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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 15, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 655 ROC TC FINAL Supplemental Ballot Results (F2011) 
 
 
The Final Results of the NFPA 655 ROC Supplemental Letter Ballot are as follows:  
 
30 Members Eligible to Vote  
  3 Not Returned (L. Floyd, D. Guaricci, and T. Slavin) 
25 Affirmative on All (P. Hart, J. Osborn, and E. Ural) (on one or more comments as noted in 

the attached report) 
  1 Negative (J. Cholin) (on one or more comments as noted in the attached report) 
  1 Abstention (B. Chastain) (on one or more comments as noted in the attached report) 
 
There are two criteria necessary to pass ballot [(1) affirmative 2/3 vote and (2) simple majority]. 
 
(1) The number of affirmative votes needed for the comment to pass is 18. 

(30 eligible to vote - 3 not returned - 1 abstentions = 26 × 0.66 = 17.16) 
 
(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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Final Ballot Results Report for CMD-HAP  Comments

655-3 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 25  Negative: 1  Abstain: 1  Not Returned: 3

4.2.1 (Log # CC4 )

Not Returned

Floyd, L.

Guaricci, D.

Slavin, T.

Negative

Cholin, J. The preferable solution to deleting the mangled text was to edit the text to return the informational
value it was intended to provide. Suggested edited text was sent to staff on May 25, 2011.
An excessive pressure drop indicates plugged filter media while and excessively low pressure drop indicates

ruptured or missing media element or insufficient dust coating on the media to effectively trap dust.

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".

Affirmative with Comment

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.

Osborn, J. Still need to eliminate sentence - The last sentence of the addendum “an excessive drop in pressure indicates insufficient coating to
trap dust” - statement is not correct - could be a hole in the filter(s), newer filters can filter very well at lower than 2” w.g., etc.

Ural, E. DELETE THE LAST SENTENCE.
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