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From: Cary Skinner <carybskinner@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 6:05 PM
To: Maynard, Mary <mmaynard@NFPA.org>
Subject: Re: Appeal to NFPA Standards Council re TIA No. 1539, NFPA 407
Good evening Mary,
My opinion of the TIA 1539 as committee Chairman is as we worked on the 2017 edition of
407, all members of the committee thought through all safety aspects regarding the upgrades
needed to improve safety to the general public, Fuelers and Airlines. The upgrades were
necessary for the industry. We allowed 5 years to meet these standards so that all could comply
with these requirements.
I believe we were more than fair with this timeline.
Please let me know what else I can do to assist in this matter. Kind regards
Cary Skinner
NFPA 407 Chairman.
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November 30th, 2020
National Fire Protection Association
Standards Council
1 Batterymarch Park
Quincy, MA 02169-7471
Dear NFPA Standards Council,
I’d like to thank you for granting us this week’s hearing on the appeal of TIA 1539. With more than 300 public comments
being submitted I would not expect the Council to read every single one, so I’ve taken just a handful for your review and
consideration below.
Thank you and I look forward to the opportunity to address the Council on Wednesday.
Best Regards,
Steve Berry
Manger of Fuel Quality and Safety
National Air Transportation Association
202-570-9797-Direct
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Comment No. 26
SUPPORT

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hinkle, Rex
Friday, October 9, 2020 12:07 PM
Shared TIAs
Please Support TIA 1539 - Cook Aviation/Bloomington, IN

w/comments

The NFPA & The 407 Technical Committee:
10/09/20
Cook Aviation located in Bloomington, Indiana (KBMG) is a small FBO in our 32nd year of business. I am hearing that
there is a proposed change to NFPA 407 requiring general aviation airports and FBOs to retrofit their fuel farms and
mobile refuelers with automatic shutdown system. This will cost Cook Aviation and other FBOs who are already
financially burdened several thousands of dollars. With the COVID‐19 Pandemic, undue stress is already placed on
small businesses and extra expenses could cause companies to cease to exist.
NATA has proposed a Tentative Interim Amendment (TIA) removing the retroactive nature of the current language in
NFPA 407, applying it to only new fuel farm/fuel truck installations. When an FBO is preparing to build a new aviation
fuel farm or add an additional fuel truck, then this new equipment can be planned. When I had the aviation fuel farm
built in November 1998, no such regulation was required. I complied with all regulations governing installation of
aviation fuel farms at that time. Cook Aviation has a safety pre‐check system and dead‐man control located on the
fuel farm which is implemented every time fuel is transmitted from the fuel farm to the trucks. There also is a safety
high level shut off system in place which has not failed. The safety pre‐check on the fuel trucks have not failed.
Training is very important to make sure employees operating the systems do not override the safety protocol already
in place. That is why training is so important, to make sure employees do not become complacent. At our company,
we have had no problems/issues with overspill. I see no value in adding the proposed retrofit as the safety pre‐check
already in place works. We also have emergency “STOP” red push buttons located at the fuel farm, side of the
operation building, and inside our FBO. This red button with emergency signage is highly visible and shuts down the
fuel farm system immediately when activated. Asking our company and other FBOs to add thousands of dollars to our
operating expenses is not the right thing to do currently.
Cook Aviation is in support of TIA 1539 and strongly encourage the Technical Committee to approve the
TIA. Our company specializes in customer services providing aviation fuels (Jet A & 100LL Avgas), courtesy & rental
vehicles, ground services, concierge, and aircraft catering.
In conclusion, Cook Aviation is in support of TIA 1539 and encourage you to support this Amendment.
Thank you,
Rex G. Hinkle, President
970 S. Kirby Road
Bloomington, Indiana 47403
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October 21, 2020

Sent via Email: (tias_errata_fis@nfpa.org)
NFPA/407 Technical Committee

Re:

