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The next report under consideration this 
10    afternoon is that of the technical committee on 
11    agricultural dust.  Here to present the committee report 
12    is Committee Chair Matthew Bujewski of MKB Risk 
13    Consulting, St. Louis, Missouri. 
14                Committee reports can be found in the blue 
15    2012 annual revision cycle ROP and ROC.  The certified 
16    amending motions are contained in the motions committee 
17    report and behind me on the screen. 
18                We will proceed in the order of the motion 
19    presented. 
20                Mr. Bujewski. 
21                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Thank you, Mr. 
22    Chairman. 
23                Mr. Chair, ladies and gentleman, the report 
24    on the technical committee on agricultural dust is 
25    presented for adoption and can be found in the report on 
1    proposals and reports on comments the 2012 annual 
 2    meetings revision cycle. 
 3                The technical committee has published a 
 4    report consisting of partial revision of NFPA 61, 
 5    standards for the prevention of fires and dust 
 6    explosions in agricultural and food processing 
 7    facilities. 
 8                The report was submitted to letter ballot to 
 9    the technical committee that consisted of 28 voting 
10    members.  The ballot results can be found on Pages 61-2 



11    to 61-24 of the report on proposals and Pages 61-2 to 
12    61-10 of the report on comments. 
13                That presiding officer will now proceed with 
14    the certified amending motions. 
15                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you, 
16    Mr. Bujewski. 
17                Let's proceed with the discussion on the 
18    certified amending motions on NFPA 61. 
19                Microphone 5, please. 
20                ERDEM URAL:  My name is Erdem Ural.  I make 
21    a motion to accept Comment 61-4. 
22                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
23    There's a motion on the floor to accept Comment 61-4. 
24    Is there a second?  We do have a second. 
25                Please proceed with the motion. 
1                ERDEM URAL:  Good afternoon, everybody.  I 
 2    am member of NFPA 61.  I'm a proud member of NFPA 61 
 3    committee and I serve on the committee as a special 
 4    expert.  I also serve on practically all the dust, other 
 5    dust committees as a special expert. 
 6                So this is a really important issue that we 
 7    are discussing.  Why is this agricultural dust 
 8    definition important?  A lot of people misuse the 
 9    standard thinking flash fire and explosion hazards do 
10    not exist if the material does not fit the NFPA 61 
11    definition of agricultural dust. 
12                Why the definition and NFPA 61 is wrong? 
13    Because NFPA 61 says if a dust contains any particles 
14    greater 420 microns, it doesn't present an explosion or 
15    a fire hazard. 
16                This motion wants to change it to for dust 
17    regardless of the particle size.  420 microns is 
18    historical value.  It's an old school value.  It was 
19    developed and used for gold dust, which is a more or 
20    less compact historical type particles. 
21                We have done a research study demonstrating 
22    that agricultural dust, which is in the form of flakes, 
23    can present a serious fire explosion hazard when the 
24    particle size of 2,000 microns or 4,000 microns. 
25                The committee also actually agrees with my 



 1    statement because if you look at the ROC document, ROC 
 2    61-24, the committee ruled committee proposal it says it 
 3    put it in the annex, but in some case some 420 microns 
 4    may not be explosible. 
 5                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  You have one 
 6    minute. 
 7                ERDEM URAL:  In other cases larger particles 
 8    it may be explosible and that passed unanimously.  So 
 9    the committee also agrees 420 microns is inappropriate. 
10                And the other standard did use 420, but 
11    moved away from it such as standard such as NFPA 68, 69, 
12    654, 655, 484 and 499. 
13                So I sincerely hope that you will vote for 
14    the motion and make the agricultural business safer and 
15    protect NFPA from unnecessary liability. 
16                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
17                Mr. Bujewski? 
18                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  The committee 
19    voted during the ROP stage to retain the definition that 
20    has been in the standard for many, many years.  The vote 
21    was 25 to 2.  We do have a balanced committee.  It is a 
22    consensus document.  All of the proposals were 
23    thoroughly discussed in the ROP stage and in the ROC 
24    stage. 
25                All of the data that the agricultural dust 
 1    standard is based upon 420 microns.  It's been used for 
 2    decades.  Some of the other committees have adopted 
 3    higher micron particle sizes, but those don't 
 4    necessarily concern agricultural dust.  All the other 
 5    standards that were mentioned by Mr. Ural do not have 
 6    anything to do with agricultural dust.  We are the 
 7    agricultural dust standard.  And so we feel it's our 
 8    right to define what an agricultural dust should be. 
 9                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you, Mr. 
10    Bujewski. 
11                With that, we'll open debate on the motion. 
12    Please provide your name and affiliation, whether you're 
13    speaking in support of or against the motion. 
14                Microphone 5, please. 
15                BILL STEVENSON:  My name is Bill Stevenson. 



16    My company is CV Technology.  I'm a member of NFPA 
17    technical committee that deal with dust, not a member of 
18    61. 
19                The definition that Dr. Ural has submitted 
20    for consideration today is very close to the same 
21    definitions that are used in 654, 655, 68, 69. 
22                And I think it's important that we realize 
23    that from an enforcement point of view, if we can 
24    harmonize these standards, bring them into closer 
25    agreement, it's going to be much easier for companies 
1    that are trying to use the documents to determine what 
 2    to do.  Thank you very much. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 4                Microphone 8. 
 5                JIM MANESS:  My name is Jim Maness.  I'm 
 6    with the Grain Elevator and Processing Society and 
 7    National Grain and Feed Association.  And I'm speaking 
 8    against the motion. 
 9                I've been on the NFPA committee for 28 years 
10    now and 61 committee and several of the other committees 
11    as well. 
12                But just to correct one thing that Mr. Ural 
13    said, we do not say that particles larger than 420 
14    microns cannot explode.  We say -- in fact, he repeats 
15    what we say in the appendix.  We said that might happen 
16    with larger particles or smaller particles.  So we do 
17    not -- representing that we had something that we didn't 
18    say. 
19                I think that the -- we voted to reject the 
20    proposal, one, because it does not give guidance to the 
21    standard users out there of the type and size of dust of 
22    the greatest concern. 
23                The standards are with small facilities that 
24    have less than ten workers and little technical 
25    expertise.  We understand that a lot of technical people 
 1    that understand these things like dust testing groups 
 2    and so forth would understand more complex standard.  We 
 3    believe that the standard needs to have this guidance in 
 4    there for the user of this standard in terms of the 
 5    industry. 



 6                The existing standards define agricultural 
 7    dust as that that's less than 420 microns, which has 
 8    been used historically in our industry since the dust is 
 9    great concern and use the definition which has been used 
10    in the U.S. and Europe to characterize our dust 
11    particles.  So we -- it is common term that's been used 
12    for many years.  It is accepted around the world.  It 
13    only recently has this new standard came in. 
14                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  You have one 
15    minute. 
16                JIM MANESS:  In essence, dust is any 
17    material that is released from the material that is 
18    being handled and it's all treated as potential dust 
19    hazard and is cleaned up as a potential hazard. 
20                All existing material hazard information 
21    based on 420 microns criteria would not change 
22    significantly as a result of including the larger size 
23    particles.  The data that's being quoted that says the 
24    large particles are a problem, we have not seen that 
25    data although we do recognize in the appendix a 
1    possibility that that could occur.  Thank you. 
 2                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 3                Microphone 5. 
 4                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural speaking for the 
 5    motion again.  I just wanted to correct the statement 
 6    before.  First, Mr. Bujewski said that the 420 is 
 7    appropriate for agricultural dust and the others may be, 
 8    regardless of particle size and shape, may be 
 9    appropriate for the other dust which is incorrect. 
10                Because as I pointed out, we have traced the 
11    origin of 420 microns and it came from the mines and the 
12    gold dust and propagation in mine galleries. 
13                So we actually have test data, published 
14    test data, that shows agricultural dust greater than 500 
15    microns, 2,000 microns, 4,000 microns is explosible.  It 
16    does present fire hazard.  It does present explosion 
17    hazard. 
18                Regarding the statement by Mr. Maness, let's 
19    look at the existing definition if the standard passes, 
20    this is how it will read as before. 



21                Any finding defining agricultural material 
22    420 microns or smaller in diameter, in parenthesis 
23    material passing a U.S. number 40 standard sive that 
24    presents a fire explosion hazards when dispersed and 
25    igniting in air. 
1                So this is saying that it has to pass 
 2    through number 40 mesh sive which says it has to be 
 3    smaller than 420 microns. 
 4                And lastly, I bring to your attention that 
 5    the committee, in committee proposal number CC1, ROC 
 6    61-24 -- 
 7                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  You have one 
 8    minute. 
 9                ERDEM URAL:  Quote:  In some cases 420 
10    micron particles may not be explosible.  In other cases 
11    the particle larger than 420 microns may be explosible. 
12    So that passed unanimously.  Just saying that 420 
13    microns is appropriate is just double talk. 
14                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
15                Microphone 8. 
16                MARK BLISHAKER:  Hello.  My name is Mark 
17    Blishaker and I'm an individual voting member of the 
18    NFPA here today representing the National Grain and Feed 
19    Association, the National Oil Seed Processors 
20    Association, Corn and Farmer Associations and Renewable 
21    Fuels Association speaking against the motion. 
22                I just want to make three basic points. 
23    First, when you have an overwhelming committee vote, in 
24    this case I believe it was 25 to 2, it undermines the 
25    consensus philosophy of this organization that has been 
1    so successful over many years to overturn that vote with 
 2    a proposal that was never even vetted from the committee 
 3    except in the appeals process, review process. 
 4                Secondly, I just want to emphasize in this 
 5    industry there is tremendous concern about safety.  That 
 6    concern has been reflected in the improvement in the 
 7    safety records in the industry in the last 30 years, a 
 8    tremendous improvement, unprecedented I would say in any 
 9    industry in the United States.  And that improved safety 
10    record is threatened with confusion that would be 



11    engendered by the proposal. 
12                So I urge the voting members to vote against 
13    this proposal. 
14                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
15                Microphone 2. 
16                WILLIAM FISKE:  Thank you, Chairman.  I'm 
17    William Fisk and I am speaking against this motion. 
18                I just want to address one statement that 
19    was made during Mr. Ural's remarks in which he said that 
20    any particle that will pass through 420 microns sive, 
21    any particle that will pass through a sive of that size 
22    is automatically under 420 microns in diameter, and 
23    therefore, is to be deemed combustible. 
24                It's not correct.  Because as we all know, 
25    agricultural dusts are irregular in shape and a number 
 1    of them being irregular will pass through the sive even 
 2    though their average diameter is greater than 420 
 3    microns. 
 4                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 5                Microphone 5. 
 6                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural again speaking for 
 7    the motion.  Actually, Mr. Fiske is arguing to my point 
 8    saying that it's really not related to what passes 
 9    through the sive, it's regardless of size and shape 
10    because size as well as the shape matters. 
11                The gentleman before Mr. Fiske spoke, I'm 
12    sorry I missed his name, he said that this proposal was 
13    not vetted by the committee.  That's not true.  It's 
14    properly argued.  It was submitted through the ROP.  It 
15    was submitted through the ROC. 
16                And he also made a comment saying -- what 
17    was the other comment? 
18                But the issue is self-explanatory.  It's not 
19    rocket science.  The committee already acknowledges that 
20    the 420, the line in the sand doesn't apply to -- it's 
21    not written in stone because dust smaller than 420 
22    microns could be -- sometimes they are not explosible 
23    and dusts that are larger than 420 microns can be 
24    explosible. 
25                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 



1                Microphone 8. 
 2                NICK THIELEN:  Nick Thielen, General Mills, 
 3    committee member on NFPA 61.  I'm speaking against the 
 4    motion. 
 5                The prime concern here is one that says that 
 6    we will drop any threshold value.  Not that 420 is the 
 7    magic number or not a magic number, but there should be 
 8    no threshold number. 
 9                And yet if you look across the world, 
10    internationally there are numbers of international 
11    bodies that got threshold numbers.  They may be slightly 
12    I different than this 420 number, but they all are 
13    universally applying the threshold.  Also insurance 
14    companies almost universally apply a threshold value. 
15                So if the concept of a threshold is so 
16    wrong, if it should not be included, which is what the 
17    actual motion is saying, then how come so many folks 
18    believe that it is an appropriate thing? 
19                And the value for a company like General 
20    Mills when we're trying to apply a standard of having a 
21    threshold, is pretty clear.  It give us a clear focus, 
22    an area we can focus on getting the most bang for our 
23    buck by protecting the most people in the most 
24    situations.  Thank you. 
25                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 1                Microphone 5. 
 2                BILL STEVENSON:  My name is Bill Stevenson. 
 3    My company is CV Technology.  I'm speaking in favor of 
 4    the motion. 
 5                Two points.  First, this whole process is a 
 6    consensus process.  Part of that consensus should be 
 7    that this Standard 61 deals with dust should be in 
 8    harmony with the other standards published by the NFPA 
 9    that deal with dust.  It is not.  Not with regard to the 
10    definition for dust or in any of the other measures that 
11    we're going to consider this afternoon. 
12                Dr. Ural's efforts on behalf of all of us, 
13    all committees, have been to try and help harmonize 61 
14    with the other standards. 
15                And that is consensus, ladies and gentlemen. 



