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MEMORANDUM

TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Handling and Conveying of Dusts, Vapors, and Gases
FROM: Joanne Goyette
DATE: February 15, 2011

SUBJ: NFPA 654 Proposed TIA No. 1020 EINAL TC BALLOT RESULTS

According to 5.4 in the NFPA Regs, the final results show this TIA IS achieving the % majority vote
needed on both Question 1 (Technical Merit) and Question 2 (Emergency Nature).

29 Eligible to Vote
1 Not Returned (D. Guaricci)

Technical Merit: Emergency Nature:
0 Abstentions 0 Abstentions
25 Agree (P. Hart, J. Koch, E. Ural, and 24 Agree (E. Ural, w/comment)
S. Rodgers, w/comment)
3 Disagree (B. Chastain, J. Cholin, and H. Febo) 4  Disagree (B. Chastain, J. Cholin,

T. DiLucido, and H. Febo)
There are two criteria necessary to pass ballot [(1) affirmative %vote and (2) simple majority].

(1) The number of affirmative votes needed for the report to be published is 21.
(29 eligible to vote - 1 not returned - 0 abstentions = 28 x 0.75 = 21)

(2) Inall cases, an affirmative vote of at least a simple majority of the total membership eligible to
vote is required. This is the calculation for simple majority:
[29 eligible + 2 = 14.5 = (15)]

Final ballot comments are attached for your review. Ballots received from alternate members are not
included, unless the ballot from the principal member was not received.

Attachments



TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1020
To Revise Sections 6.1, 6.2.3, and 11.2.3 to the 2006 Edition of NFPA 654,
Standard for the Prevention of Fire and Dust Explosions from the Manufacturing, Processing, and
‘ Handling of Combustible Particulate Solids ‘

Question 1: [agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Pmpose& TIA ta revise Sections 6.1, 6.2.3, and 11.2.3.

AGREE W DISAGREE? ABSTAIN*

. EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your camments:

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abetaining position,

'P\“ERSQ se< . atached L% \ahccﬁd\'\ ot l\"leﬂv,a*?ua
et veladed 4o " Te dnical Mevils 7

Question 2: 1agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.

AGREE v/ DISAGREE* ABSTAIN®
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please 1ype or print your comments;

- *An explenation must accompany a disagresment or abstaining position.

Clewse see aliaches ex@\aﬁa‘k\“m‘ of’ @c@%&e;
eVl veleded Ao Smercency Nedrove

5'\‘\‘ w%ﬁb@%w@m
3. Brice Chastum

Name (Please Print) -

VT Januwarny 204
Date : '

- Please return the ballot on or before Tuesday, Jaguary 18, 2011. -

PLEASE RETURN TO:

Joanne Gaoyette, Technical Projects Administrator
NFPA :

1 Batterymarch Park

Quincy, MA 02169 FAX: (617y984-7110  E-mail: jg avette@ufpa.org

TLA TC Bailot Form ~ September 30, 2009
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Georgia-Pacific (B. Chastain) NFPA 654 TIA No. 1020 Letter Ballot —
Explanation of Negative Vote for Technical Merits

After performing a detailed analysis of the TIA, technical issues associated with low
;iensity dusts are apparent. This is the primary basis for my negative vote. An explanation
ollows. : ' '

Through simple math, it cun be shown that when applying the total volume of dust
accumnlations critetia per NFPA 654 TIA 1020, Section 6.1 .1.3(b) and assuming an even
dust distriibution over the entire area, the critical depth (in inches) at which 2 deflagration
hazard is deemed to exist is independent of area. {See spreadsheet equations and
rationale provided to the TC by email on 13fan1 1)

More importantly, those dusts with low bulk density. (<7.5 pounds per cubic foot, pcf) are
unfairly penalized ariytime the critical dust build-up is calenlated at stightly above the
1/84 inch “trace™ dust criterion. :

‘When considering areas less than 20,000 s 1., it can be shown that when the bulk
density = 7.5 pounds per cubic foot (pef), the build-up ffom 2 total volume approach [per -
Section 6.1.1.3(b)] is 1/64™ of an inch. Per Section 6.1.1,1, a deflagration hazard would
ot be deemed to exist since the dust build up is <= 1/64" of an inch.