Proposed TIA 1539

Dear NFPA /407 Technical Committee,
We write to you in support of the recently proposed TIA 1539 that removes the
retroactive installation requirement of “scully type” systems on mobile refuelers and fuel
farms.
As a matter of background, Atlantic’s ultimate success is based on our well-established
safety culture and environmental stewardship of the local communities where we do
business. While we recognize the benefits of “scully type” systems, we also must direct
focus on the various engineering and administrative controls currently in place to address
the risk of fuel spills and fire hazards associated with transferring fuel to refuelers. That
said, we currently enjoy the benefit of scully systems that are installed at numerous
locations across our 70-location network, which was part of Atlantic’s company standard
prior to the 407 standard that required such installations.
Given the scope of retroactive compliance currently required in the 407 standard, we
recognize the evident financial and general procurement challenges presented to
operators across the industry. Furthermore, the impact of COVID-19 has created
unprecedented economic challenges with maintaining current equipment and facilities
along with the on-going efforts to preserve the jobs of thousands of people industry-wide.
We respectfully ask the 407 technical committee to approve TIA 1539 in support of a
balanced and methodical approach to the installation of “scully type” systems. As the
CEO of Atlantic along with the VP of Risk, Health & Safety, our duty and priority is the
safety of our employees, customers, and the environment. We are confident that Atlantic
and the rest of the industry can safely operate our refuelers and fuel farms under the
proposed TIA 1539.
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NFPA/407 Technical Committee October 21, 2020
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Comment No. 83
SUPPORT
Respectfully submitted,
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Louis T. Pepper
Chief Executive Officer Atlantic Aviation

Todd Smith
Vice President- Risk, Health & Safety Atlantic Aviation

Cc:

Tim Bannon Chief Operations Officer
Clive Lowe, Executive Vice President- Business Development
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Harrison, Randy J.
Friday, October 23, 2020 12:32 PM
Shared TIAs
Comment on Proposed TIA 1539 on NFPA 407

Comment No. 87
SUPPORT
w/comments

Reasons to remove the retroactive requirement as outline in the TIA.
First I feel I need to say a bit about my background as to establish my credibility to my following statements regarding
the TIA. I have been in Aviation for over thirty (30) years. I am a Quality Control specialist in aviation fuels, equipment
and safety. I am currently the Quality Assurance Manager for Avfuel Corporation, member of many aviation
organizations and currently a committee member on the Energy Institute (EI) subcommittee representing general
aviation through NATA. I have written/developed two comprehensive FAA part 139 training programs personally
instructing over 4000 students in seminars. I have been involved in engineering and installation of over 125 airport
fuel storage facilities and help maintain a fleet of over 800 aviation refuelers worldwide.
Spills related to overfilling refuelers.

The TIA was written with good thought and reasons needed to pass it. That said, I also do agree we do see
(in our office/calls) many spills related to overfill of loading refuelers BUT 80‐90 % of those we find the systems did not
fail, operators overrode the required safety DEADMAN. We find that it’s a training issue as well as negligence.
Operators are trained to use the pre‐check system and are told “if that works it can’t over fill”. That is an incorrect
statement; the system will always have 3‐5 gallons a minute flow rate, filling the tank through the ½ in high level sensor.
It will shut the main stream of fuel off through the internal valve (belly valve/Fire valve) slowing the fuel storage pump
to a crawl. During normal operations the operator would be standing and holding the required deadman and would let
go (stopping the fuel) when the main line of fuel stops pumping into the tank. The problems are the operator when not
TRAINED correctly gets a false sense of security and “THINKS” he could override the deadman and the system will shut
off. He then overrides the dead man keeping the system on. We even have video of operators overriding deadmans and
walking away to do other tasks or to just get in the cab of the truck as its cold outside. The systems in place work, the
training is lacking. We have worked hard over the last few years on this training and we have also seen a reduction in
overfills.
A Better Option
Cost of installing the systems as now written is extreme and most airfields have not had issues related to this problem
(% of airports having overfilled spills). A better more cost effective fix would be a deadman timer. The timer installed on
the deadman would have to be released and reactivated every 20‐30 seconds keeping it from being manually
overridden. Very minimal in costs comparatively speaking to the current written requirement and it has been proven to
work on refuelers as well.
General
I take safety very seriously as I am sure all the members of the NFPA do. We do need to seek a balance of need and this
action that is currently going to be required inputs to much of a hardship on the industry while truly not correcting the
ultimate issue. Minimally the requirement if it stays as currently written needs to be gradually inputted with new build
systems only. Please vote to remove the retroactivity requirement and pass the TIA.

