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This list represents the membership at the time the Committee was balloted on the text of this report. Since that time, changes in the
membership may have occurred. A key to classifications is found at the front of the document.

The Report of the Technical Committee on Hazardous Chemicals is presented for adoption.

  This Report was prepared by the Technical Committee on Hazardous Chemicals, and proposes for adoption, a complete revision to NFPA
430, Code for the Storage of Liquid and Solid Oxidizers, 2000 edition.  NFPA 430-2000 is published in Volume 8 of the 2002 National Fire
Codes and in separate pamphlet form.

  This Report has been submitted to letter ballot of the Technical Committee on Hazardous Chemicals, which consists of 28 voting members.
The results of the balloting, after circulation of any negative votes, can be found in the report.
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 Report on Proposals  –  May 2004 NFPA 430
430-1  Log #CP3
   (Entire Document)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Committee on Hazardous Chemicals
Recommendation:
 The Technical Committee on Hazardous Chemicals is proposing a complete revision to NFPA 430, Code for the Storage of Liquid and
Solid Oxidizers, 2000 edition, as shown at the end of this report.

Substantiation:

  The complete revision of NFPA 430 is being proposed to address requirements primarily in the following areas:
  1. Allowable building limits for class 1-3 oxidizers which includes storage limits which trigger sprinkler protection
  2. Sprinkler protection for class 3 oxidizers
  3. Incident response  (information in new annex material)
  4. Consistency of terminology
  5. Temperature limits on storage
  6. Expansion of the scope to cover storage at manufacturing facilities.
  The proposed changes for items 1-5 are based on the work of  two task groups.  The first task group was a made of committee members
and reviewed the entire document to develop proposed changes.  The second task group was a joint task group formed between the
Hazardous Chemicals Technical Committee and the Technical Committee on Sprinkler System Discharge Criteria that is responsible for
NFPA 13.  This task group developed the proposed changes to Class 3 oxidizer sprinkler protection.  This group reviewed data on
oxidizer fires shown in the NFPA reports on oxidizer fires at facilities located at Quincy, MA,  Albany, GA, and Phoenix, AZ and used
these data, in part, to develop new requirements.  These reports are available through the NFPA web site. The first task group reviewed the
same reports as well as data on an oxidizer fire that took place in Manchester, CT in July of 2001 to develop the new requirements in
items 1-5, as well as additional annex material (annexes D and E) to  assist the fire service and other emergency responders.
  Item 6, the scope expansion, is proposed because the committee had decided earlier to expand the scope of NFPA 432 to address the
manufacturing facilities with the agreement that NFPA 430 would also be changed to address manufacturing facilities.  The change to
NFPA 432 has already been implemented.

Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 28
Affirmative: 23

Febo, Guiochon, Hoffmann, Laguna, MikidaBallot Not Returned: 5 
Comment on Affirmative:
  LEE:  4-1.2.3 - Add RQ 10#'s
  4.4.6 - within 25°F (14°C)
  4.15 - Move to Section 9
  Table 7.4.2.2.1 Missing
  NORSWORTHY: Note (1) 4.1.2.3 The authority having jurisdiction shall be notified immediately of any of the following:  (a) Release of
oxidizers in excess of 100 pounds; (b) A release of oxidizers that might pose a threat to people, property, or the environment; (c) Signs
of reacting oxidizer, contaminated oxidizer, or package deterioration of more than 100 pounds of oxidizer is found.
  A note needs to be added that the RQ for some oxidizers are less than 100 lb and these compounds would be regulated under CFR
40.302.4.
  (a) Any person in charge of a vessel or an offshore or an onshore facility shall, as soon as he or she has knowledge of any release (other
than a federally permitted release or application of a pesticide) of a hazardous substance from such vessel or facility in a quantity equal
to or exceeding the reportable quantity determined by this part in any 24-hour period, immediately notify the National Response Center
(800) 424-8802; in Washington DC (202) 426-2675 or (202) 267-2675; the facsimile number is (202) 267-2165; and the telex number
is 892427).
  Note (2) 4.15 Containers.  Containers shall be approved for their intended use.  Individual containers shall not exceed 45.4 kg (100 lb)
capacity for solids or 5 gallon capacity for liquids.  The 100 lb limit was intended for Mercantile occupancies or Chapter 9 not Chapter 4.
  ORDILE: The wording of 4.4.6 is not the intent of the Technical Committee.  You do not want a storage temperature that is within 25°F
of decomposition temperature.  The wording of 4.4.6 should be consistent with the wording of 4.8.1 that adequately covers the intent of
the committee.
  PURDY: See Purdy’s Affirmative Vote on the following page.
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 Report on Proposals  –  May 2004 NFPA 430
430-2  Log #CP1
   (Entire Document (MOS))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Committee on Hazardous Chemicals
Recommendation:
  Completely revise entire document to comply with the NFPA Manual of Style. The Technical Committee on Hazardous Chemicals is
proposing a complete revision to NFPA 430, Code for the Storage of Liquid and Solid Oxidizers, 2000 edition, as shown at the end of
this report.
  1.  Revise Chapter 1 to contain administrative text only as follows:
   (show revised text here or indicate where revised text can be found)
  2.  Revise Chapter 2 to contain only referenced publications cited in the mandatory portions of the document.
  3. Revise Chapter 3 to contain only definitions.
  4. Revise so that all units of measure in document are converted to SI units with inch/pound units in parentheses.
  5. Appendices are to be restructured and renamed as "Annexes."
  6. All mandatory sections of the document must be evaluated for usability, adoptability, and enforceability language. Generate
necessary committee proposals as shown (or indicate where shown).
  7. Reword exceptions as requirements.
  8. Single sentences per requirement as shown (or indicate where shown).

Substantiation:

  Editorial restructuring, to conform with the 2000 edition of the NFPA Manual of Style.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 28
Affirmative: 23

Febo, Guiochon, Hoffmann, Laguna, MikidaBallot Not Returned: 5 

430-3  Log #2
   (1.1.1.2 and 1.1.1.3)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Jon Nisja, Northcentral Regional Fire Code Development Committee
Recommendation:
  Revise 1.1.1.2 to read as follows:
  “For quantities of a class of oxidizer that are less than the minimum covered by the separate chapter for that class, those parts of that
chapter pertaining to fire prevention, sprinkler protection and compatibility, and all of Chapter 2 of this code shall should be used as
requirements.”
  Revise 1.1.1.3 to read as follows:
  “Existing buildings that do not comply with the requirements of this code pertaining to types of construction, separation of buildings,
and fixed fire protection shall only  should be used for storing oxidizers when allowed by at the discretion of the authority having
jurisdiction, provided that the buildings do not constitute a distinct hazard to life or adjoining property.”

Substantiation:

  The word "shall" needs to be used in the mandatory sections of a code to state requirements.  The proposed change replaces
non-mandatory language with mandatory language.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
  The text will read as follows:
  1.1.1.4 Retroactivity. The provisions of this standard shall reflect a consensus of what is necessary to provide an acceptable degree of
protection from the hazards addressed in this standard at the time the standard was issued.
  1.1.1.4.1  Unless otherwise specified, the provisions of this standard shall not apply to facilities, equipment, structures, or installations
that existed or were approved for construction or installation prior to the effective date of the standard.
  1.1.1.4.2  Where specified, the provisions of this standard shall be retroactive.
  1.1.1.4.3  In those cases where the authority having jurisdiction determines that the existing situation presents an unacceptable degree
of risk, the authority having jurisdiction shall be permitted to apply retroactively any portions of this standard deemed appropriate.
  1.1.1.4.4  The retroactive requirements of this standard shall be permitted to be modified if their application clearly would be
impractical in the judgment of the authority having jurisdiction, and only where it is clearly evident that a reasonable degree of safety is
provided.
Committee Statement:
 The committee will adopt the standard retroactivity clause and this addresses the content of this proposal.
Number Eligible to Vote: 28
Affirmative: 23

