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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-1     Log #12  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Erdem A. Ural, Loss Prevention Science & Technologies, Inc.

61-1
Delete text to read as follows:

Delete all exceptions.
The document is riddled with exceptions. Sadly, most of the exceptions do not pass muster. I believe

exceptions also violate the NFPA’s style manual. If the Committee has a good technical reason for offering an
exception, it should work it into the text and provide adequate explanation in the annex.
The Committee’s justification for rejecting the original proposal is invalid. The proposal recommended deleting specific
text, which does not require the submitter to provide text “for the Committee to review.” In this ROP, the Committee
remained silent on the submitter’s assertion that most the exceptions in NFPA 61 do not pass muster.
Furthermore, the rejection did not discuss the merits of the original proposal. Yet the committee apparently acted on the
items in part indicating a merit to the comments. The committees statement does not indicate if all problems were
corrected or some.

The comment applies to approximately 40 paragraphs in the document, a task that is too great
to be accomplished in the ROC timeframe.  The committee agrees that the exceptions should be reviewed to determine
applicability and to attempt to re-word positively as practical.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-2     Log #2  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Colin S. Howat, C. S. Howat & Associates

N/A
The title of this document is: “Standard for the Prevention of Fires and Dust Explosions in

Agricultural and Food Processing Facilities”. “Food” is not defined.
NFPA 61 is used as part of the OSHA Combustible Dust National Emphasis Program. There are

inherent differences among the NFPA documents that cover combustible dust. This document pertains to ‘food’. The
scope states: “This Committee shall have primary responsibility for documents on the prevention, control, and
extinguishment of fire and explosions resulting from dusts produced by the processing, handling, and storage of grain,
starch, food, animal feed, flour, and other agricultural products. The Technical Committee shall also be responsible for
requirements relating to the protection of life and property from fire and explosion hazards at agricultural and food
products facilities.” There is further documentation which suggests that: “Examples of facilities covered by this standard
include,but are not limited to, bakeries, grain elevators, feed mills, flour mills, milling, corn milling (dry and wet), rice
milling, dry milk products, mix plants, soybean and other oilseed preparation operations, cereal processing, snack food
processing, tortilla plants, chocolate processing, pet food processing, cake mix processing, sugar refining and
processing, and seed plants.” (A.1.1.1). Consider bakeries. They use emulsifiers to promote even texture in their cakes,
breads and cookies. These emulsifiers can be formed from organic acids, soy oils, glycerin and other materials. They
are added to the mix and we eat them. Is this food? The dusts are combustible with Kst’s approaching 250. As another
example, materials are combined to form yeast nutrients which ultimately raise the dough’s. These mixes form
combustible dusts with high Kst’s. Are these food? Starch may be part of that mix but a minor one. Is this starch
processing? These plants may also use combustible acids, oxydizers, alcohols, etc. in their products which may coat
otherwise benign dusts. Is this food?
The problem that arises is the facilities processing these materials do not resemble mills, grain elevators, etc. They

resemble chemical plants with chemical plant challenges. Since the material is in our food supply, does NFPA 61 apply?
The examples above are but four where there is little guidance in the standard for these type companies and yet, the

standard appears to apply.
I recommend that NFPA 61 take ownership of the term ‘food’ by defining it or, at a minimum, provide clarification to the

scope of their document to provide guidance to regulators, inspectors, operating plants and designers. They can then
properly decide whether 654 or 61 applies in the near term while the over-arching standard is being developed by
NFPA.

The comment is not related to any proposal or concept presented in the Report on Proposals.
Furthermore, the committee notes that the federal Food & Drug Administration (FDA) provides the following definition in
the Food and Drug Cosmetic Act:
"The term 'food' means (1) articles used for food or drink for man or other animals, (2) chewing gum, and (3) articles

used for components of any such article."  The committee recognizes that there is some ambiguity between the title,
scope and annex material on applicability to "food industries", and will continue to study for the next document revision
cycle.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-3     Log #8  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
William E. Janz, XL Global Asset Protection Services

61-5
Add new text to read as follows:

11.5.4 (insert new paragraph addressing IBC’s as follows)
Dispensing material from intermediate bulk containers into combustible atmospheres shall be performed only under the

following conditions:
(1) A conductive (i.e., metallic) rigid intermediate bulk container (RIBC) shall be permitted provided the RIBC is

electrically grounded.
(2)*A Type B flexible intermediate bulk container (FIBC) shall be permitted to be used for dispensing into dust

atmospheres where the minimum ignition energy (MIE) is greater than 3 mJ.
(3)*A Type C FIBC shall be permitted to be used for dispensing into any combustible dust atmosphere for which the

FIBC has been tested and found suitable, provided the FIBC is electrically grounded with a resistance less than 1
megohm to ground.
(4)*A Type D FIBC shall be permitted to be used for dispensing into combustible dust atmospheres for which the FIBC

has been tested and found suitable.
(5)*A Type A FIBC or insulating RIBCs shall not be permitted to be used for combustible powder applications,

processes, or operations unless a documented risk evaluation assessing the electrostatic hazards is acceptable to the
authority having jurisdiction.
(6)*FIBCs that are listed or tested by a recognized testing organization and are shown not to ignite combustible dust

atmospheres during transfer shall be permitted to be used.
For further information regarding the hazards and uses of flexible and rigid intermediate bulk containers, see

NFPA 77 , Section 9.1
MIE is measured in accordance with ASTM E 2019,

.
Suitability of Type C FIBCs for specific atmospheres should be determined by the FIBC manufacturer(s).