Respectively,
Randy Harrison

Quality Assurance Manager
P.O. Box 1387
Ann Arbor, MI 48106-1387
www.avfuel.com
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Foran, Rosanne
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ryan Bartman
Tuesday, October 27, 2020 10:43 AM
Shared TIAs
NFPA 407 support proposed TIA 1539

Comment No. 89
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

407 Technical Committee
National Fire Protection Association
Our staff respectfully requests your support of TIA 1539, which would amend the 407 requirement that Fixed Base
Operators, (FBOs), install “skully type” automatic shutdown systems on fuel farms and mobile refuelers. TIA 1539
would limit this requirement to new fuel farms and new mobile refuelers only.
Banyan Air Service is an FBO that has been operating for 41 years at Fort Lauderdale Executive Airport (FXE). We
currently have 2 loading stations and 10 aircraft refueling trucks that would require modifications to accommodate a
“skully type” automatic shutdown system. The upgrades to the refueling trucks and fuel farm would cost $50‐60k and
does not add any safety feature that we don’t already have. Banyan’s fuel farm and refuelers are all equipped with high
level shutoffs and all loading/offloading is done in a containment area. The new requirements would be redundant,
objectionable and very expensive.
Thank you,
Don
Don Campion
Banyan Air Service
President

Fort Lauderdale Executive Airport (FXE)
5360 NW 20 Terrace Ft. Lauderdale, FL
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Foran, Rosanne
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Loy, Victoria D.
Thursday, October 29, 2020 6:00 PM
Shared TIAs
QA
Submit Public Comment for NFPA 407 TIA 1539

Comment No. 91
SUPPORT
w/comments

To whom it may concern:
Of the 19,570 airports in the US, 14,168 are designated as private use and 5,119 are designated as public use. Of the
5,119 public use airports, only 10.2 % (521 airports) make up the FAA 139 certificated airports. Of those 521 airports,
less than 20 % (104 airports) currently comply with the requirements of NFPA 407 as it is written. That leaves
approximately 417 airports spending approximately $8000.00 per loading rack. Some of these airports have more than
one farm, but if we assume a minimum of at least 1 jet skid, and 1 avgas skid on each of the 417 airports that is an
expenditure of $6,672,000.00.
The remaining 90% of public use airports (4,598 of them) are non‐certificated airports which comprise the bulk of the
General Aviation market. Many of these airports have accepted grant money through the FAA and under their AIP grant
program requirements these airports can be held to and inspected to the same standards. That is potentially another 73
million dollars in fuel farm modifications to meet the requirements as written and we haven’t even touched on all of the
refueling trucks that will require modification to be compatible with the storage systems.
At Avfuel we maintain a fleet of 860 vehicles that would require modification to be compatible with one or the other of
the popular shutdown systems currently on the market. Since the majority of our trucks are positioned with customers
in the field, it would require field modifications at a cost of approximately $3K per unit for parts and labor. For our
company alone that is an expenditure of $2,580,000.00, and we are but one of several companies in the same
predicament.
I realize we have had 4 years to comply with the retroactivity clause, but I personally would like to see NFPA council
make available to the public the study and or statistical data in justification of the requirements of 5.1.12 of NFPA 407
2017 edition. I am an advocate for safety, but can’t we all agree that there are alternative methods that are more cost
effective and achieve the same fire safety and environmental protections desired without the financial burden imposed
as the regulation is written?
I fully support the proposed TIA log 1539 and the redactions written therein and urge the voting members of the 407
committee to do so as well.
I have been in this industry for 34 years, 14 years with Allied Aviation at DFW airport, 6 years with American Airlines Fuel
Engineering group, 4 years with Carter Ground Fueling, and 10 years with Avfuel’s QA department. I have twice been a
past voting member of NFPA 407 during my tenure with American Airlines and my tenure with Carter (Eaton), I was
chairperson of ATA 103 for multiple revision cycles.
Regards,
Victoria D. Loy
Victoria D. Loy

Quality Assurance Representative
110 East Ellsworth
Ann Arbor, MI 48108
We’re open for you. Consider us your resource.
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Attachments:

John Thurston
Wednesday, November 4, 2020 9:40 AM
Shared TIAs
John Thurston
NFPA 407 TIA 1539
Proposed_TIA_1539_NFPA_407.pdf

Comment No. 104
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.
CAUTION: Always use caution when opening attachments. Make sure you know the sender and are you expecting one.

