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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Wood and Cellulosic Materials Processing 
 
FROM: Joanne Goyette 
 
DATE: December 15, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 664 ROC TC FINAL Ballot Results (A2011) 
 
 
The Final Results of the NFPA 664 ROC Letter Ballot are as follows:  
 
20  Members Eligible to Vote  
  0  Not Returned  
12  Affirmative on All 
  6  Negatives (B. Chastain, T. Myers, J. Osborn, F. Tanguay, E. Ural, and J. Lysy) 
  2  Abstentions (S. Francis, and K. Mayeaux) 
 
There are two criteria necessary to pass ballot [(1) affirmative 2/3 vote and (2) simple majority]. 
 
(1) The number of affirmative votes needed for the proposal/comment to pass is 12. 

(20 eligible to vote - 0 not returned - 2 abstentions = 18 × 0.66 = 11.88) 
 
(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: 
[20 eligible ÷ 2 = 10 + 1 = (11)] 

      
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. 
 
Attachment:   

Final Circulation Explanation Report 
 
 



Circulation Explanation Report for WOO-AAA   Comments Wednesday, December 15,
2010Document # 664

664-1 Chapter 3 and 4 (Log # 4 )

Negative

Osborn, J. Reading the comments of various members does point out the deficiencies that we thought were
addressed, but are not.  The intent is not fulfilled by the result and needs more work to achieve a clear and
more accurate definition, etc.   Want to re-visit this area and address the deficiencies as indicated by Brice,
Erdem, and others.   We can produce a better product.

Tanguay, F. As shown, the calculation of the 5% of the area or 1000 ft2 is not dependant on the building
height, which does not appear to be accurate for high roof buildings. The 5% area might be too stringent for
high roof buildings.
Is it because the dust cloud being lift off from the primary explosion is expected to stay within 10 ft from the

floor?
On a 30 ft high building, how would the dust accumulated on the overhead beam be used in the calculation of
the volume of the dust cloud?
Would there be a dust cloud 10 ft high from the ground, using floor accumulated dust?
Would there be another dust cloud 10 ft high from the ceiling down, using overhead beam accumulated dust?
Annex A.6.4.2.2 indicates a uniform dust cloud of optimum concentration 10 ft high throughout the building,

using 20 lbs/ft3, 0.350 oz/ft3 and 1/8'' thick dust layer. The 0.350 oz/ft3 appears incorrect for wood dust. Using
typical wood dust properties (20 lbs/ft3, 0.060 oz/ft3) and 1/8'' thick dust layer, it would take a dust accumulated

layer of 18% of the building area in order to obtain a 100% MEC concentration in a 10 ft high dust cloud,
using a 2000 ft2 building area and 360 ft2 dust accumulation.

Also, if a mill operates with only one dust collector being located outside and equipped with blowback
damper at the dust collector inlet and the outlet air does not recirculate back into the building, is a deflagration
hazard determined to exist if the dust accumulates above 1/8'', even though the primary explosion (inside the

dust collector) is not expected to lift off the accumulated dust?
The current proposal does not clarify those situations.

Ural, E. The committee needs to reconsider and accept all rejected or revised portions of the comment. The
committee text can result in grossly unsafe applications. For example, the ROC version gives the false
impression that dust accumulations on downward facing or vertical surfaces do not present an explosion or fire
hazard. It permits the nominal bulk density of 20 lb/ft3 to be used for denser wood dusts, which is an unsafe
practice. It gives the false sense of security that dust piles or thick dust deposits do not present a deflagration
hazard so long as their area does not exceed 5% of the floor area or 1000 ft2.

Abstain

Mayeaux, K. 3.3.6.1 Brice Chastain has a point in wanting to clarify this section by including the words, "and
over an area within a room/building/compartment" and believe there should be more discussion on his point.