16    All this denial that's coming from 61 is exactly that. 
17    It's denial.  It's not consensus.  It's not consenting 
18    to agreement with all the other technical committees 
19    that deal with the subject. 
20                Agricultural dusts are dusts.  They are not 
21    different from wood dusts or metal dusts or plastics or 
22    any other kind of dust, pharmaceutical, you name it, in 
23    terms of the basic physics of chemistry and how they 
24    react, the consequences if we have rapid oxidation. 
25                The other point I'd like to make is with 
1    regard to the safety record for the industry.  If any of 
 2    you would like to do so, I direct your attention, go to 
 3    the CSB website, CSB.gov, and look up the statistics and 
 4    you will find that the agricultural and foods products 
 5    industry has the worst safety record with respect to 
 6    explosible dust of any industry segment in the United 
 7    States or Canada.  Thank you very much. 
 8                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 9                Microphone 2. 
10                ART BLACK:  Mr. Chair, Art Black, Carmel 
11    Fire Protection.  I call the question. 
12                UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Second. 
13                DANNY McDANIEL:  I have a call the question 
14    and second.  We will now vote on the call the question. 
15                Please record your vote, one in favor of the 
16    motion or two opposed to the motion. 
17                You have five seconds.  Voting is closed. 
18    Motion passes.  We'll move to -- sorry.  Motion did not 
19    pass.  We need two-thirds for a passage with closure. 
20    Debate continues. 
21                Is there anyone else who wishes to speak? 
22    Okay. 
23                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Mr. Chair, I have 
24    another comment on the last statement was patently false 
25    that the grain industry has the worst safety record of 
1    any of the industries that handle the combustible dust. 
 2    I'm not the expert on that, but there are other members 
 3    of the grain industry here that can continue to speak to 
 4    that.  The data is there for everyone to see. 
 5                It is appropriate to have 420 microns for 



 6    agricultural dust.  It's been used for decades.  All of 
 7    the testing has been done at 420 microns.  The OSHA 
 8    regulation that covers grain handling also uses 420 
 9    microns. 
10                It is entirely appropriate for other 
11    combustible dusts standards to have a different number, 
12    such as plastics and cellulosics and all the other types 
13    of dust that you can have, they can certainly be larger 
14    than 420 microns and they can certainly explode. 
15                But for agricultural dust, 420 microns has 
16    been the standard for a long, long time.  And there is 
17    no reason why it should be the same as the other 
18    standards that cover combustible dust.  It would give a 
19    false impression of the users of NFPA 61 if we did that. 
20                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
21                Microphone 5. 
22                ERDEM URAL:  I would just like to qualify -- 
23                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Would you state 
24    your name and your affiliation? 
25                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural.  I speak for the 
1    motion.  The issue here is -- it has been now pointed 
 2    out that this is a consensus process.  The consensus 
 3    committee is agreeing with the -- decided this way, 
 4    there is a minority, so let's ignore the minority. 
 5    That's not right. 
 6                NFPA incurs liability because the NFPA 
 7    appoints the committee members, NFPA appoints the chair. 
 8    There are other committees, like NFPA 68, 69, explosion 
 9    protection systems committees, that I will assist on 
10    people specializing in explosion protection.  And those 
11    people came up with certain requirements, certain 
12    standards for protection of the structures, as well as 
13    more importantly the people. 
14                One of them is explosion venting.  One of 
15    them explosion isolation, explosion suppression, 
16    inertting. 
17                This committee, the majority, the current 
18    majority of the committee just doesn't want to include 
19    that in the mandatory section.  They have been willing 
20    to accommodate part of it in the annex as we will 



21    discuss later on.  Thank you. 
22                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
23                Microphone 8. 
24                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Can I speak 
25    again? 
1                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  After mike 8, 
 2    yes. 
 3                UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes.  My name is 
 4    (inaudible).  I'm a member of the committee voting or 
 5    speaking against the motion. 
 6                420 microns is simply a starting point.  It 
 7    is not a line in the sand.  It gives us the ability to 
 8    characterize our dust, provides us with some priority as 
 9    to how we're going to go about attacking or mitigating 
10    risk I should say. 
11                The term finely divided agricultural solid 
12    material which is what's being proposed today, it's a 
13    broad non-definable term.  There's no quantifiable 
14    explanation as to what dust it and we know it. 
15                From a regulatory standpoint, it's been said 
16    OSHA set the definition for 420.  Typically historically 
17    our data is based on 420 micron size.  Existing test 
18    data on dust explosion properties is based on 420.  Most 
19    experts have indicated while some dust may combust, it 
20    is the smaller dust, generally less than 100 microns 
21    that is our greatest concern.  The percentage of dust 
22    greater than 420 microns is very, very small, typically 
23    less than one percent. 
24                In essence, by adopting the terminology, in 
25    essence, we're going backward.  We're not giving the 
1    industry something that we can use to quantify our dust. 
 2                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 3                Mr. Bujewski? 
 4                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Yes.  I just 
 5    wanted to again state for the record that the vote, it 
 6    was not a small majority or a small minority on the vote 
 7    in the ROP.  The vote was 25 to 2 against changing the 
 8    existing definition agricultural dust.  So Mr. Ural is 
 9    of a very small opinion within the committee. 
10                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 



11                Microphone 5. 
12                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural speaking for the 
13    motion.  I believe the vote was 21 to 5, that's a small 
14    point. 
15                The issue is for a different material with a 
16    different particle shape, there is -- you can actually 
17    if you're dealing with corn dust, for example, you can 
18    come up with appropriate criteria for your material. 
19                For other dust like that may have flakes, 
20    you can come up with a different.  So that one is going 
21    to be a lot larger than 420 microns.  And we don't have 
22    the knowledge to do that. 
23                So just to say 420 fits every single 
24    situation is wrong, is wrong more often than not. 
25    Therefore, it's a dangerous situation.  We are here to 
1    protect the lives and I strongly urge everybody -- I 
 2    know some of you have directive, but I strongly urge you 
 3    to vote your conscious. 
 4                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 5                Are there any further discussion of motion 
 6    61-6 to accept Comment 61-4?  Seeing none, we'll move to 
 7    the vote. 
 8                Before you vote, let me restate the motion. 
 9    The motion on the floor is to accept Comment 61-4. 
10                Please record your vote, one in favor of the 
11    motion accept or two oppose the motion reject. 
12                You have five seconds.  Voting is closed. 
13    The motion fails. 
14                Let's now proceed with the discussion on 
15    certifying amending motion 61-2. 
16                Microphone 5, please. 
17                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural.  I am the maker of 
18    the motion.  Since the substance similar with the 
19    difference in just the annex material, I'm not going to 
20    pursue this. 
21                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
22    We'll proceed with the -- let's proceed with the 
23    discussion on certified amending motion 61-3. 
24                Microphone 5, please. 
25                MARCELO HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler, GBH 



1    International.  And I move the acceptance of an 
 2    identifiable part of Comment 61-6. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 4    There's a motion on the floor to accept an identified 
 5    part of 61-6.  Is there a second?  We have a second. 
 6                Please go ahead with discussion. 
 7                MARCELO HIRSCHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
 8    What we're dealing with here is simply -- excuse me. 
 9    Excuse me -- is simply an issue of getting consistency 
10    in definition. 
11                Just for your information, I'd like to read 
12    to you the title of NFPA 61 and the title of NFPA 654. 
13    NFPA 61 is the standard for prevention of fire and dust 
14    explosion agricultural foods processing facilities. 
15    NFPA 654 is the standard for the protection of fires and 
16    dust explosion and the handling of combustible particles 
17    and solids. 
18                So in reality, 61 is if you will a subset of 
19    654.  What this motion says is nothing more than take 
20    the definition of this term pneumatic conveying system 
21    from 654. 
22                If you look at Page 61-3 of your ROC, you 
23    will find that what is in there today is the definition 
24    from 654 in 2006.  I'm saying take the one from 654 in 
25    2012. 
1                If you go in your same ROC book to Page 654 
 2    -- excuse me -- 654-5 at the top left-hand of the page 
 3    you have the definition that was accepted by the 654 
 4    committee from pneumatic conveying system which is very 
 5    similar to the one that is in 61, but it's not 
 6    identical. 
 7                And in my role as a trying to obtain 
 8    consistency in definitions throughout NFPA, again, I 
 9    want to repeat I am not representing the glossary 
10    terminology committee, but I still have the same goals 
11    in mind. 
12                I think it's very important that we adopt 
13    NFPA 61 the same definition that is now in 654 rather 
14    than taking a definition from 61. 
15                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  You have one 



16    minute. 
17                MARCELO HIRSCHLER:  Thank you. 
18                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
19                Mr. Bujewski, would you like to speak? 
20                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  I would like to 
21    comment on that.  NFPA 61, agricultural dust is not a 
22    subset of NFPA 654.  We have been in existence since the 
23    1920s and I believe 654 has been in existence since the 
24    '50s or '60s. 
25                654 is primarily for the chemical industry, 
1    pharmaceutical industry and deals with those types of 
 2    dust primarily.  And pneumatic conveying has been merged 
 3    into NFPA 654.  It used to be a standalone standard. 
 4                NFPA 61 has referenced pneumatic conveying 
 5    for many years. 
 6                And just a little bit of background on this 
 7    specific.  During the ROP stage we accepted the 
 8    definition that was in the 2006 version of NFPA 654 and 
 9    we accepted the definition in principal 27 to nothing. 
10    NFPA 61 previously didn't have a definition of pneumatic 
11    conveying. 
12                So we took the 654 definition and we added a 
13    sentence AT the end of the 654 definition because we 
14    wanted to distinguish pneumatic conveying from dust 
15    collection because it would have A significant impact on 
16    some of the other requirements in our standards.  So we 
17    wanted to make sure there was a difference between 
18    pneumatic conveying and dust collection. 
19                So we added the sentence.  We also added the 
20    annex material that was proposed at the time. 
21                And unfortunately, there was a misprint in 
22    the ROP that was printed by the NFPA.  The ROP said that 
23    this material was extracted from 654.  That wasn't 
24    entirely correct.  It was initially extracted from 654, 
25    but then we made a modification for it.  So it was 
1    unfortunate in the ROP stage that showed up. 
 2                So in the ROC meeting we reconfirmed our 
 3    position on the definition with the vote of 25 to 1 that 
 4    there was a need to differentiate between pneumatic 
 5    conveying and dust collection as it relates to 



 6    agricultural dust. 
 7                And then in preparation for this meeting, 
 8    because there was confusion the NFPA, asked for an 
 9    informational ballot to be sent out.  So they sent out 
10    an informational ballot to the committee and with that 
11    informational ballot, the committee reaffirmed what was 
12    done in the ROP and in the ROC with a vote of 16 to 10 
13    to say that this is the definition that we want for 
14    agricultural dust. 
15                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you, 
16    Mr. Chairman. 
17                That would now open up the debate on the 
18    motion.  Please provide your name and affiliation and 
19    whether you're speaking in support or against the 
20    motion. 
21                Microphone 8, please. 
22                NICK THIELEN:  Yes, hi.  My name is Nick 
23    Thielen, General Mills.  I'm a member of 61 committee. 
24                I'd like to echo a couple of things that the 
25    chair mentioned.  Clearly 61 -- 
1                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  For or against 
 2    the motion? 
 3                NICK THIELEN:  I'm against the motion, I'm 
 4    sorry. 
 5                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 6                MR. THIELEN:  I'd like to echo that 61 is 
 7    not a child or subset of 654, it's a predecessor.  And 
 8    that's important because 61 has been around and we have 
 9    had a number of discussions and agricultural dust is 
10    fundamentally different than regular dust and we wanted 
11    to have a clear definition of what agricultural 
12    materials are in the collection of those materials. 
13                So when we got into pneumatic conveying, we 
14    wanted to make it clear that dust collection was a 
15    separate subset of the process that we're doing. 
16                Pneumatic conveying is not necessarily what 
17    happens with dust collection.  Dust collection is 
18    something where you're dealing with very low 
19    concentration and for a number of reasons they are very 
20    different.  Thank you. 



21                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
22                Microphone 5, please. 
23                MARCELO HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler from 
24    GBH International in favor of the motion.  Just want to 
25    point out the basic difference between the two 
1    definitions is that the definition that 61 has an 
 2    additional sentence that's information because in the 
 3    NFPA system, nothing that's in the definition can be a 
 4    requirement.  So it's just information.  So a good 
 5    sentence can even be put in the annex. 
 6                The additional sentence talks about 
 7    pneumatic conveying for product as distinguished from 
 8    dust collection systems.  That's fine.  That's got -- 
 9    that's got nothing to do with the definition of 
10    pneumatic conveying system. 
11                And as was pointed out by the chair as well, 
12    at the ROP, the committee wanted to take the definition 
13    from 654.  I know you're right, 654 is not a child OF 
14    61, but still it addresses the same issues on a more 
15    generic basis.  And most of these dusts are cellulosic 
16    dust like all the agricultural dust are cellulosic dust. 
17    And it's very important that in NFPA we have consistency 
18    in definition. 
19                A pneumatic conveying system is a pneumatic 
20    conveying system.  Doesn't matter what is being conveyed 
21    as a pneumatic conveying system.  I urge you to continue 
22    maintaining consistency in definitions within NFPA. 
23    Thank you very much. 
24                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
25                Microphone 5, please. 
1                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural.  I'm sort of -- 
 2    well, I guess I'm kind of for the motion.  I truly 
 3    appreciate what Mr. Hirschler is trying to do because he 
 4    has been given the task from NFPA to charge, I mean his 
 5    committee, to make the -- there is a file for the 
 6    definitions. 
 7                And I agree with the statement saying that 
 8    the last sentence is not really a mandatory requirement, 
 9    it's just informational.  So it does belong in the 
10    annex. 