NFPA,
I am writing in support of the recent NATA TIA 1539 addressing the NFPA 407 requirement to install a “Scully Like “ fuel
loading shutdown system on each tank farm loading bay and vehicle.
WFS is a major supplier of aviation fuels to over 450 Branded and unbranded network of Fixed Based Operators in the
USA and Canada.
We support removing the retro‐activity requirement to install this equipment in existing tank farms and vehicles due to
the extreme financial hardship imposed on FOBs at this time and the time needed to actually comply and what is
expected to be difficult financial years going forward.
By requiring this equipment in new tank farms and vehicles only, it can be more easily installed and absorbed in the
overall cost of the new equipment.
Your favorable review and support of the TIA is requested. Regards,
John C Thurston
Director, Quality Assurance and Technical Authority Global Physical Operations (Aviation)
"One Team, One Mission"

World Fuel Services Corp.
9800 N.W. 41st Street, Suite 400
Miami, FL 33178
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Andrew Ash
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Hill Aircraft (FTY) - Support of and request to pass TIA 1539
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Dear NFPA 407 Technical Committee Members,
I am writing to express our firm support for passage of TIA 1539 submitted by the National Air Transportation
Association (NATA) on behalf of FBO operators like us.
Hill Aircraft is a small, family run fixed based operator located in Atlanta, GA. Since 1955, we have served the general
aviation community, government agencies, military, and corporate flight departments operating out of Fulton County
Executive Airport (FTY). Over the last 65 years our business has grown to be one of the leading independent operators in
our area with a commitment to incorporating industry best practices and a priority for safety within our operations.
While we recognize the intent of NFPA 407 adopting section 5.1.12.4 to equip refuelers and fuel farms with new
technology sensor systems that would assist in prevention of fuel spills, we are concerned over the consequences of
how this section was written. Specifically, the requirement that this would apply to existing fuel systems retroactively
creates a significant cost burden on our business, as well as hundreds of others throughout the country. This comes
especially at a time where operators have been significantly impacted by COVID‐19. Moreover, we believe that the
retroactive requirement on this new scully‐type shutdown system imposes an unnecessary cost burden and overreach in
that our current fuel trucks already have existing systems designed to prevent such occurrences from happening. The
overfill pre‐check systems that our trucks have in place now more than sufficiently satisfy and mitigate this risk.
We support your efforts to apply this technology on new fuel trucks and fuel farms that are put into service, but
respectfully request the technical committee’s approval of TIA 1539 to remove the retroactive nature of the mandate
for the reasons included herein. I appreciate the consideration of this email in support for NATA’s efforts and believe
them to be in the genuine best interest of everyone involved. Please contact me should you have any questions or to
discuss this matter further.
Respectfully,
Andrew Ash
General Manager

3948 Aviation Circle, Fulton County Airport - Brown Field (KFTY), Atlanta, GA 30336
Aircraft Sales | Aircraft Management | Charter | FBO Services | Maintenance | Parts Support
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Foran, Rosanne
From:
Sent:
To:

Michael Lawrence
Friday, November 6, 2020 1:23 PM
Shared TIAs

Subject:

Support of Proposed TIA 1539

Comment No. 137
SUPPORT
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Our company supports the proposed TIA 1539.
We operate at the highest level of safety, with a trained professional on site using deadman switches for all fuel
transfers. A requirement to retrofit with automatic shutdown systems would be unnecessarily burdensome and would
not increase the safety of our procedures currently in place. We have never had a failure of our high‐level control
devices already installed and required.
Thank you,
− Michael

Michael Lawrence
Operations Manager | Premier Jet Center
| flypremierjet.com
14801 Pioneer Trail, Eden Prairie, MN 55347
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lynn Beard
Friday, November 6, 2020 2:23 PM
Shared TIAs
Comment on NFPA 407 Changes

