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TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Pulverized Fuel Systems  

 

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:  

 

13 Members Eligible to Vote 

  3  Ballots Not Returned (R. Hossfeld, K. Patel, J. Pranitis) 

 

9 Affirmative on All 

1 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report (E. Ural) 

0 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report  

 

The number of affirmative votes need for the report to be published is 7. 

(13 eligible to vote - 3 not returned - 0 abstentions = 10 × 0.66 = 6.6) 

 

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

eligible to vote is required. 

(13 of eligible voting members ÷ 2 = 6.5 (7) 

 

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-PFS   Proposals Friday, August 28, 2009
Document # 85

85-114 Chapter 9 (Log # 68 )

Negative

Ural, E. Submitter's initial proposals, his additional drafts for committee proposals, and the subsequent committee discussion
highlighted significant  deficiencies in NFPA 85, and demonstrated that NFPA 85 can lead to unreasonably dangerous system
designs. For example, Section 9.4.6 of NFPA 85 talks about pulverized fuel system design for containment of possible explosion
pressures, and gives the false impression that components designed to withstand an internal explosion pressure of 50 psig (or 3.4
times the absolute operating pressure, if it is higher) will be adequate. However, none of the committee members knew where the 50
psig number came from. Even scarier is the fact that NFPA 85 makes no mention of explosion isolation requirements recognized by
modern NFPA standards.

Deflagration Control by Pressure Containment is a proven explosion protection method which is covered by Chapter 13 of NFPA 69
(2008). Unfortunately, this method can not be relied upon unless the system designer meets the MAWP requirement calculated in
accordance with NFPA 69, and provides adequate means of explosion isolation in accordance with in accordance with NFPA 69. The
methods described in NFPA 69 are based on test data, science, and expert opinion. It is not appropriate for the Committee to ignore
them in favor of special agreements between purchasers and manufacturers.

Therefore, this committee member strongly objects to the rejection of the submitter's proposal without further action from the
committee to remedy the serious deficiencies identified in NFPA 85.

85-115 9.4.6.1.1 and 9.4.6.1.1.1 (Log # 13 )

Negative

Ural, E. Submitter's initial proposals, his additional drafts for committee proposals, and the subsequent committee discussion
highlighted significant  deficiencies in NFPA 85, and demonstrated that NFPA 85 can lead to unreasonably dangerous system
designs. For example, Section 9.4.6 of NFPA 85 talks about pulverized fuel system design for containment of possible explosion
pressures, and gives the false impression that components designed to withstand an internal explosion pressure of 50 psig (or 3.4
times the absolute operating pressure, if it is higher) will be adequate. However, none of the committee members knew where the 50
psig number came from. Even scarier is the fact that NFPA 85 makes no mention of explosion isolation requirements recognized by
modern NFPA standards.

Deflagration Control by Pressure Containment is a proven explosion protection method which is covered by Chapter 13 of NFPA 69
(2008). Unfortunately, this method can not be relied upon unless the system designer meets the MAWP requirement calculated in
accordance with NFPA 69, and provides adequate means of explosion isolation in accordance with in accordance with NFPA 69. The
methods described in NFPA 69 are based on test data, science, and expert opinion. It is not appropriate for the Committee to ignore
them in favor of special agreements between purchasers and manufacturers.

Therefore, this committee member strongly objects to the rejection of the submitter's proposal without further action from the
committee to remedy the serious deficiencies identified in NFPA 85.
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