11                So the issue is not whether it came from 
12    654, the chicken came or the egg came.  654 may be 
13    younger, but the members of 654 committees is more 
14    progressive so they are more open to changes. 
15                So I think the definitions are all the same. 
16    We're just splitting hair here.  Just putting the 
17    sentence in the annex versus in the mandatory text, the 
18    committee or the document will not be losing anything 
19    but putting it in the annex, but NFPA will gain 
20    credibility because there is a style and that style is 
21    followed by all the committees.  Nobody is above the 
22    roof. 
23                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
24                Is there any further discussion of motion 
25    61-3 to accept an identifiable part of 61-6? 
1                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Mr. Chairman, I 
 2    would like to make another statement.  Again, the 
 3    committee voted three times on this issue and three 
 4    times we upheld what we voted 27 to nothing in the ROP 
 5    stage. 
 6                We are an occupancy standard and as such we 
 7    think we need to tailor our definitions and the standard 
 8    to the industry specifically.  We're not a generic 
 9    standard like maybe 654 is.  So out of necessity and 
10    because of the way the rest of the standard is written, 
11    we need to have certain things in our definition. 
12                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you, Mr. 
13    Chair. 
14                Microphone 5, please. 
15                MARCELO HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler, GBH 
16    International for the motion.  Just one clarification. 
17    I am not speaking on behalf of the glossary of terms 
18    committee.  Thank you. 
19                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Okay.  Any 
20    other comments? 
21                Before we vote, let me restate the motion. 
22    The motion on the floor is to accept an identifiable 
23    part of comment 61-6. 
24                Please record your vote, one in favor of the 
25    motion accept, two opposed to the motion, reject. 



1                Five seconds.  Voting is closed.  Motion 
 2    fails. 
 3                Let's now proceed to the discussion on 
 4    certified amending motion 61-4. 
 5                Microphone 5, please. 
 6                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural.  I make a motion to 
 7    accept proposal 61-19. 
 8                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  There's a 
 9    motion on the floor to accept 61-19.  Is there a second? 
10    There is a second. 
11                Please proceed with discussion on the 
12    motion. 
13                ERDEM URAL:  This relates to the threshold 
14    for dust accumulation.  As I said, I have -- I have -- I 
15    am special expert member of all the dust committees.  I 
16    have also done a project for National Fire Protection 
17    Research Foundation about the appropriate, estimating 
18    and figuring appropriate accumulation. 
19                We all know that excessive dust 
20    accumulations can explode the facilities and kill the 
21    workers.  NFPA 61 says dust on floors, structural 
22    members and other surfaces shall be removed from current 
23    operations, but it does not specify any targets for 
24    cleanliness. 
25                It doesn't answer the question does a single 
cleaning crew for a large plant satisfy the standard? 
 2    Or does a cleaning between shifts satisfy the standard? 
 3                OSHA says one-eighth of an inch thick there 
 4    for grain dust is allowable.  And for grain dust -- for 
 5    other dust it says 1-32th inch thick dust layer. 
 6                And NGFA, National Grain and Feed 
 7    Association, actually sponsored some research in the 
 8    Factory Mutual Global and they have actually found out 
 9    that even 1-100 of an inch is not safe. 
10                This motion is trying to get a reliable and 
11    measurable cleaning target into the standard.  The 
12    proposed method has been adopted in the 2013 addition of 
13    NFPA 654 and NFPA 654 has became the new standard 
14    without opposition with NITMANs.  So I strongly urge you 
15    to vote for this motion. 



16                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
17                Mr. Bujewski, would you like to give the 
18    committee position? 
19                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Yes.  The NITMAN 
20    61-4 and 61-5 both deal with the same issue.  They are 
21    both using the bulk density method to calculate what 
22    level of dust is acceptable for a particular plant. 
23    This was all new material that was submitted in the ROP 
24    stage.  The proposal was rejected 26 to 1. 
25                The committee did not receive any technical 
1    or scientific documentation to justify the approach of 
 2    the bulk density method for agricultural dust.  The 
 3    committee does not believe the method is practical for 
 4    the large range of operations that are covered by NFPA 
 5    61 and would be very difficult to apply. 
 6                The bulk density method again is very 
 7    appropriate for a more generic type of standard, like 
 8    654 or possibly the new fundamentals of dust standard 
 9    that's under development. 
10                But for an occupancy standard like 
11    agricultural dust, the hazard is well known.  The 
12    housekeeping requirements are well known.  And to go 
13    through a very complicated calculation to determine what 
14    the appropriate dust level is is just -- is just not 
15    appropriate for the committee.  And that's why it was 
16    voted 26 to 1 in the ROP stage. 
17                In the ROC stage, the committee reaffirmed 
18    its position with a vote of 25 to 1. 
19                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you, Mr. 
20    Bujewski. 
21                With that, we'll open up debate on the 
22    proceeding.  Please provide your name and affiliation 
23    and whether you're speaking in support or against the 
24    motion. 
25                Microphone 8, please. 
1                ANDREW:  I'm Andrew (inaudible) speaking 
 2    against the motion.  The committee rejected this 
 3    proposal 26 to 1 for good reason.  The methodology 
 4    proposed is complicated, complex and very difficult to 
 5    understand. 



 6                In addition, this methodology differs from 
 7    federal regulation imposed on the industry by OSHA. 
 8    Expecting a small agricultural facility to institute 
 9    such a complex approach is irresponsible and certainly 
10    doesn't promote voluntary implementation of NFPA 
11    standards. 
12                The substantiation statement for this 
13    proposal it states there is no requirement on how clean 
14    is clean.  While that may be the case, the industry 
15    knows what clean is.  In fact, the industry is governed 
16    by both OSHA as well as the Food & Drug Administration 
17    and in some cases the U.S. Department of Agricultural on 
18    what is required and what is meant by clean. 
19                And actually in the OSHA standard it doesn't 
20    quite say that is one-eighth of an inch is acceptable. 
21    What it says is one-eighth of an inch you have to take 
22    immediate action.  Thank you. 
23                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
24                Microphone 5. 
25                ERDEM URAL:  Just a couple of corrections. 
1                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Name. 
 2                ERDEM URAL:  I'm sorry.  Erdem Ural speaking 
 3    for the motion. 
 4                Mr. Bujewski referred to this method as a 
 5    bulk density method which is not correct.  Bulk density 
 6    is only a part it if you care to include that in your 
 7    assessment.  There is a currently a bulk density, a 
 8    certain bulk density is implied. 
 9                The other gentlemen, I missed his name, the 
10    method is too complicated.  It's not true because the 
11    method has been -- it has two different approaches.  One 
12    is the easy approach and one is the more comprehensive 
13    approach. 
14                Again, if you try to fit everything with one 
15    size shoe, that means for it to fit everything in there, 
16    the shoe has to be really large like a clown shoe. 
17                So right now it is irresponsible for the 
18    committee to publish a safety standard saying how often 
19    you have to clean, what's the tolerable dust.  So 
20    because the document doesn't say it, people may assume 



21    that you may be allowed to accumulate very dangerous 
22    levels. 
23                So what this motion is trying to do and also 
24    the next NITMAN is trying to do, accept this.  If you 
25    don't want to accept this, accept something, but you got 
1    to put something in the standard.  You cannot be 
 2    mystical and say you have to remove the dust 
 3    concurrently with operations, but not say how concurrent 
 4    is concurrent.  If you have just one worker -- 
 5                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  You have one 
 6    minute. 
 7                ERDEM URAL:  If you have just one worker 
 8    trying to clean little spots with large facility, you're 
 9    going to have a lot of dust accumulation.  So that's 
10    certainly not safe and I don't think that's the 
11    committee's intent. 
12                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
13                Microphone 8, please. 
14                JIM MANESS:  My name is Jim Maness.  I'm 
15    with the National Grain & Feed Association and Grain 
16    Elevator and Processing Society.  I'm speaking against 
17    the proposal as well. 
18                We do not agree with the proposal because as 
19    Mr. Ural cited that we did do some research through the 
20    National Grain & Feed Association in conjunction Factory 
21    Mutual.  And in that research they did test up to levels 
22    as low as 1-100th of an inch of corn starch on the floor 
23    of the gallery. 
24                And what they found out was you can have 
25    flame propagation for as little as 1-100 of an inch, but 
1    they did not find out that you had a secondary explosion 
 2    or explosion hazard.  So I think he's incorrect to 
 3    incorrectly reference that information. 
 4                In addition, FM itself does not use 1-100th 
 5    of an inch.  They use 1-16th of an inch in their 
 6    guidelines.  So they didn't take it seriously either. 
 7                In fact, the conclusion of the research is 
 8    that we need to do decision additional research before 
 9    we can really pin down what kind of number would cause 
10    an explosion. 



11                Finally, I would say that the grain industry 
12    is made of small companies with a lot of nonscientific, 
13    very few grain elevators have a professional or 
14    explosion testers at them.  They go out and they look at 
15    their facility and they look at whether they have 
16    housekeeping problems and they identify those and then 
17    they address them.  That's kind of what the standard 
18    says. 
19                Look at our standard currently says look at 
20    your facility, identify those areas where you have 
21    housekeeping occurring during your operations and do 
22    that housekeeping concurrent.  It doesn't say if you 
23    reach some magic formula -- 
24                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
25                MR. MANESS:  -- you do calculations to get 
1    there.  Thank you very much. 
 2                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 3                Microphone 5, please. 
 4                MARCELO HIRSCHLER:  Marcel Hirschler, GBH 
 5    International, speaking in support of the motion. 
 6                I find the arguments I'm hearing in 
 7    opposition to the motion presented by Dr. Ural amazing. 
 8    So we shouldn't get better safety because all these 
 9    companies are small companies and they have no technical 
10    knowledge.  They are incapable of hiring professors as 
11    the speaker said. 
12                Then I look at the standard and it says 
13    horizontal surface shall be minimized to prevent 
14    accumulation of dust in all interior structures where 
15    significant dust accumulation could occur.  What does 
16    that mean?  How do I quantify that? 
17                I mean this industry, as was pointed out 
18    before, does not have an exceptionally good fire safety 
19    record.  The fact that they are unwilling to go in and 
20    do something that is technically more accurate than what 
21    they are doing today would just pretty much qualitative 
22    is mind boggling.  Thank you. 
23                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
24                Microphone 5. 
25                BILL STEVENSON:  My name is Bill Stevenson. 



1    My company is CV Technology.  I'm speaking in favor of 
 2    the motion. 
 3                Like my predecessor here at the microphone, 
 4    my mind is boggled that you would even consider allowing 
 5    a standard that's supposed to provide safety for workers 
 6    and for facilities to not have the simple measurement 
 7    for how clean is clean, how often should you clean. 
 8                I'm thinking in terms of putting myself in 
 9    the shoes of an end user, a company that's trying to 
10    decide what level of cleanliness is required to provide 
11    modicum of safety. 
12                You are not providing with this very vague 
13    and nebulous almost worthless information.  I just can't 
14    believe it.  Thank you. 
15                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
16                Microphone 4, please. 
17                JOHN CHOLIN:  Yes.  My name is John Cholin 
18    from JM Cholin Consultants and I'm speaking against the 
19    motion. 
20                I find it unconscionable in the aftermath of 
21    the explosion that took 14 lives and sent another 
22    40 people to the burn unit at Imperial Sugar Refining, 
23    that 61 committee did not come up with an explicit dust 
24    layer criterion for how much dust is too much dust. 
25                Every single one of those victims was a 
1    victim of flame impingement burns fueled by accumulated 
 2    fugitive dust. 
 3                Regrettably, the submitter of this motion 
 4    did not take the consensus language that was hammered 
 5    out by the 654 committee. 
 6                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Mr. Cholin, are 
 7    you speaking for or against the motion? 
 8                MR. CHOLIN:  I'm speaking against the 
 9    motion. 
10                PRESIDING OfFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
11                MR. CHOLIN:  The submitter took language 
12    that was halfway of what the 654 committee adopted as 
13    being consensus language, which included a simple layer 
14    depth method, plus a more complex and more comprehensive 
15    mass based method.  He only included the mass based 



16    method. 
17                In my view, this is a fatal flaw in the 
18    proposed amendment.  We will have to deal with the lack 
19    of an explicit layer depth criteria through the TIA 
20    process.  We can't fix it here.  I urge the membership 
21    regrettably that we have to defeat this motion. 
22                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
23                Microphone 5? 
24                ERDEM URAL:  Just a couple of corrections. 
25                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Name. 
1                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural, speaking for the 
 2    motion. 
 3                I just want to make some corrections to what 
 4    Mr. Maness said earlier.  He said in 1-100th inch over a 
 5    hundred inch think layer of corn starch the flame will 
 6    propagate. 
 7                He's absolutely correct.  The flame 
 8    propagates.  It burns the people.  And if there is 
 9    confinement, it creates pressure and kills, ruptures the 
10    enclosure. 
11                He also mentioned that FM uses 1-16th inch 
12    method thick layer as a cleaning target or maximum 
13    accumulation, maximum tolerable accumulation.  He's also 
14    absolutely correct in that. 
15                In fact, my next NITMAN is trying to seek a 
16    simple layer depth method, simple just pick one number 
17    and put it in the standard.  It's just irresponsible not 
18    to have any value in there. 
19                Speaking to what Mr. Cholin has said, I also 
20    thought he was speaking for the motion, although he was 
21    at the red microphone.  This method, he's correct, this 
22    proposal was published before the NFPA, the complete 
23    NFPA 654 language when into effect or was developed. 
24    But nevertheless, it has the same equation.  It has a 
25    simple method.  You just take the area of the building 
1    and multiply it by the height of the building and come 
 2    up with an accumulated mass and then you can forward it 
 3    to your layer depth.  So -- 
 4                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
 5                ERDEM URAL:  What you have in the proposal 



