
 
 

Committee on 59 

M E M O R A N D U M 

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

From:   Patti Mucci, Administrative Assistant 

 

Date:   March 24, 2010 

 

Subject:  NFPA 59 ROP Letter Ballot Circulation                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

 

================================================================ 

The March 22, 2010 date for receipt of the NFPA 59 ROP letter ballot has passed. 

 

The preliminary ROP ballots results are as follows: 

 

19  Members Eligible to Vote 

  4  Ballots Not Returned (W. Young, S. Kastanas, J. Lucas, R. McNulty) 

  9 Affirmative on All (R. Fredenburg affirmative w/comments) 

  6 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report   

  

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

the principal member was not received. 

 

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

reasons for negative votes and affirmative comments for review so you may change your ballot if 

you wish. 

 

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

March 31, 2010.   Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now.  Such changes 

should be sent to Patti Mucci via either e-mail to pmucci@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7110. 

 

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

 

 

ATTACHMENT:  Circulation Explanations  
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Document # 59

59-1 1.1.3 (Log # 82 )

Affirmative with Comment

Ritzmann, J. In the original 1949 edition, facilities with less than 1,200 gallons of storage were subject to
NFPA 58 rules.  In the next edition, it was changed to 2,000 gallons.  In 1992, it was changed to the current
4,000 gallons.

59-5 3.3.12 Fire Protection (Log # CP11 )

Affirmative with Comment

Ritzmann, J. I support the committee's action. However, the original proposal 59-5 (Log #CP11) was to adopt
the definition of "Fire Protection" from NFPA 801, which is: "Methods of providing for fire control or fire
extinguishment."

59-11 4.2 (Log # 58 )

Negative

Osmundson, M. Under the proposed wording, propane in conventional tank storage could be stored un-odorized.  For traditional
peak shaving plants, the risks would be slight, but for small distribution systems, the risk could be significant since few of these
systems have gas detection systems.  While filling small systems with un-odorized propane is impractical and not likely to happen,
odorization is a very sensitive subject with many regulators and should be approached cautiously.  Under the current wording, an
operator could justify not odorizing propane in a cavern by presenting evidence that it is not effective.  An alternative to leaving the
paragraph alone is wording that would explicitly make odorization in caverns or refrigerated storage optional.

59-20 4.9 (New) (Log # 29 )

Negative

Osmundson, M. This proposal requires retaining records to confirm that the materials used for construction meet written
standards.  Verification of this information should occur during inspection by the AHJ following construction.  After that, these
records have very little safety value.  Part 192 requires the retention of records for specific purposes but not simply to record
materials of construction.

59-22 5.3.1.3 (Log # 5 )

Affirmative with Comment

Ritzmann, J. I agree with the comment in the substantiation that the use of "where" and "when" should be
addressed in the NFPA Manual of Style.

59-29 5.5.4 (Log # 6 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fredenburg, R. Grammatically incorrect.  Please fix it.

Ritzmann, J. In the revised language, the term "when." was not deleted.  It was the intent of the committee to
retain the use of "where" and to re-organize the sentence to be more grammatically correct.

59-32 5.9 (Log # CP22 )

Negative

Pehrson, N. The section 5.9 Supplemental Product Control is relevant to utility plants and should not be
deleted.

Ritzmann, J. I believe these requirements, which give a way to achieve a relaxation of the clearance rules,
could be used in an installation with limited space available.

59-48 7.3.4.2 (Log # 37 )

Negative
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Osmundson, M. The referenced paragraph (7.1.5) states a temperature limit as well as a location for the fusible element.  The
location requirement in 7.1.5 is not appropriate when discussing the valves used in 7.3.4.

59-53 8.2.2 (Log # 38 )

Affirmative with Comment

Osmundson, M. Note that the number 1 is missing in the proposal for the number of cubic feet of flow (1 cubic foot per square
foot ...)

59-68 9.4.5, 9.4.5.1, and 9.4.5.2 (Log # 47 )

Negative

Ritz, K. The Committee meeting action statement to reject because "The revision omits import requirements"
does not make sense in addressing this particular proposal.  This proposal has nothing related to import
requirements and appears to be a cut/paste error.

59-71 9.5.2.4 (Log # 2 )

Negative

Goodchild, J. NFPA 59 systems are usually larger systems presenting a larger danger from ignition of a liquid
release in the tank area. The proposal should be reworded, and spacings determined by vaporizer sizing.

Ritz, K. I vote negative on the committee decision to accept this proposal as it reduces separation
distances currently in NFPA 59 to those existing in NFPA 58 table 9.21.3.6 without
justification. This was discussed at the TC meeting and concerns were expressed that the
reduced distances could not be link, associated with a study or evaluation which would
validate the proposed shorter distances would not increase the risks at the facility.
Additionally, it was discussed at the TC meeting that NFPA might consider approaching the
National Fire Prevention Research Foundation to perform such a study to validate the
distances in both NFPA 58, and 59.

59-95 11.1.5 (Log # 19 )

Negative

Ervin, R. Maintenance of flow controls is vague and not clear.  Flow controls for process fluid (propane) or for burner fuel
input?  What if the vaporizer is electric?

59-103 12.2 (Log # 54 )

Negative

Osmundson, M. I believe that the requirements for corrosion protection should appear in only one location and the best location is
in Part 192.  This way, there is no potential confusion or conflict between two standards.  If the committee disagrees with this
suggestion, the corrosion control content should be extracted from Part 192 rather than Part 193 as in the proposal.

Affirmative with Comment

Ritzmann, J. Although I feel this is a substantial improvement to the code, especially for applications outside
the United States, I remain wary of re-stating requirements contained in DOT 192.  This proposal repairs an
omission that was identified by DOT personnel.

59-105 13.1.1.3 (Log # CP26 )

Affirmative with Comment

Pehrson, N. Existing language could be clarified so that a review is triggered by a change and if no changes
occur a review should be performed every 5 years.   If there are no changes a longer time frame would be
acceptable.  You might think that a change in year 1 can be reviewed in year 3 with the current language.
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59-111 13.7.2 (Log # 87 )

Affirmative with Comment

Ritzmann, J. Although this proposal is a significant improvement over the original wording, the term "readily
available" is still vague.
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