Failure to provide grounding for a Type C FIBC can create a potential static discharge hazard greater than that created
by using Type A or Type B FIBCs.

Suitability of Type D FIBCs for specific atmospheres should be determined by the FIBC manufacturer(s).
For example, emptying velocities are slow enough to prevent electrostatic accumulation, MIEs are

sufficiently high to preclude electrostatic ignition, or electrostatic charge generation is sufficiently low.
The following information should be inserted under 3.3 General Definitions and the paragraphs renumbered as

required.

A standard insulating flexible intermediate bulk container (FIBC).
A flexible intermediate bulk container (FIBC) where the fabric or the combination of the

fabric shell, coating, and any loose liner has a breakdown voltage of less than 6000 volts.
A flexible intermediate bulk container (FIBC) where the fabric is interwoven with an electrically

interconnected conductive fiber and provided with a tab for connection to grounding systems.
A flexible intermediate bulk container (FIBC) constructed from fabric and/or threads with special

static properties designed to control electrostatic discharge incendivity, without grounding.
Flexible intermediate bulk containers are increasingly being used to ship combustible dusts. The new

paragraph sections will provide minimum guidance in preventing a static charge build-up that could ultimately act as an
ignition source in an explosion or fire.

A.13.4 NFPA 77, Recommended Practice on Static Electricity, provides information on this subject. For information
about using flexible intermediate bulk containers, see NFPA 654 section 9.3.

The committee agrees that the information could be valuable to some users, but does not have
widespread applicability.  Rather than extract this information from NFPA 654, the reference is added to the annex for
information.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-4     Log #13  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Erdem A. Ural, Loss Prevention Science & Technologies, Inc.

61-8
Revise text to read as follows:

3.3.1* Agricultural Dust. Any finely divided agricultural solid material that presents a flash fire or explosion hazard when
dispersed and ignited in air or process specific oxidizer, regardless of particle size and shape.

Current definition gives the false impression that flash fire or dust explosion hazard does not exist for
materials that contain even a small number of particles larger than 420 microns. It also ignores the fact that fibrous or
flaky material that does not pass through 40 mesh can support deflagration.
There is no universal particle size that determines the threshold of explosibility for all agricultural dusts. Introducing 500

microns only confuses matters. Neither 420 microns or 500 microns are universal particles sizes that separate
explosible and non-explosible dust. The standard should require determination of explosibility by testing, unless testing
on the specific dust has determined a particle size threshold for the determination of explosibility. Particle size needs to
be eliminated from the definition.

The committee rejects the proposed definition because the current definition is consistent with
the OSHA regulation governing the grain industry as well as other NFPA documents.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-5     Log #1  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Colin S. Howat, C. S. Howat & Associates

61-27
"Enclosure(s)" is used in 3.3.3, 4.1.2, 6.1, 6.2, 6.2.1, A.6.2.1, 7.1.3, 7.5.2.2, 9.1.3, 11.4.2(1),

A10.3.1, A10.4.7, 13.2.2(2), 13.5.6, C.3.4, C.3.5. The usage appears inconsistent with NFPA 68 who has ownership of
the term. I am asking for clarification for the record.

This term is 'owned' by NFPA 68. It is defined as "A confined or partially confined volume." (See NFPA
68 3.3.8). In the Appendix (A3.3.8) they refine it by giving examples:
"Examples of enclosures include a room, building, vessel, silo, bin, pipe, or duct." NFPA 68 uses the term to set their

goal "to provide effective deflagration venting for enclosures where there is the potential for deflagration." In NFPA 61
6.2.1* “If a dust explosion hazard exists in rooms, buildings, or other enclosures, such areas shall be provided with
explosion relief venting distributed over the exterior walls (and roof, if applicable).” Clarification in the Appendix (A.6.2.1)
states: ” These are locations in which combustible dust is in the air under normal operating conditions in quantities
sufficient to produce explosive or ignitable mixtures; or where mechanical failure or abnormal operation of machinery or
equipment could cause explosive or ignitable mixtures to be produced, and could also provide a source of ignition
through simultaneous failure of electrical equipment, operation of protection devices, or from other causes.” The usage
in NFPA 61 of the term 'enclosure(s)' does not appear to be consistent with NFPA 68 ownership in everyone of the cited
paragraphs. What is the intent of usage in NFPA 61?