However, if we considered a slightly lighter less dense dust, say 7.499 pcf, build-up from
a total volume approach [per Section 6.1.1.3(b)] is 1/63" of an inch, Per Section 6.1.1.1,
a deflagration hazard would be deemed to exist since the dust build up is >1/64" of an
inch even though the bulk density is 1/1000™ Jess than the threshold criterion a whicha
deflagration hazard would not be deemed to exist,

Per the “Layer Depth Criterion” (LDC) for the 7.499 dust, the LDC is 5/16¢hs of an inch
(reasonable). Yetits critical depth (D) in deffagration hazard detexmination (if dust were
spread across the room) is 1/63"™ of aninch or 20 times less.

If I vnderstand correctly, the 1/64™ of an inch threshold was essentially taken as one-half
Of the 1/32” threshold and is a threshold that reaches the limit of practical field |
measurement, The latter is based on heavier, 75-pef dust, per Annex D of 654, If so,
then 75 pef dust enjoys a factor of 10 when oonsid’eﬁnﬁ whether or not a deflagration
hazard exists per its calculated critical depth (Le., 1/64™ inch divided by its critical depth,
or 1/64" / 1/6407). Fuuther, the 75-pcf dust's Critical Depth threshold is 50% of the

LDC. '
Lighter dusts have not been given the same “waiver”. Forthe 7.499 pcf dust, its Critical

- Bepth threshold is just 5% (0.035) of s LDCT

‘Since the 75 pef dust enjoys a factor of 6.50 (50%), it appears all other dusts should have

_ the same benefit This discrepancy could easily be corrected by applying 50% of the
caleulated LDC when determining the lower threghold for dust layers that will not be




counted in determining whether an area is or is ot a deflagration hazard, However, this
discrepancy related to low density dusts (i.e, <7.5 pef} is not addressed in the TIA,

Secondly, another reason for my negative vote: There does not appear to be any special
provision or exemption for temporary upset conditions within the TIA. If the maximum
permitted dust volume (LDC x 0.05 x A) is exceeded, regardless of whether due to
routine operations or a process upset, that would be deemed a deflagration hazard. If the
condition can be prevented from re curring through engineering or administrative
controls, that remedial action presumably would be adequate unless pethaps a regulatory
authority happened to visit the site at the time the non-compliant conditions existed. If
the upset condition is recurring, then the TIA apparently would require deflagration
venting of the entire building and possibly fire-resistant clothing for ajl employees in the
building per the criteria in NEPA 2113, Temporary upset conditions are not adequately
addressed in the proposed TIA and can be misinterpreted by both the user and regulatory

authorities,

The TIA doss not clearly address where the dust aceumulations are located that could
pose a deflagration hazard. With the TIA now proposing users look at and perform
“volume measurements,” and in the absence of a definition of "accumulation,” is the
combustible dust inside a closed piece of equipment (e.g., process or storage vessel) or
transport vehicle within a facility an accumulation? How about the dust in an open bin or
open transport vehicle? How abeut the dust from an upset condition that is temporarily
collected in a dumpster or large corrugated paperboard container {rather than damped on
the floor)? If we exceed the volume threshold (LDCx0.05 x A) for the dust in al] these
cases, do we actually intend for users to determine that these areas are dust deflagration
‘hazard areas requiring provisions such as building deflagration venting and flame-
resistant clothing? :

Without upset conditions and dust accurnulation locations {e.g. equipment, open
bins/hoppers, spill collection containers, efo.) clearly addressed in the TIA, users will be
ugididy burdened with proving that these particular situafions do not create a deflagration
bazard area within the affected facility. ITthe TIA lenguage is not clear on these
‘situations, users must assume the worst possible interpretation from regulatory

authorities,

Georgia-Paciﬁc (B. Chastain) NFPA 654 TIA No. 1020 Letter Ballot —
Explanation of Negative Vote for Emergency Nature: '

