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M E M O R A N D U M 
 

TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Multiple Burner Boilers  

 

FROM: Jeanne Moreau-Correia  

 

DATE: August 28, 2009 

 

SUBJECT: NFPA 85 ROP Letter Ballot Final Results 

 

The Final Results of the NFPA 85 ROP Letter Ballot are as follows:  

 

30 Members Eligible to Vote 

  2  Ballots Not Returned (B. Hrul and G. Raney) 

 

25 Affirmative on All  

  3 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report (D. King, D. Lee,  

            P. McKenna) 

  0 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report  

 

The number of affirmative votes need for the report to be published is 19. 

(30 eligible to vote - 2 not returned - 0 abstentions = 28 × 0.66 = 18.48) 

 

In all cases, an affirmative vote of at least a simple majority of the total membership 

eligible to vote is required. 

(30 of eligible voting members ÷ 2 = 15 (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. 

 

ATTACHMENT: (Final) Circulation Explanation Report  



Circulation Explanation Report for BCS-MBB   Proposals Friday, August 28, 2009
Document # 85

85-60 6.4.2.2.14 Exception No. 2 (Log # 69 )

Negative

King, D. The addition of Drum Water level signals to MFT are not directly related to the combustion process and outside the reach
of NFPA’s authority.  The substantiation that NERC date shows boiler damage from low drum water level is a leading cause of non-
routine plant forced outage is inaccurate and misleading.

85-61 Figure 6.4.2.3.1 and Table 6.4.2.3.1(a) (Log # 70 )

Negative

King, D. The addition of Drum Water level signals to MFT are not directly related to the combustion process and outside the reach
of NFPA’s authority.  The substantiation that NERC date shows boiler damage from low drum water level is a leading cause of non-
routine plant forced outage is inaccurate and misleading.

85-68 6.4.2.3.4.3(C) and A.6.4.2.3.4.3(C) (Log # 60 )

Affirmative with Comment

Gamble, K. I do not agree that "many" of the JBR type FGD systems that have been installed in the US eliminate the stack draft
and block the flue gas flow following a loss of power event, as noted in the proposed appendix material.  The majority of these
systems ( DP&L, AEP, AECI, ( Southern Co, Plant Crist) are equipped with an emergency  bypass to enable gas path purge.  I would
not recommend that NFPA approve of the use of this type of FGD system without emergency provisions for natural ventilation
during loss of power events.  The cost of these bypass provisions are not excessive.  CEMS are installed in exhaust stacks that
monitor the ultimate flue gas emissions so will detect excessive SO2 or other flows from leaking bypass systems.  Provisions to
enable safe shutdown during emergency conditions should not be eliminated by emissions regulations.

Walz, M. In A.6.4.2.3.4.3, strike the word “and” after little or no draft”. It is the condition of “little or no draft” that allows
suspended particles to settle.  The “and” implies an additional condition.

85-73 6.5.1.3.2.1 (Log # 21 )

Affirmative with Comment

Zadiraka, A. While the NFPA MOS does not like the use of exceptions, its use in this location eliminated comments every cycle
that the wording in the code was incorrect.  Reverting to the wording format used in earlier editions may result in a return of the
comments that the wording is wrong in future cycles.

85-74 6.5.1.3.2.2 (Log # 22 )

Affirmative with Comment

Zadiraka, A. While the NFPA MOS does not like the use of exceptions, its use in this location eliminated comments every cycle
that the wording in the code was incorrect.  Reverting to the wording format used in earlier editions may result in a return of the
comments that the wording is wrong in future cycles.