Febo, Guiochon, Hoffmann, Laguna, MikidaBallot Not Returned: 5 
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 Report on Proposals  –  May 2004 NFPA 430
430-4  Log #4
   (4.4, 5.4, 6.4, Table 7.3.1, and 7.4)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Russell P. Fleming, National Fire Sprinkler Association
Recommendation:
  •  Delete Sections 4.4.1, A.4.4.1, Table 4.4.1, 4.4.3, 4.4.4, 5.4.1, A.5.4.1,  Table 5.4.1, 5.4.3, 5.4.4, 6.4.1, and 7.4.2.
  •  Revise Table 7.3.1 to eliminate “nonsprinklered” and “sprinklered” columns such that threshold amounts bring in requirements for
fully sprinklered buildings as well as the special fire protection scheme involving in-rack sprinklers.
  •  Add new 7.4.1(i) as follows:  Quick response nominal K-11.2 sprinklers shall be provided in accordance with NFPA 13 at each level as
shown in Figure 7-4.

Substantiation:

  Details of sprinkler protection should be deleted from NFPA 430 and addressed in NFPA 13.   Section 2.11.2 of NFPA 430 correctly
states that the need for sprinkler protection should be based on factors of materials, storage configuration and building construction,
and that installation of sprinklers is to be in accordance with NFPA 13.  The NFPA 13 Committee on Sprinkler System Discharge Criteria
is better able to evaluate sprinkler fire test results and formulate appropriate protection criteria to ensure successful sprinkler
performance.
   Current wording of 7.3.1 allows untested partial sprinkler protection schemes.  For example, Table 7.3.1 indicates that more than 1150
lbs but less than 2300 lbs of Class 3 oxidizer could be stored in a nonsprinklered retail building using the “special fire protection
scheme” involving multiple sprinklers per bay.  It is therefore not clear that NFPA 13 criteria would apply for the in-rack sprinkler
configuration, allowing the potential for substandard sprinkler protection.
  It is proposed that Figure 7-4 relating to configuration of sprinklers in the special fire protection scheme for Class 2 and 3 oxidizers in
retail occupancies be retained until it can be picked up by NFPA 13.

Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement:
 There will be joint task group formed between the HCS Committee and the NFPA 13 committee to address the issues raised in the
proposal.
Number Eligible to Vote: 28
Affirmative: 23

Febo, Guiochon, Hoffmann, Laguna, MikidaBallot Not Returned: 5 

430-5  Log #3
   (Table 7.3.1)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: James  Burns, National Association of State Fire Marshals
Recommendation:
  Modify the current requirements for maximum quantity of oxidizers allowed in retail occupancies without special fire protection in
pounds.  Pursuant to Table 7.3.1 for Class III Oxidizers reduce current storage requirement for sprinklered occupancy from 2300 to 500
pounds, and reduce in nonsprinklered occupancy from 1150 to 250  pounds.

Substantiation:

  Current storage limits modified from the previous edition of NFPA 430 Standard is contributing to a significant fire hazard or problem.
Justification for increasing the storage limits from the previous edition lacks technical data to provide for the increase in the limits per
Table 7-3.1.   The lack of technical data is obviously supported by Mr. Russ Fleming’s comment on the floor of the Annual Meeting
during the report NFPA 13, Installation of Sprinkler Systems.  Mr. Fleming’s comments may be found on pages 38 to 45 of the official
transcript available through the NFPA Standards Council.
  Furthermore, recent major fires at a Bulk Retail Store Fire, Albany GA (April 16, 1996); a Storage Warehouse fire, Phoenix, AZ (August
2, 2000); and a Home Depot fire, Quincy, Mass (May 23, 1995) indicate a significant fire hazard problem exists and current standard
requirements do not adequately address the safe storage of Class III oxidizers in Chapter 7 of the current code.  These reports area
available through NFPA Fire Investigation Division.  Also, the National Fire Protection Research Foundation issued a report on
“National Oxidizing Pool Chemicals Storage Fire Test Project” that in the conclusion and observation summary indicates that Class III
oxidizers are a significant fire hazard.  The previous Standard of 430 permitted storage of only 200 pounds of Class III Oxidizers.   The
current edition revised by the Committee expanded the limits of Class III Oxidizers to 2300 pounds.  This increase in the limits of Class
III oxidizers must be revised to reflect previous storage limits for a reasonable level of safety to be maintained within retail occupancies.

Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement:
 The NFPRF and the Southwest Research Institute data did not justify changing  the current numbers  which are considered to provide an
acceptable level of risk in retail occupancies.  The current numbers are consistent with other building codes including NFPA 5000.
These numbers are also consistent with NFPA 1.  The test data also did not address shelf storage, which is common in retail occupancies.
The fire histories mentioned also do not  indicate that the current numbers are invalid.
Number Eligible to Vote: 28
Affirmative: 22 Negative: 1

Febo, Guiochon, Hoffmann, Laguna, MikidaBallot Not Returned: 5 
Explanation of Negative:
  PURDY: Per my comments under 430-1 (Log #9), a reduction in the amount of Class 3 oxidizers, particularly in a nonsprinklered
mercantile occupancy, needs to be addressed.  I believe both of these proposals deserve further consideration.
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 Report on Proposals  –  May 2004 NFPA 430
430-6  Log #5
   (Table 7.3.1)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dennis Lockhard, Newport Beach Fire Department
Recommendation:
  Revise quantities of Class 3 oxidizers to 400 lbs in nonsprinklered buildings and 800 lbs in sprinklered buildings.

Substantiation:

  Tests conducted at Underwriters Laboratories by the National Fire Protection Research Foundation and in January 2000 at Southwest
Research Institute have demonstrated the significant hazard of Class 3 oxidizers.  During the Southwest Research test, 800 lbs of
Calcium Hypochlorite was not controlled by an Ordinary Hazard Group 2 sprinkler system, as would be found in typical retail
occupancies.  Additionally, there have been two major fires involving Class 3 oxidizing pool chemicals in retail occupancies that NFPA
has investigated and reported on.  One of these fires, which occurred in Albany, GA, resulted in the total loss of the building.  The
number of occupants in some of these retail stores can be well into the hundreds at a given time, and the risk of injury to the general
public during a fire involving these chemicals is very great in a retail environment.  Therefore, the quantities of these products must be
limited unless adequate protection is provided.  Section 7-4 of this code provides protection criteria that can properly protect these
products, therefore retailers will be able to store higher quantities when providing the specified protection.  However, the current
quantities allowed without this special protection are excessive in consideration of the hazards involved.  These products most be
limited in nonsprinklered retail occupancies or retail occupancies with less than adequate protection, in order to protect the citizens of
our communities.

Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement:
  See the Committee Statement on proposal 430-5 (Log #3).
Number Eligible to Vote: 28
Affirmative: 22 Negative: 1

Febo, Guiochon, Hoffmann, Laguna, MikidaBallot Not Returned: 5 
Explanation of Negative:
  PURDY: See my Explanation of Negative vote on Proposal 430-5 (Log #9).

430-7  Log #1
   (Annex B)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: John J. Lentini, Applied Technical Services, Inc.
Recommendation:
  Remove calcium peroxide from the list of Typical Class 1 Oxidizers at Annex B.2.2, and place it in B.2.4 Typical Class 3 Oxidizers.

Substantiation:

  Calcium peroxide powder meets the definition of a Class 3 Oxidizer and does not meet the definition of a Class 1 Oxidizer.  The
submitter has investigated three serious incidents involving the explosive decomposition of this substance, two of which resulted in
serious property damage and one which resulted in a near fatality.  The specifics of each of the three incidents have been provided with
this proposal.
  Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA headquarters.
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement:
  There were no data provided to show the current classification was wrong.  The classification is based on the Bureau of Mines/ DOT test
methods.
Number Eligible to Vote: 28
Affirmative: 22 Negative: 1

Febo, Guiochon, Hoffmann, Laguna, MikidaBallot Not Returned: 5 
Explanation of Negative:
  VANOVER: Currently D.O.T is reviewing its classification on calcium peroxide.  Based on information obtained from D.O.T., the HCS
committee should reconsider its classification.
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