Duwring TC discussions, not one TC mentber, not even our insurance carriers on the
comtnittes, have been able to present one incident worldwide where compliance with the
existing NFPA 654 2006 edition or even the 2000 edition has led to one loss as aresult of
users not applyirig the two editions” 5% criteria contained in both editions. Not one
person is aware of any incident where the 5% area criteria was applied or not applied that
lead to 3 personmel or facility Joss. Is this TIA truly of an emergency nature? Where is
the reported loss history related to this TIA? There is no loss history reported by TC
members or anyore ¢lse. Therefore, how can one contend this TIA has any elements of
an “emergency nature” that are required considered by NFPA? I cannot; and therefore
vote negative for the TIA being of an “Emergenoy Nature,”




TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1020
To Revise Sections 6.1, 6.2.3, and 11.2.3 to the 2006 Edition of NFPA 654,
Standard for the Prevention of Fire and Dust Explosions from the Manufacturing, Processing, and
Handling of Combustible Particulate Solids

Question 1: 1 agree with the TECHNECAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to revise Sections 6.1, 6.2.3,and 11.2.3.
/ AGREE [ ™. DISAGREE* | ABSTAIN*
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: |

* An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position.

Q 3 g iy IS '\{JL NS IS T

/ Question 2: 1agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.
AGREE o | DISAGREE* ABSTAIN*
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments:

* *An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position.

Monss o AR A msaT

( 'S.ig?nre L
o Doy Corvorya)

Name (Please Print)
16 Fes 2011
Date

Please return the bailot on or before Thursday, February 10, 2011.

PLEASE RETURN TO:

Joanne Goyette, Technical Projects Administrator

NFPA '

1 Batterymarch Park _

Quincy, MA 02169 FAX: (617) 984.7110 E-mail: jgovettefantpa.org

- TIA TC Bellot Form - September 30, 2009




Baliot Statement of John M. Cholin
Proposed Tentative Interim Amendment 1020

| criginally voted in favor of this TIA. However, as | have begun to use the criteria | have
found them increasingly unworkable and unjustifiable. Consequently, | have no
alternative but to reverse my earlier vote. | am no longer convinced that the language
serves to provide a meaningful minimum-compliance standard of care for the facility
designer and operator. Furthermore, | cannot find any basis for the assertion that there
is an emergency warranting an expedited review of the issues before the committee.

The TIA seeks to move advisory and tutorial material in Annex D up to the prescriptive
portion of the standard where it becomes a mandatory requirement. The criteria in
Annex D are an idealized hypothetical and represent a bounding value. The scenario
does NOT take into account heat [osses to the building structure, inefficiencies in
combustion, energy losses due to PV work on the air in the compartment and other
factors that ali affect the extent to which a deflagration will propagate. While there is
some good material in the proposed TIA there is enough that is questionable that
revisions such as these should not be rushed, bypassing the normal deliberative review
of the NFPA Codes and Standards writing process.

| find it very disquieting that few on the committee are concerned with the obvious
disconnect between the loss history and the criteria being proposed, No one on the
technical committee can point fo a single loss where the facility complied with the current
dust layer depth criteria in NFPA 654. Those criteria have been in place for almost 10
years. [f these criteria were ¢ flawed then how is it that they appear to have worked so
well?

When we look at losses we find the following:

Loss ‘Accumulated Dust Layer Depth
Malden Mills 6-10"
Rochester Shoe Tree 2"
West Pharmaceuticals 3-4"
Interfibe 4-3"
GP-Gaylerd 2-3"
Weyerhouser-Albany 4-6"
Jahn Foundry 4-6"
Deltic Lumber 4-8"
Hayes-Lemmerz 2-4"
Imperial Sugar g-12
0808-1 % - 3/8"  NO PROPAGATION
0808-2 V4 - 3/8" NO PROPAGATION
0808-3 Y- 3/8" NO PROPAGATION

(The last three listed above are a JMCC client who has suffered 3 explosions of
production equipment in their facility while under videotape surveillance.)




| cannot find any report of a loss where there was propagation fueled by dust layers
permitted in the current edition of NFPA 854,

I was taught that “good engineering” involves providing what is needed to achieve the
objective but not necessarily any more, as the additional measures represent an
expense for which there is no tangible benefit. The revisions to the dust layer criteria in
NFPA 654 represented by this TIA are an increase in the demands on the facility where
the only benefit is one that stems from a hypothetical, idealized scenario which is not
supported by real-life experience.