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon,
My name is Lynn Beard. I am the General Manager of Abilene Aero, the Fixed Based Operator (FBO) at Abilene Regional
Airport (KABI). I am also the safety manager for Lubbock Aero at Lubbock Preston Smith International Airport (KLBB) in
Lubbock, Texas.
I am writing to express my strong support for NATA’s Tentative Interim Amendment (TIA) 1539, proposing an important
change to NFPA 407.
Our FBOs would shoulder an unreasonable burden if the retroactive requirement for retrofitting our fuel farms and
mobile refuelers with automatic shutdown systems is not adjusted. Each of those systems already have emergency
shutdown systems.
At a time when our business has seen month to month declination in fuel sales between 20% and 80 %, this is an ill‐
timed and ill‐advised proposal.
Many in our industry relied upon the Payroll Protection Program and the Payroll Support Program to meet the needs of
our employees and avoid layoffs.
Should the proposed rule pass without TIA 1539 modifications, our company will face estimated costs near $75,000 to
comply. Furthermore, those expenditures would be required within six months, during a time when exhaustion of PPP
and PSP dollars will have taken place.
If the rule passes, vendors who can complete the modifications in such a short time will become overwhelmed, creating
a back log similar to the ADS‐B Requirements, which still continues today.
Additionally, I have seen no data which supports the need for automatic shutdown systems. Fuel farm and refueler fires
are extremely rare. In fact, in 52 years of operation at Abilene Aero, we have never had a fuel truck/fuel farm fire or
significant fuel spill that exceeded the design of a manual shutdown system.
Respectfully,
Lynn Beard
General Manager
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To:

Zachary Burch
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Shared TIAs

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Chris Rozansky
Letter of Support for TIA 1539 to NFPA 407
NFPR TIA 1539 Support Letter 11 6 2020.pdf
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
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Please see the attached letter of support for TIA 1539 to NFPA from Christopher Rozansky, Executive Director of the
Naples Airport Authority.
Please let me know if you have any additional questions.
Respectfully,
Zac Burch

Zachary Burch | Community Engagement/Communications Manager
160 Aviation Drive North
Naples, FL 34104
flynaples.com
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November 6, 2020

Mr. Cary Skinner, Chair
National Fire Protection
Association 407 Technical Committee
5939 North West Circle Avenue
Chicago, IL 60631
Dear Mr. Skinner:
Please consider this request on behalf of the City of Naples Airport Authority
regarding approval of Tentative Interim Amendment (TIA) 1539 to NFPA 407Standard for Aircraft Fuel Servicing. Approval of this TIA is critical, particularly to
smaller General Aviation airports like the Naples Airport.
Current fueling systems at the Naples Airport already utilize a double-redundant
system to prevent spills and accidents from occurring, meaning that the existing
regulations would simply add another level of redundancy to an already safe system,
with a proven safety track record. We are currently unaware of any incidents that have
occurred with a double-redundant system like ours and would request that the
committee share any information about any such incidents to better understand the
risk.
The current unamended standard would have profound effects on airports large and
small, including the Naples Airport. The loss of access to this critical fueling
equipment while it is being retrofitted for a third redundant system would pose a
serious operational issue for the airport, as we are the sole provider of fuel on the
airport premises.
Additionally, based on the current number of fuel trucks and fuel farm loading racks
at our facility, we estimate the financial impact of retrofitting our existing equipment
to be at least $100,000.
While the Naples Airport Authority remains committed to purchasing new equipment
that meets or exceeds the latest safety standards, retrofitting our existing equipment
would have serious operational and financial implications for our facility.

Supplemental
Mr. Cary Skinner, Chair
National Fire Protection
Association 407 Technical Committee
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In the future, issues like this could likely be resolved by first consulting with and
obtaining feedback from stakeholders within the aviation and airports industry prior
to the publication of proposed regulations.
We appreciate your consideration in the matter and urge you to approve TIA 1539 so
that the Naples Airport can continue to meet critical safety standards while still
providing the same excellent level of service to our customers.
Sincerely,

Christopher A. Rozansky
Executive Director
cc:

Stephen Ganoe, Staff Liaison, National Fire Protection Association
Yiu Lee, Project Administrator, National Fire Protection Association
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Batty, Brian
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Shared TIAs
Support of Proposed TIA 1539

Comment No. 245
SUPPORT
w/comments

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

All,
I support the TIA 1539 and encourage the technical committee to approve the temporary Interim Amendment.
Signature Flight Support is a leader in the fueling business worldwide and we maintain the highest level of Fuel QC and
spill prevention. Our procedures in these matters are strong as is our record of success.
While we always look for ways to improve as new data becomes available and will include necessary systems on new
equipment, the retrofit of old equipment across our extensive network would potentially create a lack of availability of
parts and man power to make the necessary changes. It would create a financial hurdle at such a fragile time in our
industry.
This interim amendment is a reasonable step to allow all of us to recover and mature as an industry while still making
incremental increases is the level of safety.
Thank you for your time.

