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TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Classification and  
 Properties of Hazardous Chemical Data 
 

FROM:  Patti Mucci, Administrative Assistant 

 

DATE:  October 15, 2010 

 

SUBJECT:  NFPA 704 ROC TC Letter Ballot (A2011) 
             

 

The ROC letter ballot for NFPA 704 is attached.  The ballot is for formally voting on 

whether or not you concur with the committee’s actions on the comments.  Reasons must 

accompany all negative and abstention ballots. 

 

Please do not vote negatively because of editorial errors.  However, please bring 

such errors to my attention for action. 

 

Please complete and return your ballot as soon as possible, but no later than Friday, 

October 29, 2010.  As noted on the ballot form, please return the ballot to Patti Mucci 

either via e-mail to pmucci@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7110.  You may also mail 

your ballot to the attention of Patti Mucci at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 

02169. 

 

The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.   

 

Attachment:   Comments 

  Letter Ballot 



Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 704
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
704-1     Log #1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert Bourke, Northeastern Regional Fire Code Development Committee

704-3
Add a definition to read: Polymerization.  A chemical reaction in which two or more small molecules

combine to form larger molecules.  Reaction may occur at a rate that releases amounts of energy that can rupture
containers and may cause fires or explosions.

Polymerization probably is less commonly known than "Frostbite" and NFPA 704 has a definition of
Frostbite.  In fact, "Frostbite" has an appendix explanation and consideration should be made for an appendix
explanation for "Polymerization."

The TC reaffirms the ROP action. The committee disagrees that a definition for polymerization
is needed, because it is a commonly understood chemical process.
In addition, section 3.1 states that when a definition is not available in the NFPA standard, the  Merriam-Webster
Dictionary, 11th edition "shall be the source for the ordinarily accepted meaning".  The Merriam-Webster definition for
polymerization is a "chemical reaction in which two or more molecules combine to form larger molecules that contain
repeating structural units".  This definition meets the usage context for NFPA 704.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 704
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
704-2     Log #2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Bruce J. Swiecicki, National Propane Gas Association

704-8
Reject Proposal 704-8.

This proposal was accepted based on the committee’s belief that the time duration of skin exposed to
a material “is deemed meaningless in the context of the duration of an emergency response.”  We take issue with this
statement for the following reasons:
1. If the duration of exposure is “meaningless,” then simply working in cold temperatures must also be considered to be
“Health Hazard 3.”  Frostbite occurs naturally in cold weather temperatures.  This position must be reconsidered by the
technical committee because of the following:
a. It is hard to imagine an emergency responder that would not be equipped with appropriate turnout gear for protection
from contact with hazardous materials.
b. Should an emergency responder somehow be exposed to a leaking liquefied compressed gas pipe, it is realistic to
expect that responder to be able to move away from the stream of liquefied compressed gas.
2. Cryogenic gases and liquefied compressed gases are not the same and should not be treated as such.  Cryogenic
gases are extremely cold, whereas liquefied compressed gases are typically at the same temperature as the
surroundings.  Consequently, , contact with a cryogenic gas would result in a severe temperature gradient between the
gas and the temperature of human skin, whereas contact with a liquefied compressed gas would result in heat transfer
between the skin and liquid that only arises as the result of the vaporizing liquid.  Contact with a stream of liquefied
compressed gas vapor does not present the same potential for extreme temperature gradients to be present.
3. NFPA 704 is a document written for emergency responders only and not the general public.  It is not within the scope
of the document to protect the general public and as a result, it is reasonable to assume that responders will have the
necessary training and skills to be aware of the situation when they arrive and would have appropriate turnout gear to
protect themselves from the release of hazardous materials.
In addition to the above, we note that propane and other liquefied petroleum gases would be impacted by this proposal.
The effect of this change would have nationwide ramifications because the “fire diamonds” that are currently being used
would become obsolete and necessitate a change in the field.  Although this may seem trivial, it would result in a
substantial monetary expenditure that would have no benefit to the safety of emergency responders or the general
public.
The health hazard rating of propane and many other gases changed from “1” to “2” in the 2001 edition of NFPA 704.
The reason for this change published by the technical committee at the time was as follows:

There is absolutely no technically or scientifically valid reason to change the health hazard rating under the current
proposal from a “2” to a “3” for liquefied compressed gases, however. What has changed in the last nine years that
warrants a reclassification to this level?  The technical committee must reconsider its action on Proposal 704-8 and
reject the original proposal in favor of the text that appears in the 2007 edition.

