
 

 

 

 
 

Committee on NFPA 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: April 2, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 59 ROP Letter Ballot Final Results 
 
The Final Results of the NFPA 59 ROP Letter Ballot are as follows:  
 
19  Members Eligible to Vote 
  2  Ballots Not Returned (S. Kastanas, R. McNulty) 
10 Affirmative on All (R. Fredenburg affirmative w/comments) 
  7 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report   
  0  Abstention  
  
The number of affirmative votes needed for the report to be published is 12 
(19 eligible to vote - 2 not returned – 0 abstentions = 17 × 0.66 = 11.22) 
 
In all cases, an affirmative vote of at least a simple majority of the total 
membership eligible to vote is required. 
19 of eligible voting members ÷ 2 = 9.5 (10) 
 
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. 
 
ATTACHMENT:  Final Circulation Explanation Report 
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59-1 1.1.3 (Log # 82 )
Negative

Swiecicki, B. The proposal is needed to indicate which code (NFPA 58 or NFPA 59) should be used under which circumstances.
Currently, DOT Part 192 references both documents.  However, NFPA 58 defers to NFPA 59 as to which systems should be covered
by each standard.  NFPA 59 claims all systems serving 10 or more customers (3.3.40) should fall under its jurisdiction, unless those
systems are served by containers having an aggregate water capacity of 4,000 gallons or less (1.1.3).  This claim is excessive and the
proposal makes more sense from a practical standpoint.  For example, the DOT publication "Training Guide for Operators of Small
Gas Systems" relies heavily upon  the requirements of NFPA 58.  Without acceptance of this proposal, there is essentially no reason
for DOT to reference NFPA 58 at all, since all of the systems falling under the jurisdiction of Part 192 would be claimed by NFPA
59.

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 )
Negative

Swiecicki, B. Gramatically, the sentence appears to be incorrect.  I prefer, "Methods used to achieve any of the following:  fire
prevention, fire detection and fire suppression."

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."

59-9 3.3.22 Maximum Allowable working Pressure (MAWP) (Log # CP14 )
Negative

Swiecicki, B. The proposed wording is ambiguous, confusing and maybe even redundant.  What is meant by, "the maximum
pressure at the highest internal or external pressure..."?  This needs more work.

59-10 3.3.36 Sources of Ignition (Log # CP15 )
Negative

Swiecicki, B. The use of the term "devices" seems out of place.  For example, is static electricity a "device"?  How about,
"Sources of heat that have sufficient energy and temperature to ignite flammable gas-air mixtures."

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.

Swiecicki, B. This is not a good proposal.  Adding the new language makes the exception confusing, because under what
circumstances would gas injected into a gas distribution system be used for "further processing" as stated in the exception?  Also, the
substantiation for the proposal is incorrect because propane "in storage" at a bulk plant (NFPA 58) is required to be odorized, even
before it is sent out to a distribution  system.

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

Swiecicki, B. It is not a good idea to duplicate federal regulations in codes.  The regulations are already required to be complied
with and by duplicating them, the burden no rests on the code body to make sure there are no discrepancies between the code and
regulation.
In this particular proposal, new terms are introduced that create ambiguity and difficulty in interpreting and enforcing the code.  For
example, what is meant by "process equipment piping systems" in 4.9.1?  Section 4.9.1.2 is contradictory.  The first sentence states
that records are not required for the equipment listed there.  The very next sentence states what the records (which aren't required)
should contain!  Then, 4.9.1.3 tells the user how long he has to retain the records which aren't required in the first place!

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.

59-28 5.4.2.7 (Log # 75 )
Affirmative with Comment

Swiecicki, B. In the table, insert "liquids" in the column heading to read, "Above ground flammable liquids tank."

59-29 5.5.4 (Log # 6 )
Negative

Swiecicki, B. The text as shown under Committee action does not make sense.  I believe "when" has to be stricken.
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.

59-41 7.1.1.1 and 7.1.1.2 (Log # 30 )
Negative

Swiecicki, B. There is no indication in either the substantiation or the proposed text as to what is meant by "process" piping.  This
needs to be addressed in either the code text or the annex to ensure uniformity of enforcement and interpretation.

59-44 7.2.3 (Log # 33 )
Negative

Swiecicki, B. An excess flow valve does not protect "process requirements," it protects piping systems.

59-48 7.3.4.2 (Log # 37 )
Negative

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.