It has not been demonstrated that there is a PROBLEM. Consequently, | cannot
conclude that the TIA is necessary. While the TIA introduces some important
improvements in the language of the standard that | welcome, such as the explicit
statement for what constitutes and "explosion hazard”, we have waited 10 years for it.

Finally, there is no emergency. There is no new information, new finings or revelation
that warrants truncating the normal standards writing process regarding this issue.
Search as | may, | have not been able to find evidence of a single dust deflagration loss
in a facility that complied with the current edition of NFPA 654,




TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO, 1020
To Revise Sections 6.1, 6.2.3, and 11.2.3 to the 2006 Edition of NFPA 654,
Standard for the Pravention of Fire and Dust Explosions feom the Manufacturing, Processing, and
Handling of Combustible Particulate Solids

Question 13- agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA 1o revise Sections 6.1, 6.2.3, and 11.2.3.
/ AGREE ' DISAGREE* ABSTAIN
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your cOmments:

*An cxplanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position.

Question 21 | agree that the subject isofy‘ﬁ:ms RGENCY NATURE.
AGREE ¥ DISAGREE* ABSTAIN*
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments:

“AD exp]anaticm must ndcomparsy 4 disagreement or absmining position.
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Name {Please Pﬂnt}

2/5/0/

Date

Please returs: the ballot on or before Thursday, February 16, 2011,

PLEASE RETURN TO:

Joanne Gavette, Technical Projects. Admmtstrator

NFPA

1 Batterymarch Park

Quincy, MA 02169 FAX: (617) 584-7110 E-mail: igovene a aiprary

TLA TC Batlot Form — September 30, 2009




TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NQ, 1020
To Revise Sections 6.1, 6.2.3, and 11.2.3 1o the 2006 Edition of NFPA 654,
Standard for the Prevention of Fire and Dust Explosions from the Manufacturing, Processing, and
Handling of Combustible Particulate Solids

Question 1: [agree with the TECANICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA lo revise Sections 6.1, 6.2.3, and 1 1.2.3.
AGREE X. _ DISAGREE* ABSTAIN*
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: .

*An explanation musl accompany a disagreement or abstaining position.

Providing more complex crit(_eria for housekeeping, however scientifically justified is not going to
solve ;he problem of people igroring and accepting accumuiations of combustible dust in their
operation. . _

Question 2: | agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE.

AGREE : & DISAGREE* ABSTAIN*

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your cornmments:
*An explanation must accornpany a disagreement of abstaining position.

While the annex material clarifying the intent of the 1/32 inch criteria is certainly appropriate for
inclusion in the body of the standard, lack of that information has not lead to major events
creating an emergency situation. Serious dust explosion incidenis are always the result of major
dust accumulations, not little misinterpretations of the current standard,

~
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Name (Please Print)

L//o ///

Signature

Date

Pleasc return the ballot on or before Thursday, February 10, 2011,

PLEASE RETURN TO;

Joanne Goyette, Technical Projects Administrator '

NFPA :

1 Batterymarch Park _
Quincy, MA 02169 FAX: (617) 984-7110 E-mail; {povettef@nipa.ore

TTA TC Ballot Form ~ September 30, 2009
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TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1020
To Revise Sections 6.1, 6,2.3, and 11.2.3 to the 2006 Edition of NFPA 654,
Stemdard for the Prevention of Fire and Dist Ftp;’r)smm Jrom the Marufacuuring, Processing, and
Handling of Combustible Particulate Solids

Question [: [ agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Propesed TIA to revise Sections 6.1, 6,2.3, and 11.2.3.
XX AGREE DISAGREE* ABSTAIN*
EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your comments: '

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position. \/-\ Q
i’\;@o covror €xigte on rDch (oo Sop C:\‘Xr\fo\;, R

LCX '\’DY\GL\ O’Jmm‘ev\)rt C\Hur\\eco '59'\&\/\0‘6“)%? a
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Question 2: [ agrec that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE,