The term "enclosure" is used in many different contexts in the document and refers to many
different types of enclosures, not just those that are in the jurisdiction of NFPA 68.  The context of the "enclosures"
adequately describes the requirements intended for the specific type of enclosure.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-6     Log #20  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

61-17
Revise text to read as follows:

A material feeder, an air-material separator, an enclosed ductwork system, or
an air-moving device in which a combustible particulate solid is conveyed from one point to another with a stream of air
or other gases. Pneumatic conveying for product transfer is distinguished from dust collection systems that are designed
to handle dust. [ : 2006]

Pneumatic conveying systems include dust collection systems. [ :
A.3.3.19] Generically, pneumatic conveying systems include a wide range of equipment systems utilizing air or other
gases to transport solid particles from one point to another. Pneumatic conveying systems typically require a device to
meter the material into the conveying system which is significantly different from the function of a dust collection system
or central vacuum cleaning system. Pneumatic systems can also convey comparatively large masses of materials when
compared to a dust collection system, where the mass of the dust (and resulting energy loss) is not normally considered
in the design of the system. [ : A.3.3.19]

The action taken by the technical committee is confusing and does not comply with the Manual of
Style. The NFPA Manual of Style requires definitions to be in single sentences and requires that extracts be identical to
the text in the document from which the material is extracted.
NFPA 654-2006 contains the definition of "pneumatic conveying system" shown in this comment. This definition was

not revised in the NFPA 654-ROP (Annual 2012).  Therefore, an extract from NFPA 654 would be shown as indicated in
this comment.
NFPA 654 rejected a proposal that recommended changing the definition and annex note so that it would have read as

shown below, with the committee statement that it sees no need to introduce this change but that it encourages
comments:

A system comprised of a material feeding device, piping or tubing, an
air-material separator, and an air-moving device used to transfer a controlled flow of material from one location to
another.

The amount of material conveyed is considered in the design criteria for a
pneumatic conveying system. Pneumatic conveying systems can utilize either positive or negative pressure, or both, to
convey the material.
If the technical committee on agricultural dusts wishes to extract the material from NFPA 654 it needs to accept this

comment. Any changes made by NFPA 654 in the current cycle could also be incorporated into NFPA 61 by ensuring
the extract is from the 2012 edition of NFPA 654. Any additional material to be included into NFPA 61 should be
included in the body of the standard as separate material, for example into the new section on pneumatic conveying
system design in Chapter 11.

The committee reaffirms the action taken in the Report on Proposals.  The committee believes
there is a need for differentiating between dust collection and pneumatic conveying.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-7     Log #5  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James W. Johnson, United States Beet Sugar Assoc.

61-18
Continue to reject Proposal 61-18 (Log #43), with respect to adding new paragraphs 4.2 & 4.3 to

require Process Hazard Analyses (PHA) and Management of Change (MOC) Procedures.
The United States Beet Sugar Association (the “USBSA”) represents eight beet sugar companies,

which operate twenty-one processing factories in nine states. These firms produce refined sugar from sugar beets
grown by about 10,000 family farmers on about 1.2 million acres in eleven states. All of the member firms are farmer
cooperatives. The USBSA represents the industry before the legislative and executive branches of the Federal
Government and monitors related activities in Washington, D.C. The members of the USBSA are also covered in whole
or in part to NFPA 61. The USBSA has also nominated a representative to serve on the NFPA 61 committee.

The Committee accepted this proposal in part and rejected it in part. It rejected the proposal to insert new paragraphs
4.2 and 4.3 to require process hazard analyses (PHA) and management of change (MOC) procedures, essentially
copying them from sections 4.2 and 4.3 of NFPA 654-2006, Standard for the Prevention of Fire and Dust Explosions
from the Manufacturing, Processing, and Handling of Combustible Particulate Solids. With respect to the proposal to
add a new paragraph 4.3 requiring pneumatic conveying systems to be designed and installed under the supervision of
qualified, knowledgeable engineers, it instead required that they be designed and installed under the supervision of
qualified and knowledgeable “persons,” rather than “engineers.”
The Committee’s action is correct. Requirements for process hazard analyses and management of change procedures