59-49 7.3.4.5 (Log # 80 )
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Negative

Swiecicki, B. I understand the intent, but the wording does not accomplish it.  The "piping system" is the entire system and the
placement of valves within the system will not affect the volume of the system.  What needs to be limited is the volume of each
piping "segment," which is formed by isolating portions of the piping system using the fail-safe valves.

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 ...)

59-64 9.3.7.4 (Log # 81 )
Negative

Swiecicki, B. The wording is cumbersome.  How about:  "Waterbath sections of waterbath vaporizers shall be protected from
overpressure conditions and shall be designed to withstand the pressures which they will be subjected to. .

59-65 9.3.7.8 (Log # 44 )
Affirmative with Comment

Swiecicki, B. Needs work grammatically.  How about:
9.3.7.8  Gas-fired....that performs the following functions:
1.  prepurges the combustion chamber prior to ignition,
2.  proves the pilot before the main burner valve can open,
3.  shuts down the main gas valve and pilot upon failure of the burner flame.

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.

Swiecicki, B. The ballot implies that the table from NFPA 58 was extracted and used in place of current Table 9.5.2.4.  However,
the committee statement seems to be saying that there is no substantiation for doing so.  Please clarify.

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?
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Swiecicki, B. The proposal doesn't read right.  To make sense, rewrite to read as follows:
"11.1.5  Operating procedures for vaporizers shall include information on the following components:

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.

Swiecicki, B. This proposal contains some provisions that exceed the requirements of 49 CFR Part 192.  The proposal also
contains provisions that are without basis and taken out of context from Part 192.
1.  In 12.2.4, by what means does the operator determine that there are stray underground currents that can affect the underground
installation?  How often does the operator need to check for the existence of these currents?
2.  In 12.2.5(a), the frequency of monitoring even exceeds what is permitted in 49 CFR 192.465(a), which allows short segments of
piping (less than 100 ft.) to be tested on a rotating basis such that each segment is tested at least once every ten years.
3.  The requirements in 12.2.3 and 12.2.5(e) are totally unneeded.  The requirement for internal corrosion protection found in 49 CFR
192.475 through 192.477 is only applicable to pipelines transporting corrosive gas.  Why is it included in NFPA 59?  Propane and
other LP-gases are not corrosive gases!

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.

59-107 13.2.5 (Log # 21 )
Negative

Swiecicki, B. The proposed text violates the principles of a "performance standard" by dictating the components that must be
installed for a fire alarm system.  It should be sufficient to reference NFPA 72 and allow the designer of the fire alarm system to
determine which components are necessary for the system to function properly and effectively.

59-110 13.7 (Log # 23 )
Negative

Swiecicki, B. What is meant by "dangers of electrical exposure"?  We already mention contact with energized electrical
components within the facility.  I don't think we need that phrase unless there's some other valid reason.

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.

59-119 A.13.1.1.2(8) (Log # 52 )
Negative
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Swiecicki, B. There appears to be no justification for the recommendation that greater distances be provided.  Doing so leads one
to believe that the distances in 5.4.1.2 are inadequate or deficient in some way.  Instead, I suggest that the following be substituted
for the language in A.5.4.1.2.  This language is taken from the LP-Gas Handbook on NFPA 58, the 2008 edition:
"The siting criteria in 5.4.1.2  require that a container be located a specified distance from other containers, an important building or
group of buildings, and a line of adjoining property that can be built upon.  These separation distances are intended to reflect the
relative exposure hazard of the container due to the presence of the items cited, and vice versa.  The distances are based on a
combination of the following factors:
-- Potential hazard of LP-Gas
--Size and type of equipment used to contain it
--Need to minimize leakage, which can lead to fire
--Need for fuel in buildings
The distances are not based on a "worst-case scenario" in which the LP-Gas container fails catastrophically, releasing its contents in a
few seconds.  Experience with LP-Gas containers at buildings over the more than 70 years that NFPA 58 has been published has not
identified that such incidents occur.
Recently, research was conducted to evaluate the effects of radiant heat from fires on LP-Gas containers.  This evaluation, the
associated mathematical model, and detailed results with and without the effects of wind have been published in a peer-reviewed
technical journal (Journal of Hazardous Materials).  The results describe the maximum temperature attained by the vapor-wetted wall
of a propane container exposed to heat radiation from an external, non-impinging fire, for various sized containers.
The maximum temperatures calculated for the steel surface of the container in contact with the vapor space in different sizes of
containers did not exceed the temperature at which the yield strength of steel for a propane tank begins to decrease, which is about
800 F.  Based on these results, there is no threat of propane tank failure from radiant heat due to an external fire occurring at the
minimum separation distances specified in 5.4.1.2.
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