluation, but they should be elevated to being
permissible as an alternate to odorization within the plant.

59-11 4.2 (Log # 17 )

Affirmative with Comment

Ritzmann, J. See reason for comment 59-10.

59-14 4.9 (New) (Log # 7 )

Negative

Goodchild, J. This statement does not add to the clarity of either code.  The intent of the 59 standard is to outline the records
required for the utility gas plants.  The substantiation to ensure there is not a conflict is inappropriate and will create confusion.

Ritz, K. This statement does not provide any specific actionable requirements.  The statement is broad, vague and does not
clarify which specific 49 CFR Part 192 records are necessary.  There have been several proposals submitted by AGA and the NFPA
59 Technical Committee submitted to align NFPA 59 with 49 CFR Part 192 where applicable and makes this statement unnecessary.

59-27 9.5.2.4 (Log # 1 )
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Negative

Ervin, R. tens of thousands of Direct Fired vaporizers are placed within NFPA 58 guidelines throughout North America without a
known instance of the vaporizer proximity to the tank leading to a tank bleve, opening of the tank over pressure relief valves, or other
catastrophic tank event. Furthermore, the electrically classified area around the tank or point of transfer ends at most 15 feet from any
point of discharge so technically a source of ignition can be placed 15 feet from the tank. If being a source of ignition is the issue
with a DF vaporizer, the code already allows a source of ignition to be within the 15-50 ft zone.

59-28 10.1.4 (Log # CC1 )

Affirmative with Comment

Ervin, R. The current verbiage is strictly explicit. I prefer adding a replacement option:

10.1.4 Testing Relief Devices. All relief devices required by this Code, other than hydrostatic relief valves, shall be tested for proper
operation, or shall be replaced, at intervals not exceeding 5 calendar years.

Some relief valves are not worth testing. For example, a relief valve on an 80GPH vaporizer at a replacement cost of $70 does not
justify re-testing.

59-31 12.2 (Log # 27 )

Negative

Swiecicki, B. As stated in the substantiation for this comment, Proposal 59-103 exceeds the requirements of
49 CFR Part 192.  There is no technical justification provided in the proposal for doing so and the Committee
Statement for the action taken on this comment totally ignores the essence of the comment.

59-33 12.2 (New) (Log # 11 )

Negative

Osmundson, M. The corrosion protection requirements which appear in CFR 49 Part 192, are very important to the
safe operation of pubic gas distribution systems.  While the requirements listed in NFPA 59 are very similar, operators of
jurisdictional systems should be directed to the Part 192 requirements since those are the rules they must follow.

Swiecicki, B. This comment should be accepted and the provisions which exceed the requirements of 49 CFR
Part 192 without justification should be removed.

59-36 A.4.5.3 (New) (Log # CC2 )

Negative

Swiecicki, B. The proposed statement is too vague.  How does service personnel determine "the potential for
flammable atmosphere"?  Every area can potentially contain a flammable atmosphere!

59-37 A.5.4.1.2 (Log # 30 )

Negative

Swiecicki, B. The comment should be accepted because it provides objective criteria that can be used to
determine whether special protection or additional separation should be provided.  The text that appears in
Proposal 59-119 imposes a requirement on installers when it "recommends" that either additional separation or
special protection be applied.
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