 6    is better, absolutely much better than nothing.  I 
 7    disagree that it's hard to use.  You just have to open 
 8    up your mind to change and you will see how easy it is. 
 9                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
10                Microphone 8. 
11                JEFF ROGERS:  Jeff Rogers.  I'm with Ag 
12    Processing in Omaha, Nebraska.  I'm a member of the 61 
13    committee and I'm also here representing the National 
14    Processors Association.  It's been stated that there's 
15    no requirement for -- 
16                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Are you 
17    speaking for or against the motion? 
18                JEFF ROGERS:  I'm speaking against. 
19                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
20                JEFF ROGERS:  It's been stated there's no 
21    requirement frequency of cleaning or dust accumulation. 
22    But a Chapter 10211 says the facility shall implement, 
23    develop and implement a written housekeeping procedure 
24    program.  And in the annex A 10211 it lists the priority 
25    housekeeping areas.  It says that all dust accumulation 
1    over 1-8th of an inch shall be removed immediately.  So 
 2    I believe that we do have that addressed, the frequency 
 3    means and the maximum dust accumulation that's 
 4    allowable.  Thank you. 
 5                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 6                Microphone 2. 
 7                WILLIAM FISKE:  Bill Fiske speaking against 
 8    the motion.  It is incorrect to say that a propagating 
 9    flame, propagating dust flame along the surface if 
10    confined will create structural damage anything 
11    resembling an explosion. 
12                Unless the dust on the surface is raised 
13    into a dust cloud in a combustible mixture or one 
14    already exists, it wouldn't just a hundred of an inch or 
15    anything like that, there won't be an explosion. 
16    Without a combustible dust cloud, there won't be an 
17    explosion.  Simple as that. 
18                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
19                Microphone 8. 
20                JIM MANESS:  Jim Maness.  I'm speaking 



21    against the motion as well. 
22                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  What's your 
23    affiliation, please? 
24                JIM MANESS:  I'm with the National Grain & 
25    FeeD Association and the Grain Elevator and Processing 
1    Society. 
 2                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 3                JIM MANESS:  I want to respond to a couple 
 4    of comments made.  First, I think Mr. Cholin is 
 5    referencing the Imperial Sugar explosion.  The US 
 6    Chemical Safety Board has referenced a number of 
 7    different serious explosions that they have 
 8    investigated. 
 9                I think it's interesting that all those 
10    explosions involved tremendous amounts of dust up to in 
11    one case a foot of dust.  So never did we get into these 
12    fractional little inches that are being brought up in 
13    the formulas and equations that say the small amount of 
14    dust is enough to have a major explosion. 
15                As far as I know, no one has proved that a 
16    hundred of an inch of dust will propagate an explosion 
17    in a facility, as much as Mr. Fiske just reminded you 
18    of. 
19                So I think that it's clear that the problem 
20    that's going on with the major explosions that have been 
21    referenced they are not people that are following a 
22    small formula or formula that's small quantity of dust. 
23    These are major, major ignoring of proper housekeeping 
24    and if any housekeeping at all.  So those problems pop 
25    up where you have zero standards and that's what that 
1    resulted in when you have that kind of event.  Thank 
 2    you. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 4                Mr. Bujewski? 
 5                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  I have another 
 6    comment. 
 7                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Go ahead. 
 8                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  There was no 
 9    information given to the committee that would show that 
10    approving Mr. Ural's proposal would improve safety for 



11    the industry.  The industry has a very good safety 
12    record and explosions that have happened are because 
13    they haven't followed NFPA 61 to begin with. 
14                Going back to the questions of having a 
15    specific layer amount of dust that's allowable, the 
16    committee did not receive any public proposals, the 
17    committee did not receive any committee proposals and 
18    there have been no questions from the public regarding 
19    what the minimum layer of dust is. 
20                The users of the documents do not have any 
21    confusion whatsoever over the existing standard.  And to 
22    implement a generic equation would make the standard 
23    more complicated and it's likely that it would be used 
24    less because it.  So I don't see that it would improve 
25    safety and there's no proof that it would. 
1                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Microphone 5, 
 2    please. 
 3                ERDEM URAL:  Again, we are talking about -- 
 4                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Name and 
 5    affiliation. 
 6                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural.  I'm so sorry.  I 
 7    just keep forgetting.  Erdem Ural speaking for the 
 8    motion. 
 9                We are looking at NFPA has the consensus 
10    process.  And also last year I went to the board of 
11    directors.  I looked at the mission or I forgot the 
12    scope of International Fire Protection Association, it 
13    also requires that the -- we looked at the data and the 
14    science. 
15                But when you just talk about the consensus 
16    process, again the dust and stuff, they burn.  They 
17    produce heat.  They produce toxic chemicals.  They 
18    produce acid.  And then the heat burns people, produces 
19    pressure, explodes.  So the consequences are also not 
20    much different.  Given the equipment may be different a 
21    little bit, but we are not talking about two different 
22    issues. 
23                Now NFPA has in the past compartmentalized 
24    these issues.  So right now there's an effort to remove 
25    that compartmentalization.  I don't know how it's going 



1    to work.  Hopefully it will happen in the future. 
 2                But when you look at the consensus process, 
 3    NFPA 654 is at the leading edge and that passed, these 
 4    methods have passed there with the wide margin. 
 5                I agree with Mr. Cholin there was even a 
 6    simpler version of 654.  So that is not included in the 
 7    proposal.  But the proposal has two components, the 
 8    simple component and the little more complicated 
 9    component. 
10                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
11                ERDEM URAL:  I know it's one minute left. 
12    So it's just unless you open your mind, you're willing 
13    to try, you won't know how easy it is.  And once you 
14    try, you'll be amazed.  You'll identify places where you 
15    were way too conservative.  You will also see situations 
16    where you were not conservative enough.  So the improved 
17    methods are based on science and they show you they give 
18    more flexibility. 
19                Again, you can choose to wear clown shoes 
20    that will allow everybody's feet to fit in, but it's 
21    really not appropriate.  Thank you. 
22                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
23                Microphone 4, please. 
24                WILLIAM FREISS:  Good afternoon.  William 
25    Freiss, Department of Defense.  I call the question. 
1                UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Second. 
 2                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  I have a motion 
 3    and second to call the question.  We'll proceed to the 
 4    vote. 
 5                Press one if you vote for the motion, two 
 6    against.  You are voting on calling the question. 
 7                Five seconds.  Voting is closed.  Motion 
 8    passes. 
 9                We'll proceed to voting on the motion on the 
10    floor is to accept proposal 61-19. 
11                Please record your vote, one in favor of the 
12    motion to accept or two opposed to the motion reject. 
13                Five seconds.  Balloting is closed.  Motion 
14    fails. 
15                Let's proceed with the certified amending 



16    motion 61-5. 
17                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural.  I see from the 
18    vote on the calling the questions the patience is 
19    wearing thin.  So I'm going to skip ahead if you guys 
20    don't mind too much.  Mr. Chairman, would it be possible 
21    to move to motion number 61-9? 
22                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Yes.  I need to 
23    clarify.  Are you not going to pursue motion 61-5? 
24                ERDEM URAL:  I will not be doing that. 
25                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Okay.  And 61-6 
1    and 61-7? 
 2                ERDEM URAL:  I will not be doing that. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  As I understand 
 4    it, we're moving to 61-8 or 61-9; is that correct?  They 
 5    are related motions.  Okay.  Please proceed. 
 6                ERDEM URAL:  Most of the death and 
 7    injuries -- 
 8                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Which motion 
 9    are you -- 
10                ERDEM URAL:  I'm doing 61 -- oh, move to 
11    make a motion to accept proposal 61-20 -- is it 61-20? 
12    No.  Accept Comment 61-13. 
13                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Okay.  All 
14    right.  Is there a second?  We have a motion on the 
15    floor to accept Comment amending motion 61-9.  Second? 
16    We have a second. 
17                Please proceed. 
18                ERDEM URAL:  Most of the deaths and injuries 
19    in agricultural dust explosions are caused by improper 
20    or no provision for explosion venting and explosion 
21    isolation. 
22                This motion deals with the venting issue. 
23    And NFPA 61 does not require any venting in existing 
24    facilities.  That may be understandable, may be a risk 
25    management kind of argument. 
1                Surprisingly, and this is really upsetting, 
 2    it also does not require venting in any new facility. 
 3    Therefore, it encourages new facilities to be built in 
 4    an unsafe fashion.  So it propagates a bad habit, a 
 5    proven bad habit into newer designs. 



 6                Venting is a method proven time after time. 
 7    The majority of the committee denied this fact for the 
 8    comments.  In reality, the committee acknowledged that 
 9    fact in the annex material. 
10                If you go to comment 61-26 the committee put 
11    in the annex.  Situations can occur in which it is not 
12    possible to provide calculated document venting as 
13    described in NFPA 68, standard of explosion protection 
14    venting. 
15                Such situations do not justify the exclusion 
16    of all venting.  The maximum practical amount of venting 
17    should be provided since some venting should reduce the 
18    damage potential. 
19                In addition, consideration should be given 
20    to other protection and prevention methods. 
21                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
22                ERDEM URAL:  This is all very useful 
23    information, but why bury it in the annex while the main 
24    body says you don't have to do venting if you can't? 
25                I really hope that you will support this 
1    motion and make it pass because it will be irresponsible 
 2    not to. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 4                Mr. Bujewski, would you like to present the 
 5    committee's position? 
 6                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Yes.  This is a 
 7    very old issue with the agricultural dust committee. 
 8    Historically the length and diameter ratio of large 
 9    modern silos that are used to hold grain makes it 
10    physically impossible to design explosion vents in 
11    accordance with NFPA 68.  That's historically why the 
12    industry has not been able to do it. 
13                The NFPA 61, however, does state if you do 
14    install explosion venting, it shall be installed in 
15    accordance with 68.  There are certain silos, certain 
16    bins that you would be able to install venting.  It's 
17    just it's not required by 61 because it's very difficult 
18    except on an individual basis to determine what would be 
19    able to have venting and which ones would not. 
20                So during the ROP stage, the committee 



21    rejected the proposal 24 to 3. 
22                In the ROC stage, Mr. Ural submitted 
23    experimental test data for venting of silos.  The test 
24    data represented a very small range of silo size covered 
25    by the scope of NFPA 61.                                                              
 1                As a result of that, the committee again 
 2    rejected the proposal 21 to 5, but we did submit a code 
 3    fund project to the NFPA to study explosion venting on 
 4    the very large grain silos that are in existence today. 
 5    Hopefully the study can be complete in time for our next 
 6    revision cycle. 
 7                So the committee recognizes the question, 
 8    but there's not enough data to really include it in the 
 9    standard at this time. 
10                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
11                With that, we'll open debate on the motion. 
12    Please provide your name and affiliation, whether you're 
13    speaking in support of or against the motion. 
14                Microphone 8, please. 
15                JESS McCLUER:  I'm Jess McCluer with the 
16    National Grain & Feed Association and I'm against the 
17    motion. 
18                I'd like to follow up on what Mr. Bujewski 
19    said about the experimental test data that was in the 
20    report on comments. 
21                Some of the material that was in the test 
22    data submitted by Mr. Ural was from a study that the 
23    National Grain & Feed Association Fire and Research 
24    Council did over 30 years ago.  It was well known within 
25    the industry. 
 1                And as the chairman said, the data does not 
 2    account for the newer types, larger types of storage 
 3    units that are currently used within the industry. 
 4                As a result, the National Grain & Feed 
 5    Association, the National Grain & Feed Foundation we're 
 6    currently in the process of conducting a research study 
 7    on the feasibility of meeting the current NFPA standards 
 8    to the numerous types of grain storage units that are 
 9    out there. 
10                And we'll also be doing a cost/benefit 



11    analysis to see what the costs would be if it would be 
12    possible to implement the current NFPA standard.  Thank 
13    you. 
14                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
15                Microphone 5, please. 
16                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural speaking for the 
17    motion.  Just a couple of points.  Mr. Bujewski pointed 
18    out that the difficulty with the silos with a large 
19    lower ratios and Mr. McClure said the data -- also Mr. 
20    Bujewski also said the data goes up to 500 cubic meters. 
21                That's exactly the point.  That's no excuse 
22    not to design new facilities with huge silos with long 
23    LORD.  You can still do, if you want to design it to 
24    data, you can have the silos or the facilities up to 500 
25    cubic meters.  500 cubic meters is huge. 
1                National Grain & Feed Association they have 
 2    found their project on the facility that's 500 cubic 
 3    meters.  If they found it was inappropriate, why did 
 4    they waste their money? 
 5                What you can do is go to NFPA 68 and NFPA 68 
 6    took this data going up 500 cubic meters and used the 
 7    consensus process and NFPA 61 committees values so much 
 8    to extend it up to 10,000 cubic meters.  That's an 
 9    extrapolation which lets you go a factor of 1.7 or 2.7, 
10    it's in the documents in linear dimension that lets you 
11    extrapolate up to 10,000 cubic meters. 
12                That's a consensus process adopted by the 
13    explosion protection systems committee.  So you can 
14    design smaller vessels.  You can design stronger vessels 
15    if you increase the strength of your enclosure, NFPA 
16    68 -- 
17                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
18                ERDEM URAL:  -- will let you -- if you 
19    increase the strength of your enclosure, NFPA 68 will 
20    allow you to put smaller vents because a vent area goes 
21    in the other direction of strength of your enclosure. 
22                So I think it's very inappropriate to say 
23    there is no data, so we can't do anything.  Let's get 
24    NFPA to an original project.  NFPA is never going to get 
25    a million dollars to do it.  In the meantime, we'll be 