originated in the chemical industry, which, unlike agriculture, frequently has novel chemicals and varied and complex
processes, the behavior of which together is dynamic and often difficult to predict. In contrast, the behavior of
agricultural dusts and their handling processes have long been known, have remained essentially unchanged for
decades, and are not complex. That is why NFPA 61 and the OSHA grain handling standard (29 C.F.R. § 1910.272)
have proven adequate to deal with dust explosion hazards. The hazards posed by the chemical industry, which gave
rise to PHA’s and MOC’s, pose hazards quite different in nature from those posed by agricultural dust explosions. As the
Center For Chemical Process Safety has noted, these practices arose to prevent vapor cloud explosions, toxic chemical
releases, LPG explosions, and fire and radiation release – all of which have major off-site effects on surrounding
populated areas and environments. CENTER FOR CHEMICAL PROCESS SAFETY (AICHE), GUIDELINES FOR
TECHNICAL MANAGEMENT OF CHEMICAL PROCESS SAFETY pp. 2-3 (1989). Moreover, fires and non-dust
ignitions are much more common than dust explosions; they require the coincidence of only three elements, whereas
combustible dust explosions require the coincidence of five elements. And chemical releases can occur with only a
single fault, such as a forklift truck piercing a tank.
The requirements for process hazards analyses and management of change procedures are also burdensome, quite

expensive to implement, and require much paperwork and time – requirements that may be justified in chemical plants
but are much more difficult to justify with respect to the far less common combustible dust explosion, which rarely if ever
has widespread off-site effects. Imposing these process safety management requirements on the agricultural sector
would therefore impose burdens out of all proportion to their usefulness, would be wasteful, and could not be justified on
a cost-benefit or cost-effectiveness basis. We doubt that such industry differences were taken into account before these
elements were adopted into NFPA 654, which excluded agricultural dusts from its scope (see section 1.4.1(2) of NFPA
654-2006).
We also question the appropriateness of, in NFPA publications, requiring such things as PHA’s and MOC’s. The

purpose of NFPA’s standards is to apprise users and others of hazardous conditions and of the safety measures they
should take. But requirements such as PHA’s and MOC’s do not do that. Instead, they tell users that they should
consider whether something is hazardous and that they should think about what to do and decide for themselves. Such
provisions thus shift the burden of thought and decision from standard committee drafters to standard users. Instead of
committee members determining what situations are hazardous and what must be done, the burden of doing so is
shifted to the users, who must determine these specifics. But users – including in the agricultural sector – often cannot
do this for themselves, and so must hire a consultant to determine whether and what to do. In sum, such unspecific
provisions as requirements for PHA’s and MOC’s defeat the purpose of writing standards. At best, such provisions
belong in a non-mandatory appendix.
With respect to new paragraph 4.3, the committee was right to require that pneumatic conveying systems be designed

and installed under the supervision of qualified, knowledgeable “persons” rather than “engineers.” It is the experience of
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
the beet sugar industry that persons can be qualified and knowledgeable enough to design and supervise the
installation of such equipment even if they lack an engineering degree.

The comment did not present any specific action to the committee.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-8     Log #14  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Erdem A. Ural, Loss Prevention Science & Technologies, Inc.

61-19
Revise text to read as follows:

Specify criteria by which the users and enforcers can decide how clean is clean. This can be done by either one of the
approches:
A) accept the proposal
B) Accept the ROP or ROC version of new NFPA 654
C) At the least, specify a thickness criterion
Or, any combination thereof.

The document says “Dust on floors, structural members, and other surfaces shall be removed
concurrently with operations,” but does not provide information or requirements on how clean is clean. As such, the
document is open to gross misuse.
The Committee statement refers to “the approach taken in the OSHA Grain Handling Standard and by several

insurance companies.” If this is truly the case, then the document needs to refer to them and specify requirements.
It is irresponsible for a combustible dust occupancy safety standard not to specify measurable targets for

housekeeping and separation.

The comment did not present any specific action to the committee.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-9     Log #15  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Erdem A. Ural, Loss Prevention Science & Technologies, Inc.

61-20
Add new text to read as follows:

Insert New Chapter as originally proposed.
While the Equivalency paragraph (1.5) is certainly a valuable improvement that would permit the user

to use Performance Based Design, adding a new chapter addresses the issue much better by providing guidance to the
user on how to use Performance Based Design and puts the information at the user’s finger tips instead of going to
another document.

The committee reaffirmed the action taken in the Report on Proposals.  The Committee
rejected the submitter’s recommendation because they believe that Section 1.5 already addresses process hazard
safety analysis.  The committee added annex material indicating such to section 1.5 in Proposal 61-22.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-10     Log #5a  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James W. Johnson, United States Beet Sugar Assoc.

61-19
Continue to reject Proposal 61-19 (Log #54), with respect to adding new paragraphs 4.2 & 4.3 to

require Process Hazard Analyses (PHA) and Management of Change (MOC) Procedures.
The United States Beet Sugar Association (the “USBSA”) represents eight beet sugar companies,

which operate twenty-one processing factories in nine states. These firms produce refined sugar from sugar beets
grown by about 10,000 family farmers on about 1.2 million acres in eleven states. All of the member firms are farmer
cooperatives. The USBSA represents the industry before the legislative and executive branches of the Federal
Government and monitors related activities in Washington, D.C. The members of the USBSA are also covered in whole
or in part to NFPA 61. The USBSA has also nominated a representative to serve on the NFPA 61 committee.