M X acrer DISAGREE® , ABSTAIN*

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Please type or print your ecomments:

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining position,

gea=
L\ Cdark

Name (Please Print)

/18 /200

Date

_ Please retum the ballot on or before Tuesday, January 18,2611,

PLEASE RETURN TO:
- Joanne Goyette, Technical Prolects Administrator
NFFA
| Batterymarch Parlc .
Quincy, MA 02169 FAX: (G17) 954-7110 ' E-mail: jgovette@nipa.org

-'l'iA TC Baliol Form -~ September 30, 2007
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T6.1.1.1 Those portions of the process and Facility where dust accumulations exist ghall be
evaluated to determine i€ & dust deflagration hazard existe, unless the dust layer depthis -
7 1/64 in. (0.4 mm) or less or the underlying surface colors arereadily discernible.
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S L.LAZ" A dust deflagration hazard shall be deemed to exist where dust clouds of a
hazardous conceatration s¥ist or where any of the following conditious exist:

(1) For buildings or rooms with footprint arsas smaller than 20,000 fiz (1860 mz)

(a) the area of dust accumulations exceeding the layer depsh oriterion is greater than 5%
of the footprint area, or :

(b) the total volume of dust accumulations is greater than the laver depth criterion

" multiplied by 5% of the footprint area.

(2) For buildings or reoms with foolprint areas greater than or equal to 20,000 Ra (1860
ma) ‘ . ‘ : ,

(=) the arca of dust accumulations exceeding the layer depth criterion i greater than 1000
- Bz (33 m), or ‘ o

(b) the total volume of dust accumulations is sreater than the layer depth criterion
multiplied by 1000 fiz ' -

(93 m2),

A Ao

6.1.1.2 The layer depth criterion of shall be 1/32 in. (0.8 mm). It shall be permitted to be
increased according to equation 6.1.1.2 for raaterials with buli density less than 75 iz

(1200 ke,
Layer Depth Criterion {ir) =Egp 6.6.1.1.2
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TECHNICAL COMMIT’I‘EE LETTER BALLOT
PROPOSEB TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1020
To Revise Sections 6.1,6.2.3, and 11.2.3 1o the 2006 Edition of NEPA 654,

Sfandard for the Prevention of Fire and Dust Explasions from the Manufacturing, Proces. sing, and
Handling of Combustible Particulate Solids

Question [; 1agres mth the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA to revise Sections 6.1, 6.2.3, and 1].2.3,

_ X acree - | DISAGREE*  ABSTAIN®

EXPLANA.T!GN OF VOTE - Pi.casa type Or print your conmunenis; '

*An e)?aianation st accompany & disagreement or abstajning position. o
Qe O DB, kot SOus e, &7 €, WOE’VLV\.@ ;:‘ﬂu..,,zf

he fmmf«a Y e-,GL Tﬁ Luspe oute, (dsa smslencies t
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&,v\i a{go ”of.wsT‘ hazasd ¥ ande ’0{&.5'}‘ &&%{Mdge-—aj‘(cm "

Ques!}an 21 agree that the subject is of an EMERGENCY NATURE. ez f«-b"CL .

2; AGREE . DISAGREE* ABSTAIN®

EXPLANATION OF VOTE - Plesse typs or prinl your commments:

*An explanation must accompany a dissgreerment or absiaining position..

a‘;mm FKecl,

- Name (Please Print)

//f‘/?/il

Date /7 -°

Please return the baltot on or before Tuesday, January 18, 2011

PLEASE RETURN TO:

Joarme Goyelte, Technical Projects Administrator

NFPA

1 Batterymarch Park

Quincy, MA 02169 ‘ FAX: (617) 984-7110 . E-mail: jgovette@nipa.org

TIA TC Ballot Form — September 30, 2009




- TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOQT
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1020
Revise 6.1 and 6.2.3, and 11.2.3 to the 2006 Edition of NFPA 654,
Standard for the Prevention of Fire and Dust Explosions from the Manufacturing, Processing,
and Handling of Combustible Particulate Solids