1    exposing our workers to death, injury, burning and also 
 2    hurting the owners by losing their investment. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 4                Microphone 1, please. 
 5                JOHN CHOLIN:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.  My name is 
 6    John Cholin from JM Cholin Consultants.  I'm speaking in 
 7    favor of the motion. 
 8                If you know you need to vent a vessel, you 
 9    design the vessel so it can be vented.  The problem only 
10    comes in when someone is working under the delusion they 
11    don't have to vent the vessel. 
12                So that by placing this requirement in the 
13    standard, it puts designers of facilities on notice they 
14    have got to design the vessels so that they can be 
15    vented.  And you can vent virtually any vessel, 
16    including this room. 
17                I urge the membership to vote for the 
18    proposal. 
19                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
20                Microphone 5, please. 
21                MARCELO HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler, GBH 
22    International in support of the motion. 
23                I want to read a couple of the negatives 
24    that were put.  One negative by Mr. McClellan says the 
25    statement by the committee excludes all enclosures 
1    leaving the statement in places both life and property 
 2    at risk when it could be protected. 
 3                Mr. Meyers says if the committee's reason 
 4    for rejecting there's not sufficient evidence that 
 5    explosion venting is needed for large silos, the 
 6    committee could have prevented -- required venting for 
 7    other protection on smaller vessels. 
 8                But what the committee did is just kick the 
 9    ball down.  This is what it's been doing in all of these 
10    proposals that Dr. Ural has been putting forward.  The 
11    committee is attempting to not address the fire safety 
12    issue. 
13                I urge this body to support the motion and 
14    approve and get some change.  If the silos cannot all be 
15    vented in accordance with NFPA 68, and Mr. Cholin said 



16    they can, then we will work in the future to get some 
17    change in some way.  But we need the protection because 
18    this is a fire safety issue.  Please support the motion. 
19                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
20                Microphone 5, please. 
21                BILL STEVENSON:  My name is Bill Stevenson, 
22    my company is CV Technology.  I'm speaking in favor of 
23    the motion. 
24                Here is an area where the technical 
25    committee for 61 really has I think a valid point.  And                                                             
 1    I'm speaking against him on this.  I know there's going 
 2    to be confusion.  But it really is true that there are 
 3    existing facilities, older facilities, large concrete 
 4    silos not strong enough to protect, can't be reinforced 
 5    or indoor silos can't get the venting to the outside 
 6    because of structural problems or interferences. 
 7                And so the existing language in the existing 
 8    structure I think has merit and has a place in the 
 9    document.  The problem is that this is not a universal. 
10    There are times, particularly in new construction, where 
11    stronger language requiring venting would be 
12    appropriate. 
13                And I think the overlying consideration 
14    which my predecessor at the microphone stated quite well 
15    and eloquently, we really do have a risk and we really 
16    do need to add it and we can't just keep kicking the can 
17    down the street.  Thank you very much. 
18                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
19                Microphone 8, please. 
20                JIM MANESS:  My name is Jim Maness.  I'm 
21    speaking against the motion.  I'm with the National 
22    Grain & Feed Association and Grain Elevator and 
23    Processing Society regarding this issue. 
24                The data that was referenced for 500 cubic 
25    meters was stated it was collected and done under NFPA 
1    research.  In fact, I was present during the testing of 
 2    500 cubic meter silos that was tested and I think there 
 3    were six data points that one 500 cubic meter silo and 
 4    the seventh one the silo blew apart. 
 5                So I doubt that that's an overwhelming 



 6    amount of data or convincing information that it's a 
 7    valid use of it. 
 8                Not only that, they were taking data from 
 9    20- and 60-cubic meter vessels, using that and the 500 
10    cubic meter vessel and the 236 that we also sponsored 
11    that research for. 
12                The only reason 236 worked is we built it 
13    three or four times stronger than any we had ever done 
14    before.  And even when you saw that 50, it was a jet 
15    type event.  If anything was near it, it would have been 
16    a major problem with the jet venting out of a 236-meter 
17    silo. 
18                So there is overwhelming information that 
19    says we should be doing these smaller silos, like 236 or 
20    500 cubic meters.  There's a lot of questions that still 
21    need to be answered and we're still investigating the 
22    silo venting issue. 
23                I know that 68 has been rewritten, 
24    reformulated.  They took data.  They got together with I 
25    believe the European group and compared data and 
1    formulas.  And yet those formulas -- 
 2                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
 3                JIM MANESS:  -- when they were applied to 
 4    operations have not proven them to work.  Thank you, 
 5    sir. 
 6                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 7                Microphone 5, please. 
 8                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural speaking for the 
 9    motion.  What Mr. Maness said is actually supporting my 
10    statement.  So I think there is hope that he and I will 
11    start working together soon. 
12                There are a couple of things he said.  There 
13    was one test where there was a flame jet ignition where 
14    the very large pressures were produced and the enclosure 
15    was damaged.  That's true.  That's a well known fact. 
16                And in fact, that's why we have the 
17    explosion isolation requirements in the other standards. 
18    That's why we have it in 654.  That's why it's required 
19    in NFPA 69 and that's why I have a NITMAN on this 
20    committee that we'll discuss later on. 



21                If you let the flame come in as a flame jet 
22    into an enclosure, nothing works.  Explosion suppression 
23    doesn't work.  Explosion venting doesn't work.  So you 
24    don't let it happen.  You put explosion isolation 
25    systems. 
1                He also mentioned that the methodology in 
 2    NFPA 68 have been calibrated using data from smaller 
 3    enclosures, too.  That is true.  The fact is I was 
 4    partly responsible for that or maybe I take credit for 
 5    developing that methodology. 
 6                The committee has taken scientific method, 
 7    came up postulated sort of a way to calculate pressure 
 8    in a vented explosion and come up with simple 
 9    correlations and then tested that.  And one of the 
10    parameters in the correlation is the size of the 
11    enclosure and the strength of the enclosure. 
12                And then we took all the available data 
13    going from I forgot what's the smaller size all way up 
14    to 500 cubic meters and we have a lot of predicted 
15    versus actual in the experiment and that has been 
16    reproduced in your -- in your ROC reports for this. 
17                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
18                ERDEM URAL:  It shows that we're in 
19    agreement.  The methodology captures all the salient 
20    features for small vessels as well as large vessels. 
21    Tests have been up to 500 cubic meters and that's why 
22    the committee feels comfortable enough to extrapolate it 
23    to 10,000 cubic meters. 
24                So let's not -- let's give up the double 
25    talk, a consensus that methodology is good for one 
1    standard and not good for the other standards.  NFPA 
 2    explosion protection systems committee specialize on 
 3    explosion venting.  They are specialists in that area 
 4    and let's rely on their judgment and on the 
 5    recommendation. 
 6                So I strongly urge you to support this 
 7    motion. 
 8                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Microphone 8, 
 9    please. 
10                JIM MANESS:  Jim Maness, National Grain & 



11    Feed Association and Grain Elevator and Processing 
12    Society speaking against the motion. 
13                I want to point out to everyone that in our 
14    industry, these kinds of silos that we talked about, 
15    500, 236, they are very small silos.  We have silos that 
16    are 60,000 to a hundred 20,000 cubic meters. 
17                So extrapolating data from a 20 cubic meter 
18    vessel to even if the 500 were 500 cubic meter vessel 
19    was valid, is highly suspect if you can extrapolate that 
20    data and that we have any confidence we can really do 
21    that sort of thing. 
22                So in practice, the size and scope of our 
23    silos in our structures are much greater than what Mr. 
24    Ural and others have indicated. 
25                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Mr. Chair?  Okay. 
                                                               
 1                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Microphone 5, 
 2    please. 
 3                ERDEM URAL:  Again, Mr. Maness in a way 
 4    speaks to my point.  It's not quite true that we are 
 5    using 20 meter data to do venting for.  We have do 
 6    venting for large silos. 
 7                We are saying that we have data up to 500 
 8    cubic meters and the smallest size used here is 20 cubic 
 9    meters.  And then the methodology works for all the 
10    things in between and we don't see any differentiation 
11    based on the size. 
12                So if Mr. Maness wants or the committee 
13    wants to be super careful and not to believe this 
14    methodology about 500 cubic meters, than we are saying 
15    don't design any facilities larger than 500 cubic meters 
16    unless you have data or until you have data. 
17                But we're also saying the specialists 
18    committee on this through the consensus process said you 
19    can use it up to 10,000 cubic meters, use it.  And then 
20    the committee statement says any venting is beneficial. 
21    So use it. 
22                So in their conclusion you can design your 
23    vessel with smaller silos or vents.  You can design it 
24    with a smaller LORD and you can design them to resist 



25    higher pressures. 
                                                               
 1                I just investigated a grain elevator 
 2    explosion and also another grain elevator explosion you 
 3    always see these things rupture and they rupture, they 
 4    let the flame go away from it.  Where do the flames go? 
 5    Toward to where the workers are.  They burn the workers. 
 6    They kill them and they destroy the silo.  If the 
 7    workers don't get burned, they have some things fall on 
 8    them and they die because of that.  Thank you. 
 9                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
10                Microphone 2. 
11                UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Thank you, Mr. 
12    Chairman.  Point of order.  We would appreciate it if 
13    the last speaker would identify himself and his position 
14    on the motion. 
15                ERDEM URAL:  Thank you for the reminder. 
16    It's Erdem Ural speaking for the motion. 
17                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
18                Microphone 1. 
19                UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I call the question. 
20                UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Second. 
21                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  We have a 
22    motion and second on the floor to call the question to 
23    close the debate. 
24                Please record your votes, one in favor of 
25    the motion or two opposed to the motion. 
1                Five seconds.  Balloting is closed.  Motion 
 2    passes. 
 3                We'll proceed to the vote.  The motion on 
 4    the floor is to accept Comment 61-13. 
 5                Please record your votes, one in favor of 
 6    the motion accept or two opposed to the motion reject. 
 7                Five seconds.  Balloting is closed.  Motion 
 8    passes. 
 9                Let's proceed to the discussion on Certified 
10    Amending Motion 61-10 and 61-10 and of 161-11. 
11                ERDEM URAL:  Mr. Chair, I have a question 
12    before I proceed.  During the break, Mr. Cholin asked me 
13    to go back to the one that I changed my -- I didn't 



14    pursue earlier.  Since he and I don't agree very often, 
15    I at least would ask if I am allowed to do that. 
16                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Give me a 
17    second, please.  Yes, we will allow that.  Which one do 
18    you want to go back to? 
19                ERDEM URAL:  May I ask Mr. Cholin to make 
20    the motion? 
21                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  No. 
22                ERDEM URAL:  No?  Just one moment, please. 
23    They are pretty much identical.  Why don't we start with 
24    61-6, accept Comment 61-9? 
25                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  The motion on 
1    the floor is to accept Comment 61-9.  Is there a second? 
 2    We have a second. 
 3                Please proceed. 
 4                ERDEM URAL:  This motion is trying to bring 
 5    to NFPA 61 what most other dust standards have. 
 6    Mainly -- 
 7                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Please identify 
 8    yourself. 
 9                ERDEM URAL:  I'm sorry.  It's Erdem Ural 
10    speaking for the motion. 
11                It creates a new chapter called general 
12    requirements.  So that chapter is in 654.  It's in 664 
13    and other standards as well. 
14                So the general requirements you can see if 
15    you look at the ROP 61-20 the new chapter is reproduced 
16    there.  It has guidance for requirements for process and 
17    facility design requirements for processing hazard 
18    analysis, requirements for management of change, 
19    requirements for incident investigation, requirements 
20    for pneumatic conveying system design, requirements for 
21    objectives for life safety, structural integrity and 
22    mission continuity.  And lastly, it has section for 
23    compliance options. 
24                So I did not write this.  I just copied it 
25    from the other standard.  So by adopting in here, they 
1    are accepting this motion here will give the users the 
 2    tool to have that information available to them in front 
 3    of them. 



 4                The committee actually agreed with this in 
 5    principal.  They put some of it in sort of -- one minute 
 6    left -- roundabout way saying that. 
 7                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
 8                ERDEM URAL:  Saying that you can go look at 
 9    the NFPA 654, that's the annex material.  So I'll stop 
10    here.  I urge you to support this motion and thank you 
11    for your attention. 
12                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
13                Mr. Bujewski, would you like to present the 
14    committee's position on this? 
15                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  During the ROP 
16    stages it was all new material for the agricultural dust 
17    committee.  The proposal was rejected 26 to 1 by the 
18    committee. 
19                But a task force was formed at that time to 
20    write material to possibly put in the annex of the ROC 
21    stage.  The annex material was added to equivalency 
22    clause to state it would be acceptable to do process 
23    hazard analysis type of analysis under the equivalency 
24    clause. 
25                Then in the ROC stage the committee 
1    reaffirmed its position by a vote of 23 to 3 and the 
 2    consensus was this process is better served in the new 
 3    fundamental of dust committee rather than adding 
 4    something to the agricultural dust committee standard at 
 5    this time. 
 6                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you, Mr. 
 7    Bujewski. 
 8                With that, we'll open the debate on the 
 9    motion.  Please provide your name, affiliation and 
10    whether you're speaking in support of or against the 
11    motion. 
12                Microphone 1, please. 
13                JOHN CHOLIN:  Mr. Chair, my name is John 
14    Cholin from JM Cholin Consultants and I'm speaking in 
15    favor of the motion. 
16                The information and proposal that Dr. Ural 
17    has provided to this committee is the product of close 
18    to 20 years of accumulated analysis and work in the 