The Committee rejected this proposal for sound reasons. The USBSA is deeply concerned that this unproven,
farreaching and onerous proposal is not feasible, particularly at smaller agricultural facilities, and appears to be far more
onerous than necessary, especially given the success of the far less onerous requirements of the OSHA grain handling
standard.

The comment did not present any specific action to the committee.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-11     Log #5b  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James W. Johnson, United States Beet Sugar Assoc.

61-21
Continue to reject Proposal 61-21 (Log #58), with respect to adding new paragraphs 4.2 & 4.3 to

require Process Hazard Analyses (PHA) and Management of Change (MOC) Procedures.
The United States Beet Sugar Association (the “USBSA”) represents eight beet sugar companies,

which operate twenty-one processing factories in nine states. These firms produce refined sugar from sugar beets
grown by about 10,000 family farmers on about 1.2 million acres in eleven states. All of the member firms are farmer
cooperatives. The USBSA represents the industry before the legislative and executive branches of the Federal
Government and monitors related activities in Washington, D.C. The members of the USBSA are also covered in whole
or in part to NFPA 61. The USBSA has also nominated a representative to serve on the NFPA 61 committee.

The Committee rightly rejected this proposal for explosion venting of silos, bins, and tanks. It is the firm experience of
the beet sugar industry that such venting of sugar bins is infeasible.

The comment did not present any specific action to the committee.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-12     Log #5c  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James W. Johnson, United States Beet Sugar Assoc.

61-68
Continue to reject Proposal 61-68 (Log #CP2), with respect to adding new paragraphs 4.2 & 4.3 to

require Process Hazard Analyses (PHA) and Management of Change (MOC) Procedures.
The United States Beet Sugar Association (the “USBSA”) represents eight beet sugar companies,

which operate twenty-one processing factories in nine states. These firms produce refined sugar from sugar beets
grown by about 10,000 family farmers on about 1.2 million acres in eleven states. All of the member firms are farmer
cooperatives. The USBSA represents the industry before the legislative and executive branches of the Federal
Government and monitors related activities in Washington, D.C. The members of the USBSA are also covered in whole
or in part to NFPA 61. The USBSA has also nominated a representative to serve on the NFPA 61 committee.

The Committee correctly rejected this proposal for a chapter specifically on sugar. The proposal was drafted without
the participation of the sugar industry on the committee. At the invitation of the chairman of the NFPA 61 committee at
the January 2011 meeting in New Orleans, the USBSA immediately nominated a representative to the committee but he
has to this date still not been seated.
We also observe that several provisions in the draft sugar chapter are particularly problematic. These include the

proposed requirement for explosion venting of sugar storage bins and the proposed 1/64th-inch maximum sugar dust
level for heated surfaces such as bearings, both of which present severe infeasibility problems, and the proposed broad
requirement for static-free clothing in certain areas, which does not appear to us to be justified. These are just examples
of problematic elements in the draft chapter. To ease the burden on the committee, we will reserve more detailed
comments to a later date.
The USBSA also respectfully questions why a chapter specifically on sugar is needed. Sugar is one kind of agricultural

dust among many. That an explosion involving a cane sugar refinery (at Imperial Sugar’s Port Wentworth plant)
occurred in 2008 is not itself a reason for a special chapter, particularly inasmuch as the U.S. Chemical Safety and
Investigations Board found that that company had failed to comply with the current version of NFPA 61.1 Perhaps such a
chapter would be needed if an incident were to show that there is a hazard concerning sugar processing that NFPA 61
is currently unable to prevent, but the committee was not presented with any such information, and our experience is
that there is no such information. NFPA 61 is completely adequate to prevent such explosions.
Finally, the USBSA endorses, and urges the NFPA to follow, the comments filed in this matter by the National Grain

and Feed Association (NGFA), the American Feed Industry
______________________________
1 The CSB expressly recommended that Imperial Sugar comply with NFPA 61. CSB, Investigation Report No.
2008-05-I-GA, Sugar Dust Explosion and Fire p. 66 (September 2009). Earlier, it found that Imperial Sugar “did not take
action to minimize and control sugar dust hazards,” “did not promptly act to remove all significant accumulations of
sugar and sugar dust throughout the packing buildings and in the silo penthouse” and, most important, lacked “enforced
routine housekeeping policies and procedures to remove sugar dust from overhead and elevated work surfaces and
remove the large accumulations of spilled sugar throughout the packing buildings.” Id. at 63-65.

The comment did not present any specific action to the committee.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-13     Log #19  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Erdem A. Ural, Loss Prevention Science & Technologies, Inc.

61-21
Revise text to read as follows:

4.5.2* Explosion relief vents designed in accordance with NFPA 68 shall be provided on silos, bins, and tanks.
Proposed text clarifies the requirements and makes the document result in safer applications.