Brian Batty | Director, Fuel Operations
Signature Flight Support CHQ | 13485 Veterans Way | Orlando FL 32827
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Reed Fuller
Monday, November 9, 2020 2:42 PM
Shared TIAs
NFPA 407 - TIA 1539
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Dear NFPA 407 Committee,
First, a personal thank you for the commitment each of you have made to promote aviation fuel
handling safety. As a participant on committees and boards myself, it is not without effort and we all
appreciate your sacrifices.
TIA 1539 is a proposal which has my complete support. The aviation industry as a whole recognizes
safety is paramount but suggest the specification section 5.1.12 is untenable.
Basic risk analysis suggests that with increased frequency come increased likelihood. Applying this
to top offs, say O’Hare say has 100 truck top offs a week. For every ORD there are there are 5
airports that top off trucks <24 times a YEAR!! Is the risk the same? No. The large commercial
airport cannot be considered the same, not from any metric, and yet we try to apply those same
rules.
As written, this section unduly put burden on THOUSANDS of small airports, bulk consumers and
others that simply cannot, do not and may not be able to comply until time comes for new fixed
fueling infrastructure. Many of these airports are presently faced with putting in these systems at or
near the end of the fuel farm’s useful life. Are we to make them retrofit systems to simply discard
them in years to come and likely 2X purchase? What’s the penalty for non-compliance? We aren’t
talking TEB, VNY, IAD and others here…. We are talking about that tiny airport you have down the
road that has no budget, is going to look to you the taxpayer.
Many I have spoken with are weighing their options to return to TOP LOADING!! Yikes! Talk about a
hazard.
Fuel suppliers such as WFS, Titan, Avfuel and others instead of being able to design refueling fleets
uniformly, now will need to mix, match, retrofit, remove, replace to accommodate the needs of our
customers, which are great in number. Invariably there will be countless variants of automatic
shutdown that the large fleet owners will need to cater to when deploying new trucks, re-leasing
existing assets, etc….at various airports/customers. Of course when the trucks arrive, the systems
will not mate, ground, something to cause a second visit to the airport by a vendor. When it is
learned they can be over-ridden, they will be.
Fuel supply emergency response situations will be compromised. WFS and our peers are constantly
moving refueling equipment around the west to meet the needs of fire teams at airports. “No, your
truck needs to go to the shop because ABC airport has a Scully and XYC has an OPW. It will be only
be a few days.”
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I have had the opportunity to work within many different frameworks in the
industry from line service to private wholesaler of fuel now to public World Fuel
Services. Most of the regulatory progression in that time has been for the better
with immediate, resounding effects. Section 5.1.12 is none of this.
Even truck builders are not sure what to do. Section 6.1.3.12.2 seems to allow
(2) truck-mounted options.
Really think this is just not fully cooked. Please consider automatic overfill
prevention protection to not be retroactive and allow on AIRPORT operations to
be managed LOCALLY to the refueling vehicle. Put the costs on those who can
absorb it over longer term while simplifying an already very regulated industry.
It is my recent understanding the ¾ majority vote was not realized, only obtaining
16 of the needed 18 votes for ¾ majority. It is also my understanding that (6) 407
Committee members have not voted so hope remains that TIA 1539 will be
accepted.
Thank you,
Reed Fuller CPP
Manager, QA and Product Integrity
Global Physical Operations (Aviation)
cel +1 315 345 3443
rfuller@wfscorp.com
World Fuel Services
One Mill Street
Parish, NY 13131
USA
You can prevent misfueling!!
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Jeremy Souza
154 Turnpike Road
Southborough, MA 01772
National Fire Protection Association
Standards Council
1 Batterymarch Park
Quincy, MA 02169
Re: TIA 1539, NFPA 407: Standard on Aircraft Fuel Servicing, 2017 and proposed 2022 Editions