19    combustible dust community to develop a set of 
20    enforceable criteria that lead the operator, the owner 
21    of the facility to manage the hazard in accordance to 
22    the commonly accepted practices largely derived from 
23    much of the OSHA PSM standard. 
24                This language has a proven track record of 
25    working.  It works in numerous other industries.  And 
1    while you have heard that agricultural products are 
 2    somehow very, very unique, quite frankly, if you believe 
 3    that, I've got a bridge across the east river I can sell 
 4    you shares in. 
 5                Ag products are essentially starches. 
 6    That's a one/four polymer of glucose.  Wood is primarily 
 7    cellulous.  That's a one/five polymer of glucose.  Many 
 8    of your plastics are hydrocarbons.  CH20 is their 
 9    analogous formula.  Their combustion characteristics are 
10    enormously similar when you get down to the same 
11    particle size. 
12                So I urge the membership to embrace the 
13    proposal made by Dr. Ural. 
14                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
15                Microphone 8. 
16                MARK FLEISHAKER:  My name is Mark Fleishaker 
17    behalf of Renewable Fuels Association and Natural Grain 
18    & Feed association.  This is another -- 
19                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Speaking for or 
20    against? 
21                MARK FLEISHAKER:  Speaking against the 
22    motion. 
23                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
24                MARK FLEISHAKER:  I'm speaking against the 
25    motion.  This is simply an attempt to cram down 654 onto 
1    NFPA 61 while avoiding the consensus nature of the 
 2    process. 
 3                As the chairman of the committee has already 
 4    reported, the committee is looking carefully at it and 
 5    there is a separate committee that's been created to 
 6    evaluate this.  The whole purpose of consensus, of a 
 7    consensus policy making organization or a consensus 
 8    standard organization is to have an agreement, a broad 



 9    agreement among the participants. 
10                Cramming something like this down the 
11    throats of a committee that voted against it 26 to 1, I 
12    believe, and 23 to 3 the second time is going to create 
13    a negative ability to drive consensus throughout the 
14    whole organization and I would encourage the group to 
15    reject it at this point. 
16                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
17                Microphone 2. 
18                MARCELO HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler, GHB 
19    International, in support of the motion. 
20                I want to read one more time like I read 
21    before the text of the two standards. 
22                654 standard provision applies after 
23    manufacturing, processing and handling of combustible 
24    particulate solid. 
25                61 standard prevention of fires and dust 
1    explosion and agricultural food processing facilities. 
 2                The only difference is that 61 represents a 
 3    subcategory of what is covered in 654.  Agricultural 
 4    dusts are combustible dusts are dust made with mostly 
 5    cellulosic materials, organic materials and very 
 6    similar. 
 7                Mr. Cholin explained to you some of the 
 8    chemical terms.  They are very similar.  They are just 
 9    one subcategory of what -- of what the type of dust that 
10    are covered by 654.  They should have similar 
11    requirements. 
12                This committee is trying to prevent 
13    something that is a life safety issue.  Please support 
14    the proposal.  Thank you. 
15                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
16                Microphone 8, please. 
17                NICK THIELEN:  Thank you.  Nick Thielen, 
18    General Mills.  I'm against the motion.  I'm also an 
19    NFPA 61 committee member. 
20                Adding complexity to a problem does not make 
21    it safer.  A simple grain standard that's set by OSHA 
22    clearly made many of our grain facilities much safer, a 
23    simple straightforward and clearly defined requirement. 



24                What this does is makes an extremely complex 
25    process be required and an ongoing process be required 
1    based on an NFPA document. 
 2                OSHA would dictate a number of these 
 3    requirements, such as incident investigation.  Adding 
 4    this to the NFPA documents does nothing for improving 
 5    safety at all. 
 6                PHA a very complicated process.  I've run a 
 7    number of them.  It has a great deal of value when you 
 8    have a complex system that you're trying to find what 
 9    the risks are. 
10                But when you look at a grain facility or a 
11    food facility, you've got very clear known issues.  You 
12    don't need to run through a meeting with five or six 
13    people to talk about the fact that you're conveying 
14    grain from one point to another.  It doesn't need to be 
15    discussed.  It doesn't add anything to make this safer. 
16                And I ask everybody to reject this.  It's 
17    just adding complexity.  And in fact, because people 
18    will avoid using this, it will mean that some people 
19    will actually leave their facilities less safe, not more 
20    safe.  Thank you. 
21                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
22                Microphone 9, please. 
23                UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  My name is 
24    (inaudible).  I represent Northwest Insurance Company. 
25    I'd like to make a statement. 
1                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  For or against? 
 2                UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  For the motion. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 4                UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I'd like to make a 
 5    brief observation.  The consensus does not stop at the 
 6    committee level.  And this is the action members in this 
 7    room is part consensus method.  Thank you. 
 8                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 9                Microphone 5, please. 
10                BILL STEVENSON:  My name is Bill Stevenson. 
11    My company is CV Technology.  I'm speaking in favor of 
12    the motion. 
13                I made a statement early in this afternoon 



14    session.  I'd like to repeat that statement.  That is 
15    this.  This industry, food and grain, food processing 
16    and agricultural products industry, in aggregate has the 
17    worst safety record with regard to dust explosion in 
18    American industry.  You don't have to take my word for 
19    that.  I invite to invite you to visit the CSB website 
20    CSB.gov and see for yourself.  The data is there.  I'm 
21    stating a fact. 
22                So when I hear that the vote was 26 to 1 or 
23    whatever it was, it just means that the committee in 
24    general has convinced themselves that everything is 
25    okay. 
1                Everything is not okay, folks.  There are 
 2    problems in this industry.  This standard is part of the 
 3    problem.  You need to make this standard stronger.  This 
 4    is too weak.  It is too vague.  And this particular 
 5    discussion right now is a case study in that problem. 
 6                The equivalency clause is going to be 
 7    substituted for a requirement for things like management 
 8    of change and PHA and so forth.  How is anybody going to 
 9    make that bridge?  I couldn't make that bridge and I'm 
10    in this business.  It's too vague.  You need to be more 
11    specific. 
12                Think about the people that need to use this 
13    information to provide safety for their facilities and 
14    for their people.  Put yourself in their shoes.  What 
15    are they supposed to do?  They don't know.  They are 
16    looking to you for help.  They are looking for NFPA for 
17    help.  How is OSHA supposed to enforce this document? 
18    It's too vague.  You need to fix it.  Thank you very 
19    much. 
20                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
21                Microphone 8. 
22                JESS McCLUER:  My name is Jess McCluer, 
23    National Grain & Feed Association.  I also serve on the 
24    NFPA 61 committee. 
25                I'm obviously opposed to this motion.  One 
1    of the reasons is for the PHA, the process hazard 
 2    analysis, I don't think everyone takes into account the 
 3    fact that a majority of the companies, majority of the 



 4    members of our association and the majority of those 
 5    companies within the grain handling, the grain feeding 
 6    processing industry are small businesses, all right? 
 7    These are small businesses.  Many have fewer ten 
 8    employees and they do not have the resources.  They do 
 9    not have the staff.  They do not have the technical 
10    capability to be able to implement much of what has been 
11    put in here. 
12                I think it's been -- what has been discussed 
13    this came directly from 654 here into 61 and I think 
14    that it explains why the committee whom the trade groups 
15    that have the representatives on the committee were 
16    opposed to it. 
17                I think that's something that needs to be 
18    taken into account on the size of the industry and the 
19    capabilities they would have to implement this.  Thank 
20    you. 
21                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
22                Microphone 1. 
23                MR. CHOLIN:  Mr. Chair, my name is John 
24    Cholan from JM Cholin Consultants.  I'm speaking in 
25    favor of the motion. 
1                It's been alleged that this addition would 
 2    somehow make facilities less safe.  How is a 
 3    requirement, an enforceable requirement that the person 
 4    responsible for the facility, tour the facility, 
 5    evaluate whether or not there's a hazard and document 
 6    the results, how does that make the facility less safe? 
 7                How does a requirement that you manage 
 8    change, not just let it happen, how does that make the 
 9    facility less safe? 
10                How does a requirement that you investigate 
11    incidents to find out what their causes were and how 
12    they can be prevented, how does that make the facility 
13    less safe? 
14                Everything in this section that Dr. Ural has 
15    proposed has been hammered out for 20 years.  Almost a 
16    quarter of my clients are Ag dust handling facilities. 
17    They refuse to let me use 61 because 61 is so weak.  I 
18    wind up having to use the requirements in 664 and 654 in 



19    order to achieve their loss protection objectives and 
20    life safety objectives. 
21                I urge the membership to do what is right, 
22    not what is expedient, and support the proposal. 
23                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
24                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Mr. Chair. 
25    Again, speaking against the motion, a process hazard 
1    analysis is certainly a good tool to use for chemical 
 2    process industries.  654 was primarily developed for the 
 3    chemical processing industries and as such they have 
 4    adopted process hazard analysis. 
 5                The hazards associated with agricultural 
 6    dust industry are well known, the processes are well 
 7    known.  To add another layer of unnecessary management 
 8    or review only complicates the process from the 
 9    agricultural dust standpoint. 
10                So the committee, again, does not feel that 
11    a process hazard analysis is necessary in the 
12    agricultural dust standard.  However, the new 
13    fundamentals dust standard it would be appropriate to 
14    have process hazard analysis so that you could evaluate 
15    dust and combustible dust that aren't well known, 
16    processes that aren't familiar, process hazard analysis 
17    would be very good to use for that type of a situation. 
18                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Is there any 
19    further discussion on motion 61-6 to accept Comment 
20    61-9? 
21                Seeing none, before we vote, let me restate 
22    the motion.  The motion on the floor is to accept 
23    Comment 61-9. 
24                Please record your vote, one in favor of the 
25    motion accept or two opposed to the motion reject. 
1                Five seconds.  Balloting is closed.  Motion 
 2    passes. 
 3                Let's proceed to discussion on certified 
 4    amending motion 61-8 and 61-9.  I'm sorry.  Wrong one. 
 5    We've already been there. 
 6                Let's proceed to the discussion on certified 
 7    amending motion 61-10 and 61-11. 
 8                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural.  I make a motion to 



 9    accept proposal number 61-23. 
10                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Is there a 
11    second?  I hear a second.  There's motion on the floor 
12    to accept 61-23. 
13                Mr. Bujewski, do you have committee comment? 
14    Sorry.  Proceed to make your motion. 
15                ERDEM URAL:  Mr. Bujewski or me? 
16                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  You. 
17                ERDEM URAL:  Okay.  This motion is seeking 
18    to create a new chapter on exercising performance based 
19    design option.  NFPA standards for the last 10, 20 years 
20    started still includes the performance portion.  But for 
21    those who think this portion is more like the clown 
22    shoes, try to come up with their own option of 
23    performance based design.  So this chapter discusses, 
24    just tells you how to implement that. 
25                Again, I did not write this chapter.  I 
                             copied it from one of the NFPA standards and including 
 2    is not going to hurt anybody either one way or another. 
 3                And the committee opinion was although they 
 4    rejected, the committee rejected this proposal, they 
 5    sort of agreed in principal because they tried to 
 6    include it, sneak it through the annex saying that well, 
 7    you can go use the chapter in 654. 
 8                So doing it that way, first of all, most 
 9    people won't see it in the annex because a lot of people 
10    don't read the annex material.  And secondly, then they 
11    will have to go out and buy a copy of 654 which is good 
12    for NFPA, but not always good for people. 
13                So I don't envision anybody will be 
14    objecting including this chapter.  So I urge you to 
15    support this proposal. 
16                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
17                Mr. Bujewski, would you like to state the 
18    committee's position? 
19                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Again, just 
20    because NFPA 654 committee believes performance based 
21    design should be in their standard does not necessarily 
22    mean that agricultural dust standard should adopt it, 
23    nor does any other NFPA standard have to adopt 



24    performance based design if it's not appropriate for 
25    that standard. 
1                The committee did review it and the 
 2    committee did accept the proposal in principal by a vote 
 3    26 to 1 and as such added annex material to the 
 4    equivalency clause that says if you want to do 
 5    performance based design, you can.  But we're not going 
 6    to make the standard significantly longer by adding a 
 7    lot of information of how you do a performance based 
 8    design. 
 9                The committee reaffirmed its position by a 
10    vote of 23 to 3 at the ROC stage and also said it would 
11    again be more appropriate to have this language in the 
12    fundamentals of dust committees and not in the 
13    agricultural dust standard. 
14                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  That will open 
15    up the debate on the motion.  Please provide your name 
16    and affiliation and whether you're speaking in support 
17    of or against the motion. 
18                JOHN CHOLIN:  Mr. Chair, my name is John 
19    Cholin, JM Cholin Consultants and I'm speaking in favor 
20    of the motion. 
21                Performance based designed is a reality. 
22    It's a reality that addresses the fact that a bunch of 
23    gray-haired old guys sitting in the committee room 
24    wondering if they are going to finish their work before 
25    their plane leaves can't conceive of all the problems 
1    and all the circumstances that exist out there in the 
 2    real world. 
 3                The reality is is that we found in other 
 4    documents 654 and 664 that it's necessary to provide the 
 5    design of the facility with the latitude to invent and 
 6    to come up with designs that were not necessarily 
 7    anticipated by the technical committee. 
 8                But if you're going to give someone the 
 9    license to invent, then you've got to establish 
10    enforceable rules about what you consider to be 
11    responsible design versus irresponsible use of a very 
12    vague equivalency clause that is subject to the whim of 
13    a code enforcement official who may not be sufficiently 



14    expert in the hazard that you're dealing with to make an 
15    informed decision. 
16                This chapter has served the wood working 
17    community and the combustible dust community very well 
18    for over 12 years.  It's time that we expand its utility 
19    to other occupancy standards.  I urge the membership to 
20    support the motion. 
21                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
22                Microphone 5, please. 
23                BILL STEVENSON:  My name is Bill Stevenson, 
24    my company is CV Technology and I'm speaking in favor of 
25    the motion. 
1                We spoke a short while ago, debated a short 
 2    while ago the difficulties involved in venting large 
 3    silos and the limitations of the data that we have 
 4    available for vent size. 
 5                Dr. Ural explained the 68 committee's work 
 6    on expanding it to 10,000 cubic meters.  Mr. Maness 
 7    explained that some of the silos are well over a hundred 
 8    thousand cubic meters.  I can't think of a better place 
 9    to use performance based design in a situation such as 
10    that. 
11                I would urge the committee to consider. 
12    They have already accepted the idea in principal by 
13    putting in the annex, all you need to do in my opinion 
14    is move it up to the front and you can even still say, 
15    it shall be permitted to use performance based design 
16    approach, see NFPA 654 for details.  It doesn't need to 
17    expand the documents as was alluded to. 
18                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
19                Microphone 8. 
20                ANTHONY YOUNG:  My name is Anthony Young and 
21    I'm against the motion.  And I just wanted to point out 
22    to Mr. Cholin that the reason I'll never attend another 
23    seminar where he's speaking is because of his attitude 
24    specifically toward members of 61. 
25                The information is in the annex.  That's 
1    where it needs to be.  It's as simple as that. 
 2                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 3                Any other discussion?  Microphone 8. 