Purported Committee belief “that it is physically impossible to design explosion vents for most silos in accordance with
NFPA 68, Standard on Explosion Protection by Deflagration Venting” defies logic, common sense and science.
Proposal 61-21 (Log #58) should be accepted as it represents proper safe practice of over-pressure from deflagration.

Bins, tanks and many silo’s are and can be protected by NFPA 68 Venting.
NFPA 68 is very appropriate for designing explosion vents for silos, bins and tanks and should be used.
It is hard to understand the rationale behind the committee statement in regard to application of NFPA68 to silos. This

is particularly so since 110 directly applicable test data points (L/D greater than or equal to 6) are included in the 350+
data points supporting the current NFPA68 dust equation. The large L/D data extends to as large as 236 m3 silos. The
committee should understand that the silo tests were not destructive tests and the test vessels survived. Therefore it can
not be said that it is physically impossible to design vents to protect a silo. The committee might say that desired silo
construction techniques make it impractical to protect them against deflagration by explosion venting.
If it so desires, the Committee can grant special grandfather privileges to older unsafe facilities. Current text is

irresponsible because it perpetuates bad design habits, which are known to be unsafe, into new buildings.

The data presented represents a small number of applications covered by the scope of NFPA
61. NFPA 61 does not prohibit the use of explosion venting, and where it is used, it is required to be in accordance with
NFPA 68.  The data presented did not support the requirement for all silos to be provided with explosion venting in
accordance with NFPA 68.  Additional data would be required to show applications on a larger scale that are more
common in the industries using NFPA 61.

***Insert 61_Log#19_Chart for Silo ***

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-14     Log #16  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Erdem A. Ural, Loss Prevention Science & Technologies, Inc.

61-23
Add new text to read as follows:

Insert New Chapter as originally proposed.
While the Equivalency paragraph (1.5) is certainly a valuable improvement that would permit the user

to use Performance Based Design, adding a new chapter addresses the issue much better by providing guidance to the
user on how to use Performance Based Design and puts the information at the user’s fingertips instead of going to
another document.

The committee reaffirmed the action taken in the Report on Proposals.  The Committee
believes that the proposed Annex material for Section 1.5 in Proposal 61-22 (Log #44) makes it clear that
performance-based design options can be achieved through the use of NFPA 654, Standard for the Prevention of Fire
and Dust Explosions from the Manufacturing, Processing, and Handling of Combustible Particulate Solids.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-15     Log #17  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Erdem A. Ural, Loss Prevention Science & Technologies, Inc.

61-26
Add new text to read as follows:

Insert the new sections after current Section 6.1, as was originally proposed.
The text represents practice consistent with safe operations including mitigation of flame propagation

through practice of isolation. The listed elements apply to combustible dust including the agricultural industry.
Committee’s justification to reject this proposal is invalid. At the very least, the Committee agreed some of the proposed
requirements apply to the agricultural industry but chose not to implement them without specifying a reason. The
committee also ignored the fact that NFPA 61 applies to certain occupancies other than those considered as traditional
“agricultural industry.”

The committee put the comment on hold for further study in the next cycle with the
understanding that it may require substantial rewriting of other sections of NFPA 61, or it may be made moot by the
development of the Dust Fundamentals document.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-16     Log #6  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jess P. McCluer, National Grain and Feed Association

61-27
Add new text to read as follows:

Addition of the phrase, “to the extent feasible,” to the end of 6.2.1.
The Committee agreed with the submitter's

recommendation, but added the words "under normal operating conditions" to clarify the application of the requirement.
However venting of an area in accordance with NFPA 61 may not be fully achievable due to a building’s size or

arrangement, or the presence of physical obstacles or other structures.  In such cases, the walls should be vented to the
to maximize the amount of vent area.  This is particularly important during reconstruction, when

construction constraints may exist. Therefore we propose the addition of the phrase, “to the extent feasible,” to the end
of 6.2.1.
Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

The comment is rejected because the proposed language is unenforceable.  In addition, the
existing annex material for 6.2.1 addresses the issue of applications where explosion venting may not be practical or
possible.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-17     Log #9  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
William E. Janz, XL Global Asset Protection Services

61-28
Add new text to read as follows:

Add new paragraph 6.3.4
Where equipment is protected by containment, suppression, inerting or explosion venting, and the protected equipment

is interconnected to other equipment directly or thru ducts or pipes, isolation of the protected equipment shall be
provided utilizing active or passive isolation techniques as outlined in NFPA 69.

NFPA 68 and NFPA 69 address the design of explosion suppression, inerting and venting systems.
NFPA 69 also discusses the installation of active and passive isolation systems however the two codes do not address
the use of suppression, inerting or venting along with isolation to prevent propagation of a deflagration incident. Without
isolation, suppression, inerting or venting may not be effective. Expanding section 6.3 to include an isolation
requirement will prevent propagation of a deflagration incident outside of the protected equipment.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-18     Log #18  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Erdem A. Ural, Loss Prevention Science & Technologies, Inc.