To the Standards Council,
I write in opposition to the appeal of TIA 1539, as proposed by the National Air Transportation
Association (NATA).
The subject of the TIA, overfill prevention systems for aircraft fuel servicing tank vehicles, including the
retroactive requirement, was initially proposed by a committee member in 2014 at the First Draft
Meeting for the 2017 Edition of NFPA 407. This section passed ballot and received no public comments.
The subject of overfill prevention systems was again brought up by the Technical Committee at the
Second Draft Meeting in 2015. The language requiring overfill prevention systems again passed at
Second Draft. No NITMAMs were filed, and the document as a whole was published as a consent
standard in 2016.
As the Technical Committee acknowledged the financial impact of the retroactivity requirement, the
requirement provided a five-year phase in period in order to allow airports that did not have an overfill
prevention system adequate time to prepare for, and to install such systems. This phase-in period will
end on June 2, 2021 (five years from the effective date of the 2017 Edition of NFPA 407).
In the intervening years since the publication of the 2017 Edition, no Public Inputs were received by
NFPA to modify the implementation of this section.
A committee member made a motion at the First Draft Meeting in 2019 to modify the retroactivity
requirement of the overfill prevention systems. This motion was defeated by the committee during the
meeting and was not included in the First Draft. No Public Comments were received on the topic.
Parallel to the submission of the TIA, a motion was again made at the Second Draft Meeting in 2020 to
remove the retroactivity requirement. This was again defeated by the committee during the meeting.
Subsequently, the TIA was submitted, and was not accepted by the Technical Committee.
The appellant writes in his appeal that the public comments in favor of TIA 1539 should sway the
decision of the Standards Council to overrule the Technical Committee (AIF-AAA). This public support
was provided by members of a trade association, responding to a plea from the appellant. Similar pleas
were not solicited from the responder, environmental, or code enforcement communities, who face the
results of overfill incidents.
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The appellant and the solicited comments claim that the requirements contained in NFPA 407 are
critical to the aviation fueling industry, requiring immediate compliance. Given that the retroactivity
requirement for overfill prevention systems has been in place for nearly five years, it conflicts with the
claim that the commenters did not know about the requirement until now. There have been numerous
opportunities through the standards development process for the public to participate, yet not a single
input or comment was received in five years.
The airports who responded to the solicitation for input are substantially unaffected by the retroactivity
clause, and will not be affected for quite some time. The only AHJ who enforces the most current edition
of NFPA 407 is the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and only at the 530 air carrier airports that are
certificated under 14 CFR 139. General aviation airports, who the NATA committee represents and were
the respondents to the request for comments, are by and large not regulated by the FAA, and are only
regulated by their respective state, county, or municipal governments. The code revision cycles for these
government agencies generally lags two or more editions behind the current edition. The
implementation of the 2017 Edition, let alone the 2022 Edition, is still multiple years away. Additionally,
several of the airports who responded are in states, such as Massachusetts, where NFPA 407 has not
been adopted.
A similar implementation concept occurred in the 1998 Edition of NFPA 58: Liquefied Petroleum Gas
Code, with the introduction of overfilling prevention devices on portable LPG cylinders. A four-year
phase-in period was provided by that standard and prohibited LP cylinders without overfill prevention
devices from being filled after April 1, 2002. While the LP industry at the time was unhappy with the
change, the safety benefits that were provided were upheld by the Technical Committee and the
Standards Council.
From a technical perspective, the existing overfill prevention system is solely contained with the fuel
servicing tank truck and is of a “fail open” design. The operation of these systems requires the fueling
operator to verify the system works every time the truck is filled. A valve is closed inside the fuel truck
when the fuel tank is full, yet the fill hose remains pressurized. When these systems fail, the valve does
not close and fuel discharges from the top of the fuel truck, resulting in a substantial fuel spill, as the
loading pump continues to operate at full capacity until the operator recognizes the spill and shuts down
the pump. The system that is now required by NFPA 407 shuts down the loading pump when the truck is
full, and depressurizes the fill hose. Additionally, the system fails safe – the pump will not operate if the
system fails. The safety of the fueling operation is ensured by the design and operation of the
equipment, not by the actions of the human operator.
I urge the Standards Council to deny this appeal.

Sincerely,

Jeremy Souza
Member, Aircraft Fuel Servicing Technical Committee (AIF-AAA)
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Maynard, Mary
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Carl Adkins <CAdkins@skyportaviation.com>
Wednesday, November 25, 2020 7:47 AM
Shared TIAs
Please Reconsider the Appeal of TIA 1539

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

My name is Carl Adkins, President of Aviation Council of Pennsylvania, and am writing to you on behalf of the Aviation
Council of Pennslyvania Member Airports, FBO, and Fuel Suppliers in support of the appeal of TIA 1539.
To require all existing load racks and mobile refuelers to be retrofitted with automatic shut off systems creates an
unreasonable financial burden while doing little to reduce actual risk.
The overfilling of mobile refuelers is not something that occurs with such frequency as to prompt the excessive and costly
regulatory enforcement that the current language in section 5.1.12.4 mandates. All at a time when our industry is
already hurting from the impacts of this global pandemic.
Safety standards and mechanical safeguards are already in place which prevents the overflow of mobile refuelers and we
strongly encourage the NFPA to approve TIA 1539.

