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Committee Scope: This Committee shall have primary 
responsibility for documents on the prevention, control, and 
extinguishment of fire and explosions resulting from dusLs 
produced by the processing, handling, and storage of grain, starch. 
food, animal feed, flour, arid other agricultural products. The 
Technical Committee shall also be responsible for requirements 
relating to the protection of life and property t?om fire and 
explosion hazards at agricultural and tood products facilities. 

This list represents the membership at the time the Committee u,t~ 
balloted on the text of this edition. Since that time, changes tn the 
membership ma~ have occurred. A key to classifications is found at the 
front of this book. 

The Report of the Technical Committee on Agricultural Dusts is 
presented for adoption. 

This Report was prepared by the Technical Committee on 
NA~Cultural Dusts and proposes for adoption amendments  to 

A 61-1995, Standard for the Prevention of Fires and Dust 
Explosions in Agricultural and Food Products Facilities. NFPA 
61-1995 is published in Volume 3 of the 1998 National Fire Codes 
and in separate pamphlet form. 

This Report has been submitted to letter ballot of the Technical 
Committee on Agricultural Dusts, which consists of 25 voting 
members. The results of the balloting, after circulation of any 
negative votes, can be found in the report. 
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(Log #CPS) 
61- 1 - (Entire Document ) :  Accept 
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural  Dusts 

I RECOMMENDATION:  T h r o u g h o u t  the  s tandard,  chalage the  
te rm "interior" to "inside" when  applicable to bucket  elevators 
(legs)~ Also, change  the  te rm "exterior" to "outside" when 
applicable to bucket  elevators (legs). 
S U B S T A N T I A T I O N :  T he  terms were changed  to be more  
consistent  with c o m m o n l y  used industry terms.  
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP23) 
61- 2 - (1-1.1): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural  Dusts 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N :  Modify the  existing 1-1.1 to read as 
follows: 

1-1.1" This  s tandard  shall apply to the  following: 
(a) All facilities tha t  handle ,  process, use, blend,  mill, receive, 

load, ship, package, store, or  un load  dry agricultural  bulk 
materials,  their  by-products, or dusts  that  include grains, oilseeds, 
agricultural  seeds, legumes,  sugar ,  f lour,  spices, feeds, and  o ther  
related materials; 

(b) All facilities des igned for manu fac t u r i ng  and  hand l ing  starch, 
inc luding  drying,  gr inding ,  conveying, processing,  packaging, and  
storage of  dry or modif ied  starch, and  dry products  and  dusts  
genera ted  f rom these  processes; and  

(c) Those  seed prepara t ion  and  mea l -handl ing  systems of oilseed 
process ing plants not  covered by NFPA 36, Standard for Solvent 
Extraction Plants. 
S U B S T A N T I A T I O N :  Tbe  terms "use" and  "flour" were added  to 
make file scope even more  clear. 
COMMITTEE ACTION:  Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON C O M M I T T E E  ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP4) 
61- -9, - (1-4 Outs ide Bucket  Elevator (Leg) (New)):  Accept  
SUBMITrER: Technical  C ommi t t e e  on Agricultural  Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Add a defini t ion for "Outside Bucket  
Elevator (Leg)" to the  defini t ions section, 1-4 to read as follows: 

Outside Bucket  Elevator (Leg). Outs ide  bucket  elevator means  a 
bucket  elevator that  has less than  20 percen t  of  tile total leg he igh t  
(alcove grade or g r o u n d  level) inside any enclosed structure.  
S U B S T A N T I A T I O N :  T he  definition'  was added  to clarify the  use 
of  the  te rm "outside leg". 
COMMITTEE ACTION:  A c c e p t .  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP30) 
61- 4 - (2-4.1): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  C ommi t t e e  on Agricultural  Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Modify 2-4.1 to read as follows: 

"Means of  egress shall be in accordance  with NFPA 101, Life 
Szffety (;ode." 
SUBSTANTIATION :  Editorial change.  
COMMITTEE ACTION:  Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE T O  VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMIT T E E  ACTION:  

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbusb 

(Log #CP31 ) 
61- 5 - (2-5.2): Accept 
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural  Dusts 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N :  Modify the  existing 2-5.2 alld delete tile 
co r respond ing  Except ions  to read as follows: 

