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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Agricultural Dusts 
 
FROM: Joanne Goyette, Administrator, Technical Projects 
 
DATE: November 15, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 61 ROC TC FINAL Ballot Results (A2012) 
 
 
The Final Results of the NFPA 61 ROC Letter Ballot are as follows:  
 
28 Members Eligible to Vote  
  1 Not Returned (K. Nitsch) 
  7 Affirmative on All 
18 Negatives (M. Bujewski, K. Epperson, P. Griffin, M. Herrick, W. Kearns, W. Kinslow, 
 J. Maness, J. McCluer, B. McLelland, J. Osborn, J. Rogers, L. Sargent, R. Shafto, J. Sutton,  
 P. D. Thielen, E. Ural, S. Wees, and J. A. Yount) (on one or more comments as noted in the 

attached report) 
  2 Abstentions (D. Guaricci and T. Myers) (on one or more comments as noted in the attached 

report) 
 
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 17. 

(28 eligible to vote - 1 not returned - 2 abstentions = 25 × 0.66 = 16.5) 
 
(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: 
[28 eligible ÷ 2 = 14 + 1 = (15)] 

 
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 with the exception of 61-17, Log #9. 
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61-1 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

Entire Document (Log # 12 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. Medical conditions have not allowed me to follow the pre sidings so I do not believe I am qualified to vote at this time.

Affirmative with Comment

Osborn, J. Some of this may be handled by the fundamentals committee, but there will be items the task group
needs to consider that produce conflict within the document and reasons need to be established for any
exception that is truly valid and for a viable reason.

Ural, E. I appreciate the Committee's recognition of this serious issue, and its decision to set up a task group to resolve the issue for the next
edition.

61-2 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

Title (Log # 2 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

Affirmative with Comment

Osborn, J. There are multiple additives used in the food processing industry that are, obviously, consumed
with the product.  Some of these present deflagration hazards.  It must be determined if these are to be covered
in this document or 654, etc.

61-3 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

3.3.x Flexible Intermediate Bulk Containers (FIBC) and 11.5.4 (New) (Log # 8 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

Affirmative with Comment

Sutton, J. I believe the users of NFPA 61 would be better served if the FIBC and RIBC information from the NFPA 654 A12 ROC were
extracted into NFPA 61.  However, the Annex note that was added pointing users to NFPA 654 is an improvement.

61-4 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 5  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

3.3.1 Agricultural Dust and A.3.3.1 (Log # 13 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Negative

Griffin, P. The definition for dust does not follow other NFPA code requirements.
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Myers, T. MYERS, T.: There is no universal particle size that determines the threshold of explosibility for all agricultural dusts. 420 microns is
not a universal threshold that separates explosible and non-explosible dust.  As shared during the meeting, the Gestis database lists agricultural dusts
where over 50% of the material is greater than 420 or 500 microns, yet the material is explosible.  In most cases, explosibility of agricultural dusts
must be determined by testing.  For specific types of dusts, particle size criteria can be developed based upon testing different particle size material.
However, I also recognize the value of a general rule of thumb that reduces the amount of non-explosible materials that must be tested to determine
explosibility.

With the current definition, it is also unclear to users how to apply the 420 micron criterion to a polydisperse material where a fraction of the
material is less than 420 microns and a fraction is greater than 420 microns.  Does a small fraciton of the material have to be less than 420 microns
to be explosible?  Does all of the material have to be less than 420 microns to be explosible?

Osborn, J. There are significant differences between the 61 definition and the other documents, such as 654.
Arbitrary particle size selection does not provide for the exceptions which do exist.  However, there must be a
consideration of what must be tested and what should not.  This is a very difficult situation that is not
adequately covered by the current definition.

Sutton, J. The submitter makes a good point that particle size of a dust is not a black and white indicator of a hazard or no hazard. The reader
should be made aware that a material with a particle size greater than 420 microns can still present a deflagration hazard. The submitted definition is
better than the current document.