Question 1: I agree with the TECHNICAL MERITS of the Proposed TIA. Please record

me as voting:
AGREE

EXPLANATION OF VOTE: There isa big discrepancy between information contained in the
main body and in Annex D of the 2006 edition. As 2 result, some inexperienced users made
mistakes and created unsafe conditions in their plents. Alternatively, mal-intentioned users
abused this discrepancy,

First of all, the mandatory text of the 2006 edition does not offer an explicit criterfon for dust
accumulation allowance. Instead, main body merely states in Section 6.2.3.1 “When separation is
used to limit the fire or dust explosion hazardous area, the hazardous area shall include areas
where dust accumulations exceed 1/32 in. (0.8 mm) or areas where dust clouds of a hazardous

conceniration exist [..,]"

The abusers of this Section are quick to gssume a building would not be an explosion bazard if
the thickness of the deposits on all the surfaces does not exceed 1/32”. The Committee had
actually described its intent in the carefully written Annex D of 654-2006, which requires that
the arca of the 1/32” thick dust accumulations should not exceed the lower of the 5% of the
building floor area or 1000 fi2. But, some practitioners chose fo turn a blind eye to the Annex.

The revisions proposed with this TIA takes care of this dangerous loophale,

The 2006 edition also confused OSHA. In the instructions for Combustible Dust National
Emphasis Program, OSHA wrote “CSHOs (aka OSHA inspectors) should observe areas of the
plant for aceumulations of hazardous levels of dust (for example, greater than 1/32 of an inch,
which is approximately equal to the thickness of @ typleal paper clip). Likely areas of dust
accumulations within a plant are. structural members, conduit and pipe racks, cable trays,
floors, above ceiling on and around equipment (leaks around dust collectors and ductwork,) "
" “The following information may be gathered during the course of the inspection:” “The
dimensions of the room as well as the areds of tha dust accumulations of greater than 1/32-inch
~depth.” “dnnex D of NFPA 654" “indicates that immediate cleaning is warranted whenever a
dust layer of 1/32-inch thickness accumulates over a surface ared of at least 5% of the floor area
of the facilily or any giver room. The 5% factor should not be used if the floor areq exceeds
20,000 12, in whick case a 1,000 12 layer of dust is the upper limit. Accumulations on overhead
beams, joists, ducts, the tops of equipment, and other surfuces should be included when
determining the dust coverage area. Even vertical surfaces should be included if the dust is
adheving to them. Rough calculations show that the available surface area of bar joists is
-approximately 5 % of the floor area and the equivalent surface areq for steel beams can be as
-high as 10%. The material in Annex D is an idealized approach based on certain assumptions,




including uniformity of the dust layer covering the surfaces, a bulk density of 75 Ib/ ft3, a dust
concentration of 0.35 02/ ft 3, and a dust cloud height of 10 fi. Additionally, FM Data Sheet 7-76
contains a formula to determine the dust thickness that may ereate an explosion hazard in a
room, when some of these variables differ. "

Therefore, to do histher job right, the OSHA inspector needs to make layer thickness
measurements at many floor and elevated deposit locations, sum up the total surface area where
the thickness exceeds 1/32", compare it to the 5% of the floor area, and then apply the FM
-formula if he deems it necessary.

One OSHA inspector said he makes measurements to estimate the areas of the "dust pites" on the
floor cr elevated surfaces and ads them up. Permitting thick piles covering less than 5% of the
tloor area was never the intention of the NFFA 654 Committee, yet the abusers of the 2006
edition can wrongly conclude that this extremely dangerous situation wouid be permissible.

Question 2: [ agree that the subjeet is of an EMERGENCY NATURE. Please record me as

vofing: '
AGREE

EXPLANATION OF VOTE: Prompt aciion is required because ‘
(a) The document contains an error or an omission that was overlooked during a regular

tevision process. '
{b) The document corfains a conflict within the document or with another NFPA

document. . .
(c) The proposed TIA intends to offer to the public a benefit that would lessen a

recognized (known) hazard and ameliorate a continuing dangerous condition or situation.

