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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Handling and Conveying of Dusts, Vapors, and Gases 
 
FROM: Joanne Goyette 
 
DATE: June 2, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 655 ROC TC REVISED FINAL Ballot Results (F2011) 
 
 
The Final Results of the NFPA 655 ROC Letter Ballot are as follows:  
 
30  Members Eligible to Vote  
  0  Not Returned  
27  Affirmative on All 
  1   Negative (D. Kirby)  
  2  Abstentions (J. Cholin and B. Chastain)  
 
There are two criteria necessary to pass ballot [(1) affirmative 2/3 vote and (2) simple majority]. 
 
(1) The number of affirmative votes needed for the comment to pass is 19. 

(30 eligible to vote - 0 not returned - 2 abstentions = 28 × 0.66 = 18.48) 
 
(2) In all cases, an affirmative vote of at least a simple majority of the total membership eligible to vote 

is required. This is the calculation for simple majority: 
[30 eligible ÷ 2 = 15 + 1 = (16)] 

      
 
Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot from the 
principal member was not received. 
 
According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required affirmative votes 
to pass ballot. 
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655-1 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 28  Negative: 1  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 0

3.3.x Explosion (New) (Log # CC2 )

Negative

Kirby, D. Revise definition to: Combustion Explosion is defined as rapid combustion resulting in the generation of a pressure
rise.  APPENDIX - an “explosion”, as defined, may result in damage to the surroundings, or rupture of an enclosure, but could be
contained, suppressed, or safely vented by proper design.  As thus defined, explosion and deflagration have synonymous meanings
for some applications.  Note: this includes the phenomena of  unconfined explosions.

Abstain

Chastain, B. Georgia-Pacific does not handle, use or process sulfur and our knowledge of its hazards and risks is
limited.  Therefore, Georgia-Pacific has voted to "abstain" with "exception".

655-2 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 29  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 0

4.1.2 (Log # CC3 )

Abstain

Chastain, B. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 655-1 (Log #CC2).

655-3 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 29  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 0

4.2.1 (Log # CC4 )

Abstain

Chastain, B. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 655-1 (Log #CC2).

Affirmative with Comment

Beattie, W. Item (6) “Dust collection equipment should be monitored..." should be removed from the list. Also, the last
sentence should be amended to read: “Guidelines (1) through (5) serve to establish a cleaning frequency.”

The comment regarding the dust collector efficiency may not be true of all collection systems. The dust accumulation
on the multiple surfaces should be the pertinent review criteria.

Garzia, H. Agree to remove last sentence of annex A.4.2.5.3.3 (6) and B.3.  Additional information and
examples should be added to describe situations where dust collection equipment is not functioning properly.

Greeson, S. In 4.2.2 using "...readily discernible" as an assessment factor relies on a matter of opinion with no
measurable means to settle differing opinions. Lighting conditions, visual acuity differences between persons,
variations in substance and floor colors introduce potential contradictions.  The 1/32-in provision formally in
this proposal would settle any differences of opinion.

Guaricci, D. Should define flash fire hazard as different from dust explosion hazard which is defined.

Hart, P. There have been several iterations on the method to determine if an area dust hazard exists. Each
time it goes through a particular committee it gets revised and/or tweaked. It was pointed out in another
committee that the portion that reads "4.2.5.3.1* The layer depth criterion of 1/32” shall be permitted to be
increased according to...." should more positively indicate that the layer depth criterion is 1/32". Then further
indicate it can be increased. This not withstanding, I am voting affirmative as I believe it moves the process of
identifying dust hazards forward and provides users the flexibility of one of two methods to suit their needs.

655-4 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 28  Negative: 0  Abstain: 2  Not Returned: 0

4.3.1.8 (Log # CC5 )
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Abstain

Chastain, B. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 655-1 (Log #CC2).

Cholin, J. It is unclear how the committee intends this language to be applied to large spaces that are common
in modern manufacturing facilities.  For the flash-fire hazard the language seems to allow no more than 100 kg
of sulfur to be extant as dust accumulations regardless of how large the building compartment might be.  If the
user community is comfortable with this then so be it.

655-5 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 29  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 0

4.3.3.2, 4.3.4.2, and 4.6.1 (Log # CC9 )

Abstain

Chastain, B. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 655-1 (Log #CC2).

655-6 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 29  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 0

4.3.7 (Log # CC6 )

Abstain

Chastain, B. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 655-1 (Log #CC2).

655-7 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 29  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 0

4.5.3.4 (Log # CC7 )

Abstain

Chastain, B. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 655-1 (Log #CC2).

655-8 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 29  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 0

4.6.5 (Log # CC8 )

Abstain

Chastain, B. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 655-1 (Log #CC2).

Affirmative with Comment

Jennett, J. I would never recommend nor allow any of our employees to recommend Ferrous buckets in elevators.

Weber, Jr., H. I do not agree with referencing ferrous buckets or bucket elevators in ferrous casings in
combination with steam; this is not good practice for sulphur.

655-9 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 29  Negative: 0  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 0

4.7.2 (Log # CC1 )

Abstain

Chastain, B. See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 655-1 (Log #CC2).

Affirmative with Comment

Jennett, J. There are no conditions that are suitable for pneumatic conveying of sulfur.
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Weber, Jr., H. I do not agree with the reference to pneumatics in the sentence that reads. “Generally speaking,
faster filling and unloading rates (such as with pneumatic conveying) would be expected to generate higher
levels of static charge and should be avoided.”  I recommend removing, “(such as pneumatic conveying)”
since it is not advisable to use pneumatics to move sulphur.
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