3.3.6.2  After further review, I tend to agree with F. Tanguay and P. Levitt in questioning the proposal to say
a deflagration hazard can exist if deflagarable wood dust is suspended in air at a concentration in excess of
25% of the MEC under normal conditions.  The reference to NFPA 69, paragraph 8.3.1, to justify the change is
not applicable in my opinion as it is associated with the design and operating requirements for controlling the
combustible concentration to safely operate a process or piece of equipment.  It further allows a greater
combustible concentration when automatic instrumentation safety interlocks are provided.

Affirmative with Comment
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Chastain, B. In the committee meeting action a new paragraph 6. was added:  6. Add a new second sentence to Section 4.7.1
proposed in the ROP to read: For smaller areas, a deflagration hazard shall exist where the accumulated fugitive deflagrable wood
dust layer is equivalent to 1/8th inch (3.2 mm) over 5 percent of the area.
It was my understanding that the new second sentence in paragraph 6. above was to “fix” the "equivalency" issue (i.e. the issue of
trace dust in huge buildings deemed a deflagration hazard), a similar issue uncovered in the recently withdrawn NFPA 654 (2006
Edition) TIA.  After reviewing this sentence for ROC balloting purposes Georgia-Pacific representatives do not know exactly what
the sentence implies for the user or how it fixes the “TIA equivalency” issue associated with trace dust in large buildings. The user
will not understand what is meant by “smaller areas” and how this applies to the “654 TIA equivalency issue” the committee was
trying to address by the addition of the new Section 4.7.1 sentence.  "Smaller areas" is not defined and therefore may present
interpretation and application issues by the user.

Myers, T. For Part 6, change "...wood dust layer is equivalent to 1/8th inch..." to "... wood dust layer exceeds

the equivalent of 1/8th inch..."

664-2 3.3 Various Definitions, 8.12.5, and A.8.3.2.8.3 (Log # 3 )

Negative

Osborn, J. Similar to reasoning for 664-1 negative vote. This can be improved and should be to provide the
best possible document.

664-3 3.3.6.2 Deflagration Hazard (Log # 9 )

Negative

Francis, S. I agree with Mr. Levitt's comment.

664-5 3.3.24.1 Deflagrable Wood Dust, 3.3.24.2, and A.3.3.24.1 (Log # CC2 )

Negative

Myers, T. The point of the original proposal was that there is not a universal size criterion at which all dust
becomes explosible or not explosible and that the explosibility should be based upon testing.  Introducing yet
another size criterion (500 microns) in place of the historic 420 micron criterion only further confuses matters.

However, I do recognize the desire to include some upper size above which dust is not combustible to
prevent the need for facilities to test large materials that are not combustible.  Such a size criterion could be
developed by a facility by testing material of different particle sizes in their facility.

Osborn, J. Given the arguments provided by other members of the committee and recent discussions with
customers in the wood industry it is apparent the definition is not adequate and needs more work.

Ural, E. The new text introduced in the ROC declares if half of the sample mass does not go through 500
micron sieve, then a dry wood dust will not present a flash fire and explosion hazard.
Unfortunately, the physics and chemistry of the wood dust combustion does not know that.   Both in the 2010
AIChE Loss Prevention Symposium, and in 2010 NFPA Dust Explosion Symposium, FM Global presentations
showed that a saw dust sample which ROC version of 664 declares non-deflagrable does in fact present K=80
Bar-m/s.
With this knowledge, it will be unconscionable for NFPA to publish the ROC version of 664.

Abstain

Mayeaux, K. Erdem Ural has presented information to the committee members and I would like more time to
review the point he is making.

Affirmative with Comment
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Chastain, B. In 664-5 (Log #CC2), the Technical Committee (TC) proposal revises the definition of the “Deflagrable Wood
Dust” in paragraph 3.3.24.1 as follows:
3.3.24.1* Deflagrable Wood Dust.  Wood particulate that will propagate a flame front, thus presenting a fire or explosion hazard,

when suspended in air or the process specific oxidizing medium over a range of concentrations regardless of particle size.  Wood
particulate with a mass median particles size of 500 microns or smaller (i.e., material that will pass through a U.S No. 35 Standard
Sieve), having a moisture content of less than 25% (wet basis).
The issue with the definition is that the two sentences comprising the definition are not consistent and are confusing to the user.