Ural, E. NFPA 61 defines "Agricultural Dust" to use it only once (in the mandatory text) in section 10.2, Removal of Layered Agricultural Dust.
Is it the committee's position such that only the particles 420 microns or smaller in diameter need to be removed concurrently? Is this the best
advice we can offer?
According to the well known and frequently used Gestis database, a sample of sugar crystals containing 66% by weight particles larger than 500

microns produced a Pmax of 5.6 barg, and Kst of 42 bar-m/s. NFPA 61 definition also defies grossly the test data published by C. W. Kauffman, M.
Sichel and P. Wolanski in Powder Technology, 71 (1992) 119-134.
Furthermore, the Committee's justifications for rejecting this comment are misleading. First of all, I do not believe OSHA would deem that flash

fire or dust explosion hazard can not exist for materials that contain only a small number of particles larger than 420 microns. Second, the
Committee's allegation that NFPA 61 definition is consistent with other NFPA documents is patently false.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-5 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 24  Negative: 2  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

3.3.3 Enclosure(s), 4.1.2, 6.1, 6.2, 6.2.1, 7.1.3, 7.5.2.2, 9.1.3, 11.4.2(1), 13.2.2(2), 13.5.6, A.6.2.1.7, A.10.3.1, A.10.4.7, C.3.4, and C.3.5

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Negative

Myers, T. Further guidance on the definition of "enclosure" and how to determine which enclosures require explosion protection, would be
helpful to users of the document.

Ural, E. Committee statement actually reads as a justification for accepting the comment.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-6 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 1  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

3.3.10 Pneumatic Conveying System and A.3.3.10 (Log # 20 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Negative

Ural, E. It makes more sense to move the second sentence in 3.3.10 to the beginning of the Annex A.3.3.10.

Abstain
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Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

Affirmative with Comment

Sutton, J. While I agree with committee's action in rejecting the comment, I do think the submitter's definition
and annex note included in the substantiation should have been adopted.

61-7 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 4 (Log # 5 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-8 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 1  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 4 (Log # 14 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Negative

Ural, E. The Committee justification for rejecting this comment is not legitimate. The submitter actually gave multiple approaches the
Committee could have acted upon.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-9 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 3  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 4 (Log # 15 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Negative

Osborn, J. The 61 document is the only one of the group that does not have this chapter included.  This is a
critical requirement that should be accomplished by those facilities determining the extent of the hazard.  This
assists, along with chapter 5, in providing that information.  Do agree that something should be done to
minimize the level of "PHA" required to a more acceptable degree as a true PHA is not necessarily required for
each facility and/or process.

Sutton, J. Although the Equivalency paragraph (1.5) may permit the user to use Performance Based Design, the addition of this comment would
provide guidance in using Performance Based Design as well as providing provisions addressing Management of Change and Incident
Investigation, which are needed.

Ural, E. I still like the idea of having a separate chapter on performance based design.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).
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61-10 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 4 (Log # 5a )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-11 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 4 (Log # 5b )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-12 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 4 (Log # 5c )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-13 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 21  Negative: 5  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

4.5.2 (Log # 19 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Negative

McLelland, B. Explosion protection measures identified by NFPA 68 and NFPA 69 are applicable to many silos, bins and tanks.  This
statement excludes all such enclosures, small or large, inside or outside, from requiring the proven protection measure even though it is clear an
explosion protection hazard exists.  Leaving this statement in its present condition continues to place both life and property at risk, when it often
could be protected.

Myers, T. If the committee's reason for rejecting the proposal is that there is not sufficient evidence that explosion venting is feasible for large
silos, the committee could have required venting (or other explosion protection) on smaller vessels where it believes data indicates vessels can be
adequately protected.  Alternatively, if the committee believes that only some vessels require explosion protection, they could have provided
additional guidance to users on how to determine which vessels should be protected.

Shafto, R. While I agree that it may not be possible to provide venting for every silo, the existing text for 4.5.2,
coupled with the venting exception for silos and bins in 6.2.1.2, provides a loophole that could lead to unsafe
situations.  Toward the end of the ROC meeting, the committee later then supported a code funding request for
silo vent testing.  I am hopeful that with additional test data in hand, these sections of the code can be revised
during the next revision cycle.
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Ural, E. Large scale test data NFPA 68 methodology is based upon test data including those from silo shaped enclosures of up to 500 m
3

volume. NFPA 68 permits the use of the vent sizing methodology for enclosures of up to 10,000 m
3

volume. (i.e. by a factor of 2.7 extrapolation in
linear dimension). NGFA tests focused on 500 m

3
and 236 m

3
silo shaped enclosures to simulate the silos. Now saying additional data would be

required to show applications on a larger scale that are more common in the industries using NFPA 61 is preposterous.  If the Committee concern is
genuine, why not require venting for bins, tanks and silos smaller than 10,000 m

3
volume.