Thank You,

Carl Adkins
General Manager
Capitol City Executive Airport CXY
112 Airport Drive
New Cumberland, PA 17070
Tel. 717.525.9999
Cel 717.421.1903
Fax 717.525.9997
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November 24, 2020

National Fire Protection Association
Standards Council
1 Batterymarch Park
Quincy, MA 02169-7471

Fred A Cnota
NFPA 407 Committee Member

Subject: TIA 1539 Appeal by NATA

Dear Standards Council,
The following are my objections to the appeal of TIA 1539.
2) Statement identifying the particular action to which the appeal relates:
The TIA went through the normal balloting process. In fact, the 407 committee held a meeting in which
the subject was brought up, discussed, and voted on by the committee BEFORE the TIA was filed. The
committee rejected changes to what has been in print since June of 2016 at that time. When the TIA
was filed and again voted upon, the vote was NOT to accept the TIA. There was no violation of 5.6

3) Arguments setting forth the grounds for the appeal:
3.1: The NATA apparently sent a form letter to ALL its members, whether or not they are affected by
407. If you look at the 294 public comments, you can see most were fill in the blank statements.
Because most of the “stakeholders” that replied are from very small airports 407 may not apply. If it
does not apply, their form letters should be thrown out.
3.2: The current mechanical tanker overfill protection, known as the “pre-check” system, fails. It fails
quite often and can be overridden by the incoming fuel pressure itself. If the person filling the tanker
does not manually check the system each and every time they fill a tanker there is no way to know if
the system is working. Even if it fails, the tanker can still be loaded. There is no overfill protection at
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that point, only hoping the person loading the tanker does not overfill it. The electronic automatic
shutdown system eliminates this hazard. If the electronic system fails, the tanker cannot be loaded. Fuel
spills from overfilling tankers at airports that have the electronic overfill protection system in place have
been reduced to almost non-existent. These same airports had multiple spills before the electronic
overfill systems were in place.
3.3: To allow an outside Agency like the NATA to step in and overrule an established committee at the
11th hour, after the same committee has been discussing this subject since 2015 WOULD cast doubt on
the NFPA standards creation process.
3.4: The requirement in question has been IN PRINT IN NFPA 407 SINCE JUNE, 2016. Now, less than
one year of the requirement actually taking effect, the NATA claims the public comment solicitation
process was not well publicized. Did they read the document before now? Have they read any previous
version of the document? Are not the instructions for public comment in print in every document? Has
no one visited the NFPA website? How about the fact the NATA was at the last committee meeting
(although they were not allowed to address the committee, their committee representative did) AS
WELL AS being represented in 2015 when this was first discussed? Does the NFPA reach out to the world
asking for public comment on every committee’s actions? I think not. The lack of the NATA’s members
not being concerned or motivated enough to look up the NFPA’s documents does not constitute a
failure of the committee looking for public input.
3.5: The retroactivity IS necessary. The committee understood the cost involved, which is why we put
in a 5 year implementation clause. The current safety standard and safeguards are not current with
available technology, relying on individuals. Existing equipment retrofitted with current technology will
tremendously increase the level of safety by taking a flawed individual out of the picture. The computer
will oversee the individual. Computers rarely make mathematical mistakes, fall asleep, block the
deadman and walk away from the filling tanker, or any number of things I have personally seen on
airports as my time as a fire department inspector. Sometimes safety costs money. These requirements
will not only protect the environment, the equipment itself, but also the flawed individuals operating
the equipment. Can we really put a price on protecting individuals? There was a 5 year period to plan
and budget for this. Blaming the current health and economic crisis for not being able to accomplish
this on time is, honestly, a copout.
4) Statement of the precise relief requested:
I ask the NFPA Standards Council to honor the NFPA 407’s committee work and reject the appeal.
5) Whether a hearing on the appeal is being requested
Should the Standards Council accept this appeal a hearing is requested.