Name {(Please Print): Dr. Erdetn A. Ural
~ Date: January 18, 2011

Please retum the baliot on: or béfore Tuesday, January 18, 2011.
PLEASE RETURN TO; .
Joanne Goyette, Technical Projects AdministratorNFPA

1 Batterymarch Park ' _

Quincy, MA 02169 FAX: (617} 984-7110 E-mail: jgcyette@nipa.org

,g’;




TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT
PROPOSED TENTATIVE INTERIM AMENDMENT LOG NO. 1020
_ To Revise Sections 6.1, 6.2.3, and 11.2.3 to the 2006 Edition of NFPA 654,
Standard for the Prevention of Fire and Dust Explosions from the Manufacturing, Processing, and
Handling of Combustible Particulate Solids

Qumtion 1; lagree with the TECHMCALMERITS of the Pmpbsed TIA to revise Sections 6.1, 6.2.3, and 11.2.3.
X AGREE DISAGREE* . ABSTAIN*
EXPLANATION OF VOTE --Pleasc type of print your comments:

*An explanation must accompany a disagreement: or abstaining position.

Question 2: 1 agrec that the subject is of 21 EMERGENCY NATURE.

X AGREE ____ DISAGREE* - __ ABSTAIN*
| EXPLANA’HO_N OF VOTE - Please type or print your Gmmne-x_usf
*An explanation must accompany a disagreement or abstaining positiori.
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_I;lease return the ballot on or before Tuesday, January 18, 2011,
~ PLEASERETURNTO:
- Joanne Goyette, Technical Projects Administrator
NFPA -~ ) ‘
1 Batterymarch Park _ '
Quincy, MA 02169 - . FAX: (617} 984-7110 E-mail: jroyette@nfpa.org

TIA TC Baliot Form - Scptember 30, 2009




Goyette, Jo.énne

From: " Rodgers, Sam (Process Safety) [samusl. rodgers@hcneyweli com}
Sent: Monday, January 10, 2011 4:32 PM .

To: Goyefte, Juanne

Ce: g Moreau-Coirala, Jeanne; Walker, Nancy

Subject: - RE: NFPA 854 Proposed TIA 1020 ~ Due Tuesday, January 18, 2011
Attachments: : 654 TIA.PDF

Joanne,

My prior comment, as indicated in the scanned vote.

in.the annex example 5, step 3 below is incorrectly typed The conversion from ft to inches has an exponent of 2 on the
“12in," as "12 in.*. There should not be an exponent of 2 on th|s conversion. The calcutated volumes are correct. Also
thie 3" volume should be labeled "Volume of west end dust =

3. Determine the actual volume of dust .

Volume of mezzanine dust = 1500 fiz* % in, *1 ft/12 in.2= 62.5 fh
Volume of east end dust = 7500 ft2* 1/8 in, * 1 f/12 in2=78.13 fis
Volume of east west dust =150 fia * 1.5 in. * 1 f/12 in2= 18.75 fi3

Sam Rodgers '

From: Goyette, Joanne {mailtoigayette@NFPA.org]
Sent: Tuesday, January 04, 2011 4:30 PM ‘
To; Goyelte, Joanne o

et Mc Moreau-Correla, Jeanne; Walker, Nancy
* Subject: NFPA 654 Proposed TIA 1020 Due Tuesday, January 18 2011

TO:  The Technical Commlttee on Handhng and Conveying of Dusts, Vapors, and Gases {HAP- AAA)

Dear Committee Members

Attached is the Ballot Package for NFPA 654 Proposed TIA 1020. The due date for return of the baliot is Tuesaay,
- -danuary 18, 2011. Please fax your ballots to 617-984-7110 or emali to jgovette@nipa.org.

The bailot and supporting material has also been posted 1o the HAP-AAA Ecommittee web page under Baliot
Information, TIA Ballots, Please note theTC [nitial Ballot Pafr.;kage, Circulation, and Final Results have also been posted to

your web page,

PLEASE NOTE: Click on the Heading “Balot Information” ﬁrst in order to view materials contained in the folder on the
Ecommittee page. . . -

Note: The retum of ballots and attendance at Commitiee Meetmgs are requrred in accordance Wfth the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Thank you,

Joarine Goyette
“Technical Projects Administrator