Wees, S. I would have preferred to put this agenda item on hold pending more research into the implications of
trying to vent slip-formed concrete silos per NFPA 68.  Venting is obviously beneficial, but my understanding
was that venting the entire roof area would be inadequate per the NFPA 68 guidelines.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

Affirmative with Comment

Osborn, J. The very large diameter silos used in the grain industry do present a unique situation that should be
studied and applied to the 68 vent requirements.  This may lead to the need for additional investigation and/or
experimentation.

Sutton, J. While I believe some form of protection should be provided, this comment would require all silos to be equipped with explosion vents
and does not allow the option of other protection measures such as:  damage limiting construction, containment, explosion suppression, remote
location, etc.

61-14 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 23  Negative: 3  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 5 (Log # 16 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Negative

Osborn, J. Again, as with chapter 4 (in 654, 664, etc.), chapter 5 from 654 provides for a performance based
design option with specific information on how to accomplish this method.  Otherwise there is no specific
information provided to assist the customer/user of the 61 document.  Do not understand what negative factors
would be introduced if this information was provided and it would be consistent with the other documents.

Sutton, J. While I agree that the Equivalency paragraph (1.5) should 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.

Ural, E. I still like the idea of having a separate chapter on performance based design.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-15 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 1  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

Chapter 6 (Log # 17 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Negative

Ural, E. Isolation is a crucial element of any explosion prevention and protection strategy, and therefore, NFPA 61 must address it to avoid
unnecessary loss of life and property.

Abstain
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Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

Affirmative with Comment

Sutton, J. This comment would list all of the various types of protection in one spot in the document and then the remainder of the document
would reference this section for protection.  While I think this is a good approach, a major rewrite of NFPA 61 would be required to make this
work.

61-16 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

6.2.1 (Log # 6 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-17 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 13  Negative: 12  Abstain: 2  Not Returned: 1

6.3.4 (New) (Log # 9 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Negative

Bujewski, M. While the intent of the comment was good, the requirement is too broad and it appears that the ramifications were not fully
discussed at the meeting.  For example, this could require an isolation valve on ductwork from an elevator leg.  This would be a significant new
requirement and is most likely unnecessary for an elevator leg.  This would be a good Annex statement for 6.3.

Epperson, K. I do not believe this log has been through the due process of review of the committee.

Herrick, M. I have two objections: The first is we were told at the end of day 1 that voting was over and attendance was not required for second
day. I was not feeling well so I elected to leave. I do not remember voting on this item and have heard it was done on day 2. The second concern I
have is this item is performance based and rest of the document is prescriptive. I am concerned that without clearer instructions as to intent most
facility operators will not understand what is required. I am also not sure that reliable and effective equipment for this application exists. Had I
known  that this vote was going to take place I would had stayed at the meeting and voiced my concerns.

Kearns, W. This proposal was not presented at the ROP meeting in New Orleans.  It was omitted from the
package sent to committee members prior to the Denver meeting.  Due to these factors, I do not believe it
received adequate consideration.  I choose to vote against this proposal.

Kinslow, Jr., W. After re-reading this proposal I find that it is too broad as written.  I object to the "isolate at all times no matter what"
requirement.  There may be situations where a system is protected but isolation is not required.  This should be considered on a case-by-case basis,
and not be made mandatory at all times.

6



Tuesday, November 15, 2011
Document # 61

Final Ballot Results Report for CMD-AGR  Comments

Maness, J. This item was not provided to the committee prior to the ROC meeting and was brought up the
night before the last day of the meeting.  The committee rejected previous attempts to require mandatory
isolation of a deflagration to connected equipment or structures in the past.  The proposal in log 9 introduced a
new concept for our meeting and should not have been introduced on the second day of a meeting where no
new items were plan to be discussed.  Some of us did not see the second day of the meeting as critical since we
completed all items except holding a discussion of negative votes on the previous ballot.  The proposed
requirement would require all explosion vented equipment to be isolated down and up stream of any connected
equipment.  Most dust systems in the Agriculture industry generally have a rotary valve to isolate down stream
equipment.  Most explosions that reach dust systems generally propagate to dust systems rather than begin in
the dust system itself unless in rare cases hot material or embers can be drawn into the dust system.  Thus the
risk for our equipment is different than other industries that have to worry with glowing embers.    The cost to
place isolation on all vented equipment could discourage good venting practices on bucket elevators which
often do not propagate beyond the leg.   It is okay to reminded standards users that they may want to consider
explosion isolation in the appendix of the standard but it should not be mandated in the body of the standard.
This proposal is too broad in scope and needs additional discussion by the committee.