2-5.2 Al though  explosion relief vents are not  required on silos. 
bins and  tanks, where provided, they shall operate  due  to 
overpressure  before the  silo walls fail. 
SUBSTANTIATION:  The  Except ions were deleted because they 
were r e d u n d a n t  to the  main  text. The  main text was clarified. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 20 
NEGATIVE: 3 
N O T  RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
JANZ: Individuals reading  this s t a t emen t  would relate "relief 

vents no t  required" to relief vents no t  needed .  Data compiled by 
the  Depa r tmen t  of  Agricul ture  and  Kansas State University since 
1958 indicate that  third h ighes t  incidence of  dus t  explosions were 
identif ied as occurr ing  in bins  or  tanks. 

Editions of NFPA 61 prior to 1995 indicated that  as far as 
practicable, explosion vent ing shou ld  be provided and  the  roof  
wall connec t ion  des igned  so the  roof  deck would relief before the  
bin wail failed. The  in tent  was to provide as m u c h  explosion 
vent ing as possible us ing  the  rational flaat some  vent ing is better 
than  none .  It is unde r s tood  that  due  to the  h igh aspect  ratio of 
some  silos, effective vent ing us ing  NFPA 68 is a problem,  however~ 
all calculations assume an empty  silo or  bin with an  o p t i m u m  
mixture  of  su spended  dusL In practice, bins and  silos are rarely 
empty  and  a 1 /3  full silo or bin would significantly reduce the 
aspect  ratio and  the  vent ing required.  Additionally, we are 
a s suming  all silos and  bins have aspect  ratios which do not  alh)w 
adequa te  venting. Large mar ine  terminals  may fall into this 
category but  what abou t  smal ler  country elevators and  processing 
plants~ The  facilities I am see ing being erected utilize large 
capacity low profile metal  bins for storage of  grains where venting 
is viable. Processing plants utilizing bins for s torage of finished o,- 
semif inisbed products  also do not  fall into the high aspect categoly 
and  can be adequately vented. 

To el iminate  the  need  to vent  all bins arid silos because for a 
s egmen t  of  the  industry it may not  be totally effective is not  the  vc, ty 
to deal with the  p rob lem in a s e g m e n t  of  the  industry. 

NELSON: The  removal of  any r e q u i r e m e n t  for explosion v en d n g  
is no t  just i f ied as there  is a long history o f  silo and  bin explosions 
in the  agricultural  products  industry. The re  are examples  of  bin 
and  silo explosions in NFPA "Report  of  Impor tan t  Oust  
Explosions ' ,  in R.K. Eckboff 's book "Dust Explosions in tbe 
Process Industries" and  in the  references cited in tile negative 
ballot ofJ .  valiulis. 

Tile commit tee  mus t  consider  that  it is no t  jus t  for use in the feed 
and  grain industr ies  but  powers a large n u m b e r  of  food products  
facilities. It is sugges ted  that  the  r equ i r emen t  for explosion venting 
of  bins a n d  silos be restored,  a n d  tha t  a task g roup  be established 
to research m e t h o d s  o ther  than  the  calculation m e t h o d  used in 
NFPA 68. 

VALIULIS: The  1995 version of 2-5.2 did no t  specify whether  
bins o'r silos needed  explosion vent ing or not. It merely stated that 
"...if provided...", the  explosion vent ing should  be des igned with a 
certain pe r fo rmance  objective in mind .  Tile proposed  new 2-5~2 
now makes  the  s t a tement  that  ".. .explosion relief vents are not  
required on silos, bins and  tanks...". The  commit tee  justif ication 
for the  new wording states that  it is a clarification of  the  previous 
text. The re  is absolutely no th ing  in tile 1995 2-5.2 wbich could be 
implied to create such a far-reaching blanket  exempt ion .  The  
proposed  change  to 2-5.2 is chang ing  tbe  in tent  of the paragraph.  
not  blanket  exempt ion .  Tile proposed  change  to 2-5.2 is changing  
the in tent  of  the  pal~,tgraph, not  clarifying it. Thus .  tile 
substant ia t ion is inaccurate,  leaving it with no actual 
substant ia t ion.  