 4                NICK THIELAN:  Yeah.  Nick Thielan, General 
 5    Mills, NFPA 61.  I'd like to talk against this. 
 6                Again, the purpose of 61 is to have a 
 7    simple, straightforward document to help people in the 
 8    food business protect their risk.  All of this other 
 9    stuff that keeps adding does nothing to improve that. 
10    All it does is add extra information, makes it harder 
11    for a person who is not technically competent, like many 
12    of the people in this room, to find the information they 
13    need to apply the information they need to protect their 
14    facilities. 
15                I'm not necessarily against the idea of 
16    performance based design criteria, but I don't believe 
17    it belongs in the middle of the standard.  I believe 
18    it's better to have it in the annex or in a place where 
19    somebody can go find it if they want later. 
20                And again, I have to say this is an 
21    extraneous information that makes it harder for somebody 
22    to implement this.  Thank you. 
23                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
24                Microphone 8. 
25                JIM MANESS:  Jim Maness, National Grain & 
 1    Feed Association and Grain Elevator Processing Society. 
 2    And I'm speaking against the motion. 
 3                Well, I want to point out that I agree with 
 4    the gentleman that just spoke that members in this 
 5    industry are not Ph.D's.  They don't design explosion 
 6    suppression and venting systems and so forth. 
 7                They do handle grain.  They understand their 
 8    material pretty well and they understand the hazards. 
 9                And Mr. Stevenson keeps beating on the 
10    industry saying they are the worst industry in the 
11    business.  That's not true.  You can look at the OSHA 
12    review of our standard when it came up for review.  OSHA 
13    overwhelming said we think there's been tremendous 
14    improvement in this industry and in reducing dust 
15    explosions. 
16                The union, who was also part of that review 
17    process also agreed that our industry has made 
18    tremendous improvements in safety in our facilities. 



19                If you look at the incident rate for our 
20    facility, it's way down.  You look at the dust explosion 
21    fatalities and injuries, they are tremendously down over 
22    the last 25 to 30 years. 
23                So these guys who are saying these things 
24    have not looked at the proper data.  They are looking at 
25    the Chemical Safety Board information that we're not 
1    even -- I believe it was mostly compiled from internet 
 2    reviews, not from compiled incident rates that go on and 
 3    harm the industry. 
 4                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
 5                JIM MANESS:  The data is clearly available 
 6    from the Kansas State University compiled incident rate 
 7    and it shows that we have made tremendous improvements 
 8    in this industry. 
 9                What we're seeing going on here is a 654 
10    committee who's wanting to take over all the standards. 
11    They are wanting to inject their will on all the 
12    committees and they want to make a standard process 
13    extremely complex. 
14                We're going to see users out there 
15    scratching their heads and maybe some 654 people getting 
16    some additional work.  I think that's what's really 
17    going on here. 
18                And what you really need to do is look at 
19    this and make us -- let us have a standard that people 
20    in the field can understand, people can implement 
21    without having to hire all these people from 654 to do 
22    complex things.  Thank you. 
23                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
24                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Mr. Chair? 
25                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Microphone 5, 
1    please. 
 2                ERDEM URAL:  I just wanted to point out -- 
 3    Erdem Ural speaking for the motion.  I wanted to point 
 4    out I think our discussions sort of deviated here. 
 5                This chapter is not taking anything away 
 6    from the prescriptive chapters.  So anybody who wants to 
 7    use the prescriptive chapters, the proposed chapter 
 8    doesn't affect that. 



 9                The proposed chapter only provides 
10    information and requirements if you choose to pursue 
11    other avenues.  For example, General Mills maybe do 
12    better, be more cost effective doing the performance 
13    based design.  And in that case, they would use this 
14    chapter and they would design equivalent or even better 
15    protection. 
16                And Mr. Maness is right.  There has been a 
17    significant improvement in the history of the explosions 
18    and deaths in the grain industry.  In the seventies 
19    there has been a huge, lots of losses.  It was totally 
20    irresponsible designs. 
21                And wit doesn't really pertain to the 
22    discussion here.  The discussion here is giving the 
23    users another tool, another option and make your 
24    businesses more competitive, more cost effective. 
25                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
1                Microphone 1. 
 2                JOHN CHOLIN:  John Cholin from JM Cholin 
 3    Consultants speaking in favor of the motion. 
 4                I would take issue with the representation 
 5    that the people that are working in the agricultural 
 6    products business are somehow intellectually incapable 
 7    or intellectually inferior to their counterparts in 
 8    other industries. 
 9                I've had the privilege of working for a lot 
10    of agricultural products firms and their people are just 
11    as sharp as anybody else. 
12                But Dr. Ural made an extremely important 
13    point.  Performance based design and this particular 
14    chapter gives the owner/operator a framework in which 
15    they can address unique or challenging circumstances in 
16    a manner that is enforceable that a statutory code 
17    enforcement official can't by under whim just decide not 
18    to accept the design. 
19                It's a proven framework that is literally 
20    derived from NFPA 101.  It works.  It has been working 
21    for the past 12 years. 
22                And the reality is is that the overwhelming 
23    majority of my clients who take advantage of performance 



24    based design wind up saving oftentimes hundreds of 
25    thousands of dollars by developing approaches that are 
1    more cost effective and yet achieve the life safety 
 2    objectives and mission continuity objectives of the 
 3    standard. 
 4                I urge the membership to vote in favor of 
 5    the proposal. 
 6                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 7                Microphone 2. 
 8                WILLIAM FISKE:  Mr. Chairman, I'm Bill 
 9    Fiske.  I call the question. 
10                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Motion on the 
11    floor and second to call the question to close debate. 
12                Please record your vote, one in favor of the 
13    motion or accept or two oppose the motion reject. 
14                Five seconds.  Balloting is closed.  Motion 
15    passes. 
16                We'll proceed to the motion.  Before we do, 
17    let me restate the motion on the floor which is to 
18    accept proposal 61-23. 
19                Please record your vote, one in favor of the 
20    motion accept or two opposed to the motion reject. 
21                Five seconds.  Balloting is closed.  Motion 
22    passes. 
23                Let's now proceed to the discussion on 
24    certified amending motion 61-12 and 61-13. 
25                Microphone 5, please. 
1                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural.  I make a motion to 
 2    accept proposal 61-26. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  There's a 
 4    motion on the floor to accept proposal 61-26.  Is there 
 5    a second?  We have a second. 
 6                Please proceed. 
 7                ERDEM URAL:  This proposal is addressing the 
 8    very problem that Mr. Maness has pointed out.  He said 
 9    they have tested a silo and when the flame came as a 
10    turbulent jet, then things were so crazy explosion 
11    venting didn't work and the silo burst.  So that's from 
12    Mr. Maness' note. 
13                Most other standards at NFPA occupancy 



14    standards require at least consideration for explosion 
15    isolation.  NFPA 69 explosion protocols document also 
16    makes a requirement for explosion isolation because if 
17    you let things go from one enclosure to another, then 
18    none of the protection methods work.  Then things go out 
19    of control and you are headed to catastrophe. 
20                NFPA 68, the explosion venting document says 
21    you have to have explosion isolation.  Otherwise, you 
22    are going to -- venting is not going to work. 
23                So I strongly -- also the committee has 
24    recognized the importance of this and they didn't reject 
25    this proposal in the comment phase, but instead they 1    decided to vote.  It's coming to one 
second so I'm going 
 2    to pause here for a second to one minute. 
 3                So the thing I was going to say is we can -- 
 4    the committee put it on hold.  So it's going to come in 
 5    as a proposal in the next cycle.  So we can let things 
 6    sleep for five more years or we can accept this and then 
 7    the committee maybe put some fire under the seats of the 
 8    committee, then the committee can, if they can't live 
 9    with it, come up with a more expedient solution such as 
10    TIA. 
11                I have, as I said, I have investigated 
12    recently grain elevator explosion and explosion 
13    isolation is partially responsible for the death of the 
14    workers.  Thank you. 
15                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
16                Mr. Bujewski, would you like to present the 
17    committee's position? 
18                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  This proposal is 
19    currently on hold as of the ROC meeting because it could 
20    require substantial rewriting of the standard.  And it 
21    may well be covered in the new fundamentals of dust 
22    standard. 
23                There's nothing in the proposal that would 
24    require immediate action by the committee.  There's 
25    nothing that's going to substantially change the safety 
 1    or the fire protection at grain handling facilities or 
 2    food facilities. 
 3                So the committee felt it was certainly 



 4    appropriate to put it on hold at this time and it will 
 5    be addressed next time.  Or it will be addressed by 
 6    fundamentals of dust committee which is currently being 
 7    developed right now. 
 8                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you, Mr. 
 9    Bujewski. 
10                With that, we'll open up debate on the 
11    motion.  Please provide your name and affiliation and 
12    whether you're speaking in support or against the 
13    motion. 
14                Microphone 5, please. 
15                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural speaking for the 
16    motion. 
17                Again, I'd like to point to your attention 
18    of existing facilities versus new designs.  We are all 
19    more tolerant, more understanding for existing 
20    facilities.  But if we wait for another committee cycle 
21    for this thing to be adopted or wait for the 
22    fundamentals committee and then the correlating 
23    committee to complete their acts, we may be talking 
24    about five, ten years. 
25                Think, before you vote against this motion, 
 1    think about how many facilities will be built, designed 
 2    and built in these upcoming years and how many deaths 
 3    could have been prevented by your vote here. 
 4                If there is something not livable within the 
 5    proposal, the committee has always the option of acting 
 6    quickly and coming up with a TIA. 
 7                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 8                Microphone 5. 
 9                MARCELO HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler, GB 
10    International, in favor of the motion. 
11                I'm really confused as to how staff would 
12    have permitted this to occur.  A proposal was put in, 
13    which of course proposal presents new material, then the 
14    proposal was rejected.  A comment was put in to accept 
15    the proposal.  The comment was held.  You only hold new 
16    material that's introduced between the proposal and the 
17    comment. 
18                This is ridiculous.  This should have been 



19    accepted or this is the way the process should have 
20    worked.  How can you hold something that says accept 
21    what was proposed in the proposal stage? 
22                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
23                Microphone 1. 
24                JIM CHOLIN:  Jim Cholin from JM Cholin 
25    Consultants.  I'm speaking in favor of the motion. 
                                                             1                I want the membership to know when I walk 
 2    onto a job site, whether it's an ag dust, metal dust, 
 3    plastic dust, wood dust or recycled sewage dust, I 
 4    basically use the criteria that are listed out in Dr. 
 5    Ural's proposal as one my first steps of developing the 
 6    hazard management strategy. 
 7                It works.  And I can't fathom why the 
 8    technical committee would not want this information 
 9    available to the users of their document.  I urge the 
10    membership to vote in favor of the motion. 
11                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
12                Microphone 5. 
13                BILL STEVENSON:  My name is Bill Stevenson. 
14    My company is CV Technology.  I'm speaking in favor of 
15    the motion. 
16                Let me give an example of why putting 
17    something like isolation in as an annex item is weak and 
18    my arguments this afternoon have been that 61 is a weak 
19    document and it needs to be strengthened. 
20                I have Customer A.  Customer A makes food 
21    product and they have evaluated their risks, established 
22    their own internal committee, determined that 
23    propagation could occur and have elected to isolate. 
24                I have Customer B, direct competitor, looks 
25    me right in the eye and says -- this is a true story -- 
 1    I don't have to provide isolation because it's optional. 
 2    It's in the annex.  It's not mandatory.  Folks, this is 
 3    wrong. 
 4                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
 5                BILL STEVENSON:  Thank you.  Isolation 
 6    provides a measurable level of safety and the lack of it 
 7    provides a measurable level of risk to the process and 
 8    to the people concerned. 