61-39
Revise text to read as follows:

Replace Sections 10.2.1 and 10.2.2 with the text originally proposed.
All requirements of 10.2.1 through 10.2.3 shall be applied retroactively.

Proposed text clarifies the requirements and makes the document result in safer applications.
Current section 10.2.1 states “Dust on floors, structural members, and other surfaces shall be removed concurrently

with operations.” Does this mean no dust is allowed to accumulate, or does it mean the requirement is satisfied so long
as one small area is being cleaned during operations regardless of the accumulation rate and layer thicknesses?”
It is irresponsible for a combustible dust occupancy safety standard not to specify measurable targets for

housekeeping.
Committee’s reference to FDA GMP (which focuses on contamination, rodents, insects, sewage etc.) is irrelevant and

inappropriate. Similarly, OSHA housekeeping standard was not written against the combustible dust hazards.

The committee reaffirms the action taken in the Report on Proposals.  The Committee does not
believe there is a way to implement this requirement since they rejected the dust mass accumulation methodology. The
Committee believes that the Food & Drug Administration’s Good Manufacturing Practices, in concert with OSHA
1910.272, address cleaning frequencies.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-19     Log #CC3  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Agricultural Dusts,

61-39
Add text as follows:

10.2.1.1* The facility shall develop and implement a written housekeeping program that establishes the frequency and
method(s) determined best to reduce accumulations of fugitive agricultural dust on ledges, floors, equipment, and other
exposed surfaces.
A.10.2.1.1 The housekeeping program should address fugitive agricultural dust accumulations at priority housekeeping

areas.  Priority housekeeping areas should include at least the following:
Floor areas within 35 feet (10.7 m) of inside bucket elevators;
Floors of enclosed areas containing grinding equipment;
Floors of enclosed areas containing equipment used to heat, toast or dry located inside the facility.
The facility should immediately remove any fugitive agricultural dust accumulations whenever they exceed 1/8 inch (.32

cm) at priority housekeeping areas, pursuant to the housekeeping program, or should demonstrate and assure, through
the development and implementation of the housekeeping program, that equivalent protection is provided.

The committee created new mandatory text and annex material to clarify the housekeeping
requirements and be consistent with 29 CFR 1910.272.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-20     Log #10  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
William E. Janz, XL Global Asset Protection Services

61-46
Add new section 10.5.3 as follows:

Ductwork utilizing a combustible lining is not permitted. The use of plastic, rubber or other combustible linings in
ductwork shall be limited to high impact areas.

Section 10.5 indicates that ductwork that handles combustible dusts shall conform to the requirements
of NFPA 91. Section 4.4.9 in NFPA 91 allows combustible liners in ductwork. The committees position in the past was to
limit liners to high impact areas of noncombustible ducts. New section 10.5.3 would eliminate the possibility of installing
plastic lined ductwork in facilities handling combustible dust.

10.5.1.2* Ductwork utilizing a combustible lining shall only be permitted in high impact areas.
A.10.5.1.2 High-impact areas can include elbows and joints where changes of direction occur.  The use of
noncombustible ceramic or steel linings is preferred.

The committee relocated the paragraph to group it with the ROP paragraph of a similar subject
and modified editorially.  The committee added annex material to describe high-impact areas and extracted the second
sentence from existing A.7.3.6.

13Printed on  10/18/2011



Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-21     Log #11  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
William E. Janz, XL Global Asset Protection Services

61-58
Revise text to read as follows:

11.5.3
All connections between the transport vehicles and the plant system should be made in a dedicated shipping/receiving

area that is separated from process areas and warehouses by walls or detachment.
Paragraph 11.5.3 outlining where connections between the plant system and transport vehicles could

be made was rejected because the paragraph could be interpreted to allow connections only in areas outside of any
building. The intent of the paragraph was to eliminate making connections in process areas or warehouses. Modifying
the paragraph as proposed will allow adequate sanitation practices and eliminate dust and housekeeping problems in
critical process areas.

11.5.3  All connections between the transport vehicles and the plant system shall be made on the outside of the building
or in a dedicated shipping/receiving area that is separated from process areas and warehouses by walls or detachment .

The committee reinstated paragraph 11.5.3 and added the option of a dedicated
shipping/receiving area.  The proposal substantiation cited a sanitation concern.  An enclosed, dedicated area also
addresses the sanitation issue.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-22     Log #3  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Doug Hohbein, Northcentral Regional Fire Code Development

61-43
Add an exception to read:

10.4.2 Wet or dry standpipes shall be provided to all operating levels over 75 feet above grade.

The committee notes that this requirement is already excluded since the requirement applies to
buildings. We find no definition in the document defining what a building is or is not. NFPA 5000 defines a building as:

Structures, usually enclosed by walls and a roof, constructed to provide support or shelter for an
intended occupancy. [ 1.2]
It further clarifies what an agricultural building is:

A building located on agricultural property used for sheltering farm implements, hay,
grain, livestock, or other farm produce or equipment in which there is no human habitation and that is not used by the
public.
In both definitions the standpipe would be required. The committee needs to clarify what a building is or is not and

clarify the requirement.