The re  is no justlf ication provided for the creatioii of a brand hey, 
blanket  exempt ion  f rom explosion protect ion for all bins and  
silos. Such an exempt ion  would not  likely be justifiable from a 
technical  s tandpoint .  Loss history shows that bins and  silos in the 
food products  industr ies do have a significant dus t  explosion 
hazard that  shou ld  be addressed.  Data collected by Kansas State 
University, Dept. of  Grain Science and  Industry reports  that  f rom 
1980 to 1997, 42 explosions involved storage bins and  silos as the  
primary location. This  gives an  average of  2.3 b ln/s i lo  explosions 
per  year. In some  years (e.g., 1996), the  Kansas State Univershy 
data  1 showed that  s torage bins were the  most  f requen t  location of 
agricultural  dus t  explosions,  even ahead  of bucket  elevators. A 
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detailed study 2 of food industry dus t  explosions in Germany  over a 
five-year per iod showed tha t  23 pe rcen t  of  explosions occurred in 
silos, second  only to bucket  elevators (27 percent) .  

Factory Mutual  loss history provides an  indicat ion of the  relative 
des t ruct ion p roduced  by dus t  explosions in bins and  silos. For the 
period 1977-1997, 19 losses were recorded  involving bulk 
agricultural s torage facilities (mostly gra in  storage),  creat ing $205 
million in property  damage ,  for an  average loss of  $10.7 mill ion 
per incident .  The re  were also 8 explosion losses involving storage 
of f inished agricul tural  products  (flour, sugar, starch, cocoa) in 
bins and  silos. These  created $20.5 million in damage ,  for an  
average loss of  $2.6 million per incident.  

Given the  non-negl igble  f requency and  very high level of  damage  
caused by explosions in bins and  silos, I canno t  vote in favor of  
creat ing a new, blanket  exchtsion f rom explosion vent ing for all 
bins and  silos. 

1 http:www.grainnet,  c o m / d u s t . h t m  
2BIA - Report  2 /87 ,  (ISSN O173-0487), Dokumenta t ion  

Stanbexplos ionen,  Analyse and  Einzelfalldarstellung, 
Bernfsgenossensschaf t l iches  Inst i tut  Fur Arbeitssicherheit ,  Sandr t  
August in ,  Ge rmany  

(Log #CP29) 
61- 6 - (3-1.1): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural  Dusts 

I RECOMMENDATION: Delete Note in existing Section 3-1.1 
S U B S T A N T I A T I O N :  The  note  provided no addit ional  gu idance  
and  was deleted.  
COMMITTEE ACTION:  Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON C O M M I T T E E  ACTION:  

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP34) 
61- 7 - (3-2.1): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural  Dusts 

I RECOMMENDATION: Modify existing 3-2.1 to read as follows: 
3-2.1 Each bin, tank, or  silo shall be provided with means  for air 

d i sp lacement  du r ing  filling or empty ing  with 1) dus t  collection, or 
2) shall be vented to the  outside. 
S U B S T A N T I A T I O N :  The  text was clarified without  chang ing  the  
in tended  mean ing .  
COMMITTEE ACTION:  Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE T O  VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITT E E  ACTION:  

AFFIRMATWE: 2?, 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP22) 
61- 8 - (3-2.6 (New)): Reject 
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural  Dusts 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N :  Add a new Section 3-2.6 to read as follows: 

3-2.6 The re  shall be no structural  open ings  between storage areas 
of  bulk raw grain bins and  tanks. 
S U B S T A N T I A T I O N :  Text  p roposed  to increase safety. 
COMMITTEE ACTION:  Reject.  
COMMITTEE STATEMENT: The  Commi t t ee  does not  believe 
that  there  is any  significant i mprovemen t  in safety by prohibi t ing  
structural  open ings  between storage areas of  b u l k r a w  grain bins 
and  tanks. In addit ion,  it would facilitate the  need  for bin 
aspirat ion or ventilation which may p resen t  the  same hazard that  
the  proposed  prohibi t ion is seeking to prevent.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE T O  VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMIT T E E  ACTION:  

AFFIRMATIVE: 21 
NEGATIVE: 2 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
JANZ: Allowing cons t ruc t ion  or ventilation open ings  between 

bins provides a pa th  for propagat ion  of an  explosion which 
increases the  [ikellhood of an  explosion involving mult iple bins 
and  tanks. T h e  only way to reduce  the  potential  for an  explosion 
involving more  than  one  bin, is to design the  bins without  
in terconneet ions ,  des ign the  bins so tha t  the  in te rconnec t ion  do 
not  serve as a condui t  for  explosion propagat ion  or provide 

protect ion for the  in terconnect ions .  It is unde r s tood  that  
e l iminat ing ventilation open ings  between bins may require  the  
installation of  addit ional  ventilation, however, means  current ly  
exist to protect  and  isolate the  ventilation systems so they do not  
increase the  possibility or potential  size of  a explosion. 