 9                You do a disservice to yourself and your 
10    industry to by ignoring this problem and by not putting 
11    this material in the mandatory section of the document. 
12    Thank you very much. 
13                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
14                Is there any other discussion? 
15                Mr. Bujewski? 
16                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Mr. Chair, 
17    isolation is used extensively in the wood working 
18    industry.  It's used in the plastics industry.  It's not 
19    used in the agricultural dust industry.  There's been no 
20    data that shows that isolation is necessary in the 
21    agricultural dust industry. 
22                I take exception to Mr. Cholin's comments 
23    that the committee did not work hard on every single 
24    proposal.  We did.  Some of the other persons supporting 
25    the motion were also free to submit proposals to the 
1    committee or even make comments in the comments stage, 
 2    but they did not.  Instead they chose to make comments 
 3    here. 
 4                Had they made comment here, maybe the 
 5    committee would have addressed those and maybe there 
 6    would be a different outcome. 
 7                But we have to follow what's given to us as 
 8    a proposal or a comment.  We can't just make things up. 
 9    That's the way the committee works. 
10                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you, 
11    Mr. Chair. 
12                Before we vote, let me restate the motion. 
13    The motion on the floor is to accept Proposal 61-26. 
14                Please record your votes, one in favor of 
15    the motion accept or two opposed to the motion reject. 
16                UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Sir, sir. 
17                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Sorry.  Didn't 
18    see you.  Microphone 6, please. 
19                FRED SANDS:  My name is Fred Sands.  I'm 
20    from Liberty Mutual Insurance Company and this is my 
21    first voting session.  I'm sure some of you can 
22    appreciate how I feel. 
23                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Are you 



24    speaking for or against the motion? 
25                FRED SANDS:  I'm speaking against the 
1    motion. 
 2                I'm assuming that the committee is made up 
 3    of -- I'm assuming it's balanced for one thing and I'm 
 4    assuming they are made of experts in the field. 
 5                If they have chosen to keep this standard 
 6    and it seems to be unfair that a group here is basically 
 7    rewriting the standard over their heads.  And unless the 
 8    group here has a lot more expertise here, I don't 
 9    believe we should be overruling the opinion of the 
10    committee. 
11                So I have great sympathy for their position. 
12    I have no doubt from an engineering perspective that 
13    some of these proposals are very sound.  But I think 
14    that committee has chosen to keep their standards simple 
15    and basic for the people that use them.  And I think we 
16    should take that into consideration. 
17                Again, unless we have a lot of real experts 
18    in this field, I think we're doing the whole process a 
19    disservice.  Thank you. 
20                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
21                Microphone 5, please. 
22                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural speaking for the 
23    motion. 
24                The response to the gentleman from Liberty 
25    Mutual, the committee is balanced perhaps according the 
1    NFPA definition.  But NFPA definition is not always 
 2    right because NFPA people who serve who are 
 3    representatives of the companies, they retire, and when 
 4    they retire, they get appointed as the special experts. 
 5    The committee retains them. 
 6                So all actuality that shifts the balance of 
 7    the committee, but NFPA process doesn't capture there's 
 8    a shift.  That's why NFPA process needs to be improved. 
 9    So let's put that aside. 
10                Also this committee is the only committee 
11    that I serve on as a lobbyist as a member.  So let's put 
12    that aside, too. 
13                The question was the -- I lost my train of 



14    thought.  Oh, Mr. Bujewski was saying that these are all 
15    unfair.  They came at us the last minute. 
16                That's not true.  The proposal was submitted 
17    in time according to the NFPA process.  The committee 
18    acted on it. 
19                And then I didn't like the outcome.  I 
20    submitted as a comment.  Again, that was on time 
21    accepted and logged by NFPA.  So maybe he's also arguing 
22    that NFPA process needs to be improved.  But your 
23    positive affirmative vote on this motion will save a lot 
24    of lives and you will sleep better. 
25                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
1                ERDEM URAL:  I hope you will vote for this 
 2    proposal. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 4                Microphone 6, please. 
 5                FRED SANDS:  Thank you.  I don't want to 
 6    continue -- 
 7                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Name and 
 8    affiliation, please. 
 9                FRED SANDS:  Fred Sands of Liberty Mutual. 
10                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Speaking for or 
11    against the motion? 
12                FRED SANDS:  Against.  And I don't want to 
13    continue this on like I've seen so many of the others, 
14    but I think that from an engineering point of view, and 
15    they are only like half a dozen people that are speaking 
16    for this, and they are all probably great engineers and 
17    there may be a lot of excellent sound engineering 
18    judgment. 
19                I still say we should respect the opinion of 
20    the committee that wants to keep it simple.  And then to 
21    question the whole process by saying that the committee 
22    is not -- by questioning whether or not they are 
23    balanced, I think is -- I think is now we're going off 
24    in into left field. 
25                And after this whole process is over, I 
1    intend to go back to the microphone and make a motion to 
 2    reconsider the whole report and send the whole report 
 3    back to the committee.  Thank you. 



 4                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 5                Is there any further discussion on motion 
 6    61-12 to accept proposal 61-26? 
 7                Seeing none, before we vote, let me restate 
 8    the motion.  Motion on the floor is to accept proposal 
 9    61-26. 
10                Please record your votes, one in favor of 
11    the motion accept or two opposed to the motion reject. 
12                Five seconds.  Balloting is closed. 
13    Proposal fails. 
14                Let's now proceed with the discussion on 
15    certified amending motion 61-14 and 61-15. 
16                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural.  I would like to 
17    make a motion to accept Comment 61-18. 
18                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Motion to 
19    accept Comment 61-18.  Is there a second?  There's a 
20    second. 
21                Please proceed. 
22                ERDEM URAL:  This proposal is trying to 
23    establish some cleaning frequency into the NFPA standard 
24    61. 
25                Also, there's a very valuable part about 
1    cleaning methods which the standard is lacking right now 
 2    which will be very useful to the users and some people 
 3    tend to use some dangerous methods to clean the dust. 
 4    So that will caution the people who are using those 
 5    dangerous cleaning methods.  I'll stop at this moment. 
 6                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Mr. Bujewski, 
 7    would you like to offer the committee's position? 
 8                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Yes.  Also again 
 9    as point of order, the committee cannot pick and choose 
10    what's in a proposal.  No one at either the ROP 
11    committee meeting or the ROC committee meeting suggested 
12    taking out the methods of housekeeping and leaving in 
13    and approving that proposal as opposed to proving the 
14    entire proposal. 
15                So again, we can only vote on what's 
16    proposed.  And unless somebody else proposes something 
17    different, that's what we vote on.  So that's where 
18    we're at. 



19                This is essentially a housekeeping proposal 
20    based on the bulk density health which was rejected by 
21    the committee earlier and also rejected today as one of 
22    the motions. 
23                During the ROP stage, the bulk density 
24    method was rejected by the committee in previous 
25    proposals, and therefore, the housekeeping frequency was 
1    based on the existing housekeeping requirements were 
 2    retained by a 26 to 1 vote. 
 3                In the ROC meeting committee reaffirmed its 
 4    position from the ROP with a vote of 24 to 2 to retain 
 5    existing housekeeping requirements.  There was 
 6    substantiation given by the proposer to show that the 
 7    new housekeeping requirements would improve safety or 
 8    housekeeping or fire protection whatsoever. 
 9                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you, Mr. 
10    Bujewski. 
11                With that, we'll open debate on the motion. 
12    Please provide your name, affiliation, whether you're 
13    speaking in support of or against the motion. 
14                Any further discussion on this motion? 
15    Seeing none, we'll move to a vote. 
16                Before we vote, let me restate the motion. 
17    Motion on the floor is to accept Comment 61-18. 
18                Please record your vote, one in favor of the 
19    motion accept or two opposed to the motion reject. 
20                Five seconds.  Balloting is closed.  Motion 
21    fails. 
22                Is there any further discussion on NFPA 61? 
23                Microphone 5. 
24                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural.  I would like to 
25    thank all the committee members.  I thoroughly enjoy 
1    working with them. 
 2                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Is this a 
 3    motion? 
 4                ERDEM URAL:  I'm just thanking our 
 5    committee. 
 6                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  I'm afraid just 
 7    for motions, please. 
 8                ERDEM URAL:  Okay. 



 9                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Microphone 9. 
10                DAVID:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  David 
11    (inaudible) representing Liberty Mutual Insurance.  I 
12    would like to make a motion return to report to the 
13    commitment. 
14                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  The motion is 
15    in order.  Go ahead and proceed, please. 
16                DAVID:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Regardless 
17    of the ballot results based on the number of amending 
18    motions made in this document and the general sense of 
19    discussion, I do not believe that the committee has 
20    achieved consensus on this revision.  And I think the 
21    need to further work out some of these issues and 
22    perhaps review the constitution of the committee and its 
23    general makeup. 
24                It sounds like there are manufacturing 
25    issues versus engineering issues that this committee 
1    needs to work on.  Thank you. 
 2                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 3                Mr. Bujewski, would you like to present the 
 4    committee's position on this? 
 5                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  The committee is 
 6    a balanced committee.  All of the votes on the proposals 
 7    submitted by Mr. Ural were overwhelmingly rejected by 
 8    the committee.  I doubt returning it to the committee 
 9    will result in any other outcome than that.  I don't 
10    know what the purpose would be to reaffirm what we have 
11    already done. 
12                Again, there will be a fundamentals of dust 
13    committee that is in development right now.  A lot of 
14    these proposals are more appropriate.  They are generic 
15    proposals.  They are general proposals.  They should go 
16    in the general fundamentals standards, not in the 
17    specific occupancy standard of agricultural dust. 
18                And again, the NFPA 654 committee is trying 
19    to impose their general standards and their will on 
20    other committees that deal with combustible dust and 
21    there's a lot of push back on that.  What's good for a 
22    generic standard is not necessarily good for an 
23    occupancy standard. 



24                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you, Mr. 
25    Bujewski. 
1                With that, we'll open up debate on the 
 2    motion.  Please provide your name and affiliation 
 3    whether you're speaking in support of or against the 
 4    motion. 
 5                Microphone 5, please. 
 6                BILL STEVENSON:  My name is Bill Stevenson. 
 7    My company is CV Technology.  I speak in favor of the 
 8    motion. 
 9                It should be obvious to everybody by now 
10    that I have great concerns about 61.  I very much feel 
11    that committee would benefit from reconsideration and 
12    generally looking at the document again. 
13                Although I'm a member of 654, I'm not here 
14    to impose my will as a 654 member on 61.  I am here to 
15    urge every one involved to understand that dust is dust 
16    is dust.  It doesn't matter whether it's a food dust, 
17    grain dust, sewage dust, chemical dust, metal dust, the 
18    fundamentals and the behavior of dust are similar. 
19                And it would be a great service to the users 
20    of these documents if there was more harmony, more 
21    agreement, more consensus between the documents which of 
22    course is part of what the fundamentals, combustible 
23    dust fundamentals committee is working on and I'm part 
24    of that process, too. 
25                What I'd like to do is to preserve the idea 
1    that industry specific documents have a useful 
 2    pertinence going forward.  And what I need to try and 
 3    convey to you folks on the 61 committee is you are out 
 4    of sync, not just with 654, but with all of the other 
 5    occupancy standards. 
 6                I urge you to reconsider your documents in 
 7    that light and try to bring it more into harmony with 
 8    the other documents.  Not to take away the specific 
 9    issues that your industry faces, but to reinforce those 
10    within the context of the whole and to form a greater 
11    consensus than you have up to now.  You're marching to 
12    the beat of a different drummer.  I urge you to 
13    reconsider.  Thank you very much. 



14                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
15                Microphone 2. 
16                WILLIAM FISKE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My 
17    name is Bill Fiske and I'm speaking against this motion 
18    regardless of its merits. 
19                I've been a member of NFPA technical 
20    committees for 27 years and I have seen a small number 
21    of entire committee reports returned.  And I couldn't 
22    think of a single one whose outcome was better after the 
23    entire document was returned than when it went into 
24    begin with.  If you ask me, it was just a waste of time 
25    to return a report. 
1                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
 2                Microphone 5. 
 3                ERDEM URAL:  Erdem Ural.  I also speak 
 4    against this motion because I do know my fellow 
 5    committee members -- 
 6                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Are speaking 
 7    for or against? 
 8                ERDEM URAL:  Against.  The outcome will not 
 9    change.  I will continue butting heads.  Nothing will 
10    happen unless the NFPA standards council takes me away 
11    from that committee or maybe change some committee 
12    composition, which I don't think they will do. 
13                So we have made a lot of useful changes 
14    today.  We don't want to come back saying coming with 
15    the same thing and then going through the same argument. 
16                Unlike other people, I pay for this out of 
17    my pocket.  It has been mentioned that why other people 
18    are not here.  Because they are not here because their 
19    company is not really supporting them.  So they have to 
20    pay for the travel.  They have to register for the 
21    meeting.  They have to pay for the hotel.  They have to 
22    pay for the meals. 
23                I'm doing it because I'm convinced that we 
24    have saved a lot of lives here today.  So I hope you 
25    will vote against the motion. 
                                                              
 
 1                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 



 2                Microphone 8. 
 3                MARK FLEISHAKER:  My name is Mark 
 4    Fleishaker.  I speak against the motion in this case in 
 5    support of Mr. Ural. 
 6                Although I must say I am very offended by 
 7    all the comments about saving lives today.  There is no 
 8    evidence whatsoever anything done today is going to save 
 9    a single life.  And I don't think that should be 
10    repeated as it has been so many times without somebody 
11    saying the opposite. 
12                In any event, the reason I oppose this 
13    motion I don't really understand it because there were 
14    two or three of the motions today that were passed. 
15    Presumably they will end up back at the committee 
16    anyway.  The committee also has the freedom whenever it 
17    wants to review everything again if it wishes to do.  So 
18    there's no reason to do it in the context of a motion 
19    like that.  Thank you. 
20                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  Thank you. 
21                Is there any other discussion on turning a 
22    NFPA 61 to the committee?  This is a valid followup 
23    motion and it will be voted on. 
24                Before we vote, I will restate the motion. 
25    The motion is to send NFPA 61 back to committee. 
1                Please record your vote one in favor of the 
 2    motion accept or two opposed to the motion reject. 
 3                Five seconds.  Balloting is closed.  Motion 
 4    fails. 
 5                Is there any other discussion on NFPA 61? 
 6                Thank you, Mr. Bujewski. 
 7                ERDEM URAL:  I just wanted to thank 
 8    everybody -- 
 9                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  You're out of 
10    order.  Only motions. 
11                ERDEM URAL:  Usually I am.  Sorry. 
12                COMMITTEE CHAIR BUJEWSKI:  Thank you, 
13    Mr. Chair and members of the NFPA.                                