McCluer, J. ● Issue raised in comment was not on the original information packet provided to the committee prior to the meeting.
● Log was addressed near the end of the meeting when many of the committee members representing the user group had already left. Those in

attendance were under the impression that this issue was going to be added to the non-mandatory annex.
● This issue was not raised during the ROP meeting in New Orleans, which makes it new business.  According to NFPA procedures, new

business cannot be addressed at ROC meetings.
● This log deals with isolation which is an issue that has been left out of previous mandatory NFPA 61 revisions for a specific reason, the

exorbitant costs.  As a result, additional discussion is needed on this issue since the impact on the users who were not properly represented, when
this came to vote, is significant.

Rogers, J. I believe the committee did not intend to include "explosion venting" in the new 6.3.4. Also, since it was not included in the original
agenda a number of the committee members were not present as the members were informed by the facilitator that the work of the committee was
complete for this ROC on the previous day.

Sargent, L. This requirement to isolate all protected equipment is an extreme and costly change from our existing standard.  For example
isolating a 40,000 BPH bucket elevator is a major undertaking for an uncertain benefit.  I do not believe this has received adequate study and
discussion.

Thielen, P. There is a group of members that have issue with this log due to a belief that it was not fully discussed due to an issue resulting from
it not being included in original information packet provided to the committee prior to the meeting.   Given it was voted on near the end of the
meeting when many of the committee members representing the user group had already left they felt they were denied due process. also many of
those in attendance were under the impression that this was going to be added to the annex. In addition, it is believed, that this issue was not raised
during the ROP meeting in New Orleans, which makes it new business, and that it was out of order to address it in a ROP.  Based on common
understanding, the Isolation issue has been left out of previous mandatory NFPA 61 revisions for a specific reason.  This reason was unclear and
additional discussion is needed on this issue as the impact on the users that were not properly represented when this came to vote is significant.

Wees, S. This item was introduced on the second day of the meeting and was not included with the written
ROC document.  I don't feel that enough consideration was given to the implications of adopting such a broad
requirement before the vote.

Yount, J. The proposed language can be interpreted in such a manner that makes the requirement completely
too broad. Every piece of equipment with protection would now require isolation, a requirement that is
unmanageable, may be physically impossible, and comes with a huge financial impact. The language also
contradicts itself in that it requires isolation even when isolation is already provided. Inerting and suppression
are forms of isolation as listed in NFPA 69, and the language repeats the requirement for isolation. In addition,
this log was not on the official listing of ROC for the meeting due to an NFPA oversight and as such should
not have been added until ample notice was given to all the members of the TC.
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Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

Myers, T. I do not believe this change was fully vetted by the committee or industry before the oral vote at the meeting.

Affirmative with Comment

Heilman, J. I agree with the reservations expressed by Jim Maness in his 1st ballot. I include them here by reference.
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Ural, E. This comment will bring some of the widely accepted and practiced explosion protection methods
into NFPA 61, it will prevent some of the unnecessary loss of life and property being suffered, and therefore
must be included in the document. This comment fixes some of the well-known product defects in NFPA 61.
Without this revision NFPA 61 can cause serious injury or death to a purchaser, user, or bystander. While no
one else disputes that isolation is a crucial element of any explosion prevention and protection strategy, NFPA
61 thus far ignored these methods. I am worried since other NFPA standards emphasize the importance of
isolation; no requirement for it in 61 may expose NFPA to willful negligence and liability claims.
I am saddened to read the rejection reasons given by the representatives of the trade associations and

operating companies to oppress good practices. This is a good demonstration of the vulnerability of the
NFPA's Standards development process to special interest influence. Most of these complain that this
particular comment was not in the original information packet. They fail to mention that this item was properly
submitted as a Public Comment and was logged into the NFPA system as an official Public Comment. The
ROC meeting was scheduled for two days: October 4 and 5. During the first day of the meeting, NFPA staff
liaison announced that one public comment was inadvertently omitted from the original information packet
and that it had to be acted upon on the second day of the meeting. No objections were noted. I believe, the
Committee has 28 voting members. According to the minutes, the first day of the meeting was attended by 25
members. Also according to the minutes, five people out of the 25 chose not to participate on the second day.
In other words, twenty members thought participating in the second day was important. Therefore, choosing
not to attend the second day of the meeting is not a valid excuse to vote negative. Nor, is not getting the
comment ahead of the meeting. These colleagues could have objected to this item at the proper time and a
conference call could have been scheduled.