12.4.2* Wet or dry standpipes shall be provided to all operating levels areas of head houses, processing structures
with operating areas, and grain bin galleries located over 15 m (50 feet) above grade.
A.12.4.2 An operating area is an area where personnel can be present to perform operational or maintenance tasks.

The committee agreed that the previous edition text is ambiguous.  Rather than inserting a new
exception, the committee made the existing paragraph more specific as to where standpipes are required. The
committee considers an operating area to be an area where personnel can be present to perform operational or
maintenance tasks.

14Printed on  10/18/2011



Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 61
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-23     Log #4  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Doug Hohbein, Northcentral Regional Fire Code Development

61-61
Add new text to read as follows:

The emergency action plan shall be available on site.
The emergency action plan needs to be on site, which was the original intent of the proposal.  The

emergency plan is to ensure during an emergency the plan is available to take appropriate action. Having the plan in an
office in another state does no good to those responding. We are not sure how this requirement conflicts with homeland
security regulations and the committee has not provided instances where it may conflict.

12.5.1  Each facility shall have a written emergency action plan on-site or electronically available that includes, but is not
limited to, the following:

The committee accepted the concept but modified the existing paragraph instead of creating a
new paragraph.  The committee added the option of making the emergency action plan electronically available to
leverage the use of new technology.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-24     Log #CC1  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Agricultural Dusts,

61-8
Revise to read as follows:

Dusts traditionally have been defined as a material 420 µm or smaller (capable of passing through a U.S. No.
40 standard sieve). For consistency with other standards have adopted the 500 microns (capable of passing through a
U.S. No. 35 standard sieve) as the appropriate size criterion. For the purposes of this standard, the Committee believes
that 420 microns should be retained because of the historical data that exists. In some cases, material smaller than 420
microns might not be explosible, and in some cases material larger 420 microns might be explosible.  Explosibility can
ultimately be determined by testing such as using the go/no-go explosibility screening test described in ASTM E1226
Standard Test Method for Explosibility of Dust Clouds.

The committee added annex material to emphasize that particles outside the 420 micron range may or
may not be explosible.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-25     Log #CC5  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Agricultural Dusts,

61-17
Add new second paragraph to A.3.3.10:

Pneumatic conveying systems present a lower hazard than fugitive dust collectors and centralized vacuum systems.
Pneumatic conveying systems allow greater control of the risk factors associated with combustible dusts, such as
ignition sources.  For this reason, the prescriptive requirements of this standard are different for pneumatic conveying
systems.

The committee added annex material to the definition of pneumatic conveying system to clarify the
difference in protection requirements in the standard and further emphasize the risk differences between pneumatic
conveying systems and dust collection and centralized vacuum systems.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-26     Log #CC2  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Agricultural Dusts,

61-21
Revise text as follows:

See NFPA 68, Standard on Explosion Protection by Deflagration Venting, for information on the design of
explosion venting. Situations can occur in which it is not possible to provide calculated deflagration venting as
described in NFPA 68, Standard on Explosion Protection by Deflagration Venting. Such situations do not justify the
exclusion of all venting. The maximum practical amount of venting should be provided, since some venting should
reduce the damage potential. In addition, consideration should be given to other protection and prevention methods.

The committee extracted the second paragraph from A.6.2.1 into A.4.5.2 to make the information
accessible in both subsections of the document.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-27     Log #7  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jess P. McCluer, National Grain and Feed Association

61-63
Add new text to read as follows:

Recommend that the proposed appendix item be reviewed and
rewritten to be more effective for user.

The Committee added additional appendix material
to give the user further information on hazard analysis.  However, a draft list of the information to be used in such an
analysis included every provision in the proposed standard.  The draft list is not useful in its current form, since it
requires the user to read and analyze every provision of the standard and do a thorough assessment of its impact on all
parts of a facility and the facility’s operations.  Rather, our industry believes a more simplified, more “user friendly” and
more understandable approach that considers critical aspects of our types of operations is needed for those using this
standard.

Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

The committee rejected the comment on request of the submitter.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
61-28     Log #CC4  CMD-AGR

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Agricultural Dusts,

61-46
Revise text as follows:

10.5.1*
A.10.5.1 NFPA 91 is referenced in order to avoid extracting large amounts of text related to basic duct design.  The

amendments required by this chapter make the ducts acceptable for combustible dust applications.
The committee added annex material to clarify that, although NFPA 91 applies only to ducts carrying

noncombustible particulate solids, it contains basic duct design information that would be unwieldy if extracted into
NFPA 61.  The modifications in NFPA 61 modify the duct design requirements to make them applicable to ducts
carrying combustible particulate solids.
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