The TC reverses the ROP action and returns to 2007 edition text.  The TC believes that this
subject requires further study of available reference material as it regards commonly used compressed liquefied gases.
The TC action in no way indicates agreement with the submitter's substantiation.  Refer to 704-3 (Log #CC1) for more
information.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 704
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
704-3     Log #CC1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Classification and Properties of Hazardous Chemical Data,

704-8
Revise text to read:

Table 5.2 Hazard 3:
Compressed liquefied gases with boiling points at or below -55 C (-66.5 F) that cause frostbite and irreversible tissue

damage.
Table 5.2 Hazard 2:
Compressed liquefied gases with boiling points between -30 C (-22 F) and -55 C (-66.5 F) that can cause severe tissue

damage, depending on duration of exposure.
In the 2011 revision cycle, the committee reviewed the substantiating data used to develop the subject

text in the Annual 2001 Report on Proposals. The substantiating data indicates that materials having boiling points
between -30 C and -55 C cause freezing to exposed flesh within 1 minute, whereas materials having boiling points less
than -55 C cause freezing to exposed flesh within 30 seconds. The difference in duration of exposure between 30
seconds and 1 minute was deemed meaningless in the context of the duration of an emergency response. Therefore,
the committee believed that this better meets the intent of degree of hazard 3, and has modified the language
accordingly.
However, in reviewing Annual 2011 comment Log #2, the committee recognized that time duration may be a factor in
the physical hazard related to frostbite or tissue damage when dealing with the release of compressed liquefied gas.  In
addition, the reference in ACGIH booklet appears to refer to the environmental hazard of cold temperature and wind
chill, not the hazard presented by the chemical release.  The committee needs to review the reference material in more
detail to better understand how it applies to the release of compressed liquefied gases.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 704
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
704-4     Log #3

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Erdem A. Ural, Loss Prevention Science & Technologies, Inc.

704-10
Reconsider Proposal 704-10 (Log #7).

Proposed changes eliminate radical inconsistencies which exist between the objectives stated in the
“Degree of Hazard” column and the “Criteria” given in the second column of the table. Proposed changes also eliminate
the inconsistencies between how the document treats flammability hazards produced by liquids versus dust. Proposed
changes eliminate unsubstantiated and unjustifiable loopholes.
Committee’s statement for rejecting the original proposal is irrelevant or illogical and therefore invalid for the following
reasons:
1) The Committee states “The submitter’s primary concerns appear to be the possibility that a user of the standard

could mischaracterize the 75 micron particle size guideline as a mandatory limit, and that the description of degree of
hazard 3 inherently dictates that all combustible particulate solids capable of forming an ignitable dust cloud should be
classified as hazard 3. In this discussion, the submitter proposes that there is a conflict specific to particulate solids
where hazard class 2 indicates that a material must be heated or exposed to high ambient temperatures before ignition
can occur, whereas dust clouds may ignite at any temperature when an ignition source is present.” THE PROPOSED
TEXT OFFERS IMPROVEMENTS OVER SEVERAL DEFICIENCIES IN THE 2007 EDITION AND IT SPEAKS FOR
ITSELF. IT DOES NOT NEED A RESTATEMENT FROM THE COMMITTEE.
2) The Committee states “The committee does not agree that the 75 micron guidance and material examples should

be moved to the annex to prevent misapplication. The standard does not discount the potential for an ignition hazard to
exist where particles are larger than 75 microns. The committee recognizes that the flammability hazard of suspended
particles is size-dependent and justifies the distinction between a hazard class 3 and 2 by that size differential. The
committee does not agree that this guidance creates an inherent conflict between the description of the degree of
hazard and the criteria. In addition, the committee does not agree that all dusts must be classified as hazard level 3, as
larger particles are less likely to form ignitable dust clouds. The committee recognizes that many factors establish the
degree of hazard related to combustible particulate solids, and refers the submitter to Annex D of the 2007 edition for a
discussion on this topic.” THIS STATEMENT FROM THE COMMITTEE READS AS IF IT WAS WRITTEN TO
SUPPORT THE PROPOSAL 704-10 LOG #7. THE COMMITTEE PURPORTEDLY RECOGNIZES THAT MANY
FACTORS ESTABLISH THE DEGREE OF HAZARD RELATED TO COMBUSTIBLE PARTICULATE SOLIDS, AND
REFERS TO ANNEX D OF THE 2007 EDITION FOR A DISCUSSION ON THIS TOPIC. THEN HOW, IN GOOD
CONSCIENCE, THE COMMITTEE CAN INSIST ON CHARACTERIZING THE HAZARD BASED STRICTLY ON
ARBITRARY SIZE THRESHOLDS OF 74 UM AND 420 UM, REGARDLESS OF CHEMICAL COMPOSITION AND
PARTICLE SHAPE, IN THE MANDATORY PORTION OF THE STANDARD. IN THE 2007 EDITION, WE HAVE THE
ARBITRARY SIZE THRESHOLDS OF 74 UM AND 420 UM IN THE MANDATORY TEXT, WHILE THE ANNEX
MATERIAL AND EXPERTS REFUTE THEM.

The committee reaffirms the action taken in the Report on Proposals.  The TC action in ROP
704-11 further emphasizes the need for evaluating combustible dusts in accordance with Annex D.  Annex D, extracted
from NFPA 654-2006, takes into account factors in addition to just the results of an ASTM E 1226 test, and the
committee believes that all factors shown in Annex D should be considered in establishing the flammability rating for a
combustible dust.  Furthermore, the committee reiterates that the 75 and 420 micron particle sizes are guidelines that
are useful in discriminating the degrees of hazard.  The committee will monitor the progress of applicable NFPA
standards and OSHA regulations to evaluate opportunities to determine more specific hazard rating criteria for
combustible dusts.
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