Some of the rejection reasons given by the representatives of the trade associations and operating companies
complain about the huge financial impact or exorbitant costs. The financial impact of creating a safe working
environment can surely be minimized with proper facility design. I would also like to point out that NFPA
Committee members often incorrectly believe that NFPA standards are supposed to balance cost against safety.
Nothing can be further from the truth. NFPA's standard of conduct actually emphasizes role of science. Both
NFPA Articles of Organization and the Bylaws state in Article 2  - “PURPOSES AND POWERS. The
purposes of the Association shall be to promote the science and improve the methods of fire protection and
prevention, electrical safety, and other related safety goals; to obtain and circulate information and promote
education and research on these subjects; and to secure the cooperation of its members and the public in
establishing proper safeguards against loss of life and property.”  There is certainly no mention of balancing
the safety against cost here. According to its scope, NFPA 61 Committee is responsible for requirements
relating to the protection of life and property from fire and explosion hazards at agricultural and food products
facilities, not the financial impact. Furthermore, makeup of the NFPA Committees precludes the committee
from conducting a credible cost-benefit analysis.

In practice, Operating companies perform the cost-benefit analysis to decide whether they should assume the
risk of not protecting the workers. The Committee should not be making this decision for them to maintain
unsafe facilities at the expense of incurring liability for NFPA.

Some of the rejection reasons given by the representatives of the trade associations and operating companies
argue that new text requires explosion isolation on everything. This claim is also untrue. NFPA 69 does not
require isolation on everything. In reality, NFPA 69 permits the use of isolation only for interruption or
mitigation of flame, deflagration pressures, pressure piling, and flame-jet ignition between enclosures that are
interconnected by pipes or ducts. Where these hazards do not exist, isolation would not be required. As it is
written, the new text will not apply to equipment that is not protected (justifiably or unjustifiably) and the
protected equipment is interconnected to other equipment. Furthermore, the retroactivity clause in NFPA 61
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will preclude application of the new text to facilities, equipment, structures, or installations that existed or were
approved for construction or installation prior to the effective date of the standard.

Rejection of the Comment will be extremely irresponsible because it will perpetuate bad design habits
(which are known to be unsafe) into new facilities, equipment, structures, or installations.

61-18 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 24  Negative: 2  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

10.2.1 and 10.2.2 (Log # 18 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Negative

Myers, T. More specific guidance on housekeeping thresholds is needed in the document.  This was later partially addressed by the committee
with 61-19 (Log #CC3).

Ural, E. Committee can implement the requirement even on the allowable layer thickness of 1/8" implied by the referenced OSHA standard.
FDA GMP is irrelevant to fire and explosion protection. Proposed text offers a substantial improvement over the referenced OSHA standard.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

Affirmative with Comment

Osborn, J. The statement in 61 does leave considerable room for interpretation and does not provide the user
with the specific information that will be provided in 654, etc.  This forces the user to go to other documents in
order to obtain the necessary assistance when it would have been simpler to include similar text in 61.

Sutton, J. While I think portions of this comment could have improved the document, it needed to be rewritten to be workable, which the ROC
time frame did not readily permit.

61-19 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

10.2.1.1 and A.10.2.1.1 (Log # CC3 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-20 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

10.5.3 (New) (Log # 10 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-21 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

11.5.3 (New) (Log # 11 )

Not Returned
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Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-22 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

12.4.2 (Log # 3 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-23 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

12.5.4 (Log # 4 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-24 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

A.3.3.1 (Log # CC1 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-25 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

A.3.3.10 (Log # CC5 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-26 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

A.4.5.2 (Log # CC2 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).
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61-27 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

A.6.1 (Log # 7 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).

61-28 Eligible To Vote:28  Affirmative: 26  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 1

A.10.5.1 (Log # CC4 )

Not Returned

Nitsch, K.

Abstain

Guaricci, D. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 61-1 (Log #12).
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