85-75 Figure 6.5.2.2.1 and 6.5.2.2.2 (Log # 81 )

Negative

Lee, D. In review of 85G 1978 edition, the control system requirements were written with two limiting/runback functions; 1)
Emergency Limits, runback action, or directional blocking on large furnace draft errors, and 2) Feed forward action initiated by
master fuel trip to minimize the pressure excursions. Based on O. Durrant's 1976 technical paper (Furnace Implosions and
Explosions), I understand that the first requirement was to protect again an automatic control system (i.e., analog or pneumatic)
failure and the second requirement was to account for pressure decay due to the flame collapse. As such the "OR' conjunction
provided options on how to provide back-up controls should the automatic control failed resulting in a large furnace pressure error.
In the 85G 1987 edition, the current Figure 6.5.2.2.1 and the definition of "directional blocking" (to prevent an increase in furnace
pressure error) and the definition of "override action" (to reduce furnace pressure error) were added.

It appears that the proposal submitter believes that the directional block's purpose is only to prevent operator error where as the
directional block's definition is to prevent an increase in furnace pressure error regardless of an operator or control action. Thus, I
disagree with inserting block "E" as shown by the submitter.

As the current conjunction "OR" is confusing and given the current technology, I do not believe the "and/or" provides best
engineering practice. I think the practice of preventing an increase in furnace pressure error and reducing furnace pressure error is the
best engineering solution. I recommend that the "or" be changed to an "and".

McKenna, P. I don't believe the committee's action properly addressed the submitter's concerns.  An alternative response would
be to delete the figure, thus allowing the designer more flexibility to meet the intent of the subsection's written requirements.
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85-78 6.6.5.1.5.6(F), 6.7.5.1.5.6(F), and 6.8.5.1.5.6(E) (Log # 39 )

Affirmative with Comment

Zadiraka, A. Why would anyone want to attempt to light off a unit at a purge rate higher than the designer established minimum
purge rate.  To comply with the revision, the control system will have to memorize the rate that was used for the purge and use it as
the minimum boiler air flow limit until the boiler load increases boiler air flow to a value greater than that used for purge.  At that
time the minimum air flow limit would be reset to the designer established minimum purge rate.

85-80 6.6.5.1.5.7, 6.7.5.1.5.7, and 6.8.5.1.5.7 (Log # 40 )

Affirmative with Comment

Zadiraka, A. Why would anyone want to attempt to light off a unit at a purge rate higher than the designer established minimum
purge rate.  To comply with the revision, the control system will have to memorize the rate that was used for the purge and use it as
the minimum boiler air flow limit until the boiler load increases boiler air flow to a value greater than that used for purge.  At that
time the minimum air flow limit would be reset to the designer established minimum purge rate.

85-81 6.6.5.1.5.7(A)(2) (Log # 34 )

Affirmative with Comment

Bennett, F. I believe the figure should be eliminated.  The designer should be allowed to have some leeway in the
implementation of the required control functions and features described in section 6.5.2.2.2 and not feel that the diagram provides the
only acceptable solution.  There may be some situations for which the directional blocks limiting the MFT kick is not the proper
thing to do.  Elimination of the diagram to allow the designer to have the ability to implement the required control features as needed
for the specific facility would be preferable.

85-86 6.6.5.2.2.7, 6.7.5.2.2.7, and 6.8.5.2.2.9 (Log # 42 )

Affirmative with Comment

Zadiraka, A. Why would anyone want to attempt to light off a unit at a purge rate higher than the designer established minimum
purge rate.  To comply with the revision, the control system will have to memorize the rate that was used for the purge and use it as
the minimum boiler air flow limit until the boiler load increases boiler air flow to a value greater than that used for purge.  At that
time the minimum air flow limit would be reset to the designer established minimum purge rate.

85-122 A.6.7.5.1.3 (Log # 59 )

Affirmative with Comment

Schmidt, C. The objective of the leak test is to ensure that the main oil header valve is not leaking or any individual burner oil
valve is not leaking fuel oil into the furnace. After an initial operation, a typical method to perform the fuel oil leak test, provided the
air flow is at least at purge rate, is closing the oil recirculation valve (if existing), closing all associated individual burner oil valves
and then closing the main oil header valve when the oil supply pressure is at least around the burner rated pressure. If the pressure
remains in limits within a predetermined amount of time, the leak test is successful.
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