The first sentence states that the wood particulate will propagate a front, …”over a range of concentrations regardless of particle
size”.  The second sentence of the definition states that Deflagrable Wood Dust is “Wood Particulate with a mass median diameter
size of 500 microns or smaller...”.  The inconsistency lies in the fact that the first sentence indicates “over a range of concentrations
regardless of particle size” implying particle sizes greater than and smaller than 500 microns, whereas the intent of the TC's
deflagrable wood dust definition actually resides in the second sentence “… with a mass median diameter size of 500 microns or
smaller…”.

Tanguay, F. As Brice pointed it out, there are discrepancies in the deflagrable dust definition regarding
particle size, which will make it more difficult for the reader to understand what we really mean, but hopefully
he will understand that we 500 microns size criteria is the one to retain.

664-6 3.3.24.1 Deflagrable Wood Dust and 3.3.24.2 Dry Nondeflagrable Wood Dust (Log # 5 )

Negative

Myers, T. I agree with the submitter.  The word explosible is more comprehensible by lay people and is
consistent with language used in ASTM standards and other sources.

Ural, E. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 664-5 (Log #CC2).

Abstain

Francis, S. A google search does not constitute compelling evidence of the appropriateness of a term.  On the
other hand, searching with BING would be convincing!

664-9 4.7.2 (Log # 19 )

Negative

Ural, E. Placing the density correction in the Annex permits the nominal bulk density of 20 lb/ft3 to be used
for denser wood dusts, which is an unsafe practice. Some users feel Annex information is not mandatory,
hence it can be ignored.

664-11 8.2.2.2.1.8 (New) (Log # 15 )

Negative

Chastain, B. Access openings as proposed in the new paragraph potentially cause more problems than they solve. The openings
will increase the possibility of material hang-ups especially when handling wood "sticks". This can lead to eventual "bird-nesting"
and complete material clogging within the duct. Operator downtime is cited for justification, therefore, use of access panels as
proposed should be left to the discretion of the owner/operator and paragraphs 8.2.2.2.1.9.1 thru 8.2.2.2.1.9.5 should be issued only
as Annex material.
Paragraph 8.2.2.2.1.9 calls for a duct system "Hazard Determination" to determine the levels of accumulation within the duct, yet

NFPA 664 currently requires proper system balancing and velocities to ensure settling does not occur in the first place.  If the
existing NFPA 664 requirements 8.2.2.1.3 thru 8.2.2.1.5 already prohibit insufficient velocities and settling, what is the purpose of
adding requirements to analyze and address duct accumulation?  Therefore, paragraph 8.2.2.2.1.9 should be removed from the
document and paragraphs 8.2.2.2.1.9.1 through 8.2.2.2.1.9.5 are recommended inserted appropriately in the Annex material as
guidance/recommendations.

Lysy, J. I agree with Brice Chastain's comments. While there appears to be a value in some cases, there does
not appear to be a need, in most cases, and other problems and issues are introduced, without substantive
guidance. The material is  appropriate as Annex Guidance/Recommendations.
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Osborn, J. Brice is correct about the hang-ups and creating the hazard.  Access doors in ducts can also
become missiles given propagation, etc., as most are designed for quick access and not strong enough for the
situation.  We should not ignore this just because it did not offer wording needed - unless that is the only
possible action.

Tanguay, F. I agree with Brice comments. There is already requirements for minimum air velocity and
proper balancing to avoid dust accumulation inside the ducts. I believe mandating the requirement of access
panels will create dust accumulation issues, which are not currently present.

664-12 8.2.2.2.1.9 (New) (Log # 6 )

Negative

Ural, E. Committee statement asserts "The submitter was concerned about a fire or deflagration hazard,
however this section deals with a dust accumulation hazard."
Doesn't the dust accumulation hazard lead to fire or deflagration hazard?

664-19 10.4.6 (Log # CC1 )

Negative

Ural, E. ROP section not only addresses PPE but operational procedures as well. It provides key safety
information. There were no negatives or comments about deleting this section, hence no fair warning.
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