VALIULIS: Factory Mutual  loss history for the  period 1977-1997 
records 19 losses involving bulk agricultural s torage facilities 
(mostly grain storage),  creat ing $205 million in property  damage,  
for an  average loss of  $10.7 mill ion per  incident.  Such widespread 
explosion damage  is created because dus t  explosions are able to 
propagate  t h rough  connec t ing  pathways f rom on volume to 
another ,  thus  damag ing  a large por t ion of the  facility in one 
incident.  The  easiest pathway for an  explosion to propagate  
t h rough  an array of  bins or  tanks would be any structural  openings  
which are available between adjacent  bins. Even if a b i n / t a n k  was 
provided with ample  explosion venting, the  lack of any resistance 
to flow th rough  the silo-to-silo openings  would ensure  that  some  
of  the  explosion would be propagated  in this direction.  

It is fundamenta l ly  u n s o u n d  to provide such a pathway for 
explosion propagat ion  when  bui ld ing a brand  new array of bins or 
silos. To neglect  the  known life safety hazard and  property  loss 
potential in favor of  creat ing a low-cost me thod  to allow air 
d i sp lacement  dur ing  silo filling is an unacceptable  trade-oft that 
should  certainly not  be sanc t ioned  by an NFPA standard.  

The  probibi t ion against  s tructural  openings  between bulk raw 
grain bins and  tanks existed in the revisions of the stml,.iard pru~J 
to tile 1995 edition. Apparently,  it u~as well agreed by tile previous 
member s  of  this commit tee  that  such a prohibi t ion ~ t s  w~,trr,tnted. 
There  has  been no  change  in technology nor  dam provided to 
suppor t  the  e l iminat ion of that  prohibi t ion back in 1995. As such,  
the prohibi t ion shou ld  be reinstated before addit ional  new 
facilities are built which would have the  potential for one 
explosion inc ident  to cause explosion damage  to all or a 
substantial  port ion of the  storage facility. 

(Log #CP32) 
61- 9 - (4-2.1 Exception No. 2): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural  Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION:  Modify Section 4-2.1, Exception No. 2. 
The  sect ion will read as follows: 

4-2.1" If a dus t  explosion hazard exists in rooms, buildings, or 
o ther  enclosures ,  such  areas shall be provided with explosion 
relief vent ing distr ibuted over the  exterior  walls (and roof, if 
applicable).  These  are locations (1) in which combust ib le  dus t  is 
in the  air u n d e r  normal  opera t ing  condi t ions  in quanti t ies 
sufficient to p roduce  explosive or ignitable mixtures;  or (2) where 
mechanica l  failure or  abnorma l  operat ion of  machinery  or 
equ ipmen t  migh t  cause such  explosive or ignitable mixtures  to be 
produced,  and  migh t  also provide a source of ignition th rougb  
s imul taneous  failure of  electrical equ ipment ,  operat ion of 
protect ion devices, or f rom o ther  causes. Tile design of such 
explosion relief vent ing shall consider  the  l imitations imposed by 
the  strnctural  design of the  area and  shall offer the  le~tst possible 
resistance to explosion pressures.  

Exception No. 1: Tunne l s  and  pits wbere explosion vent ing is not 
practical due  to c o n f i n e m e n t  by soil, bui lding constraim~, or both. 

Exception No. 2: Bins and  silos . 
SUBSTANTIATION: The  text was removed because it wa.s 
r e d u n d a n t  to 2-5.2. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE "r() VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION:  

AFFIRMATIVE: 21 
NEGATIVE: 2 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
NELSON: See my Explanat ion of  Negative on Proposal 61-5 (Log 

#CPal ) .  
VALIULIS: The  1995 version of 4-2.1 manda t ed  the  provision of 

explosion vent ing for bins or silos which had  an explosive 
a tmosphere  unde r  normal  opera t ing  condit ions and  where the 
provision of  such vent ing was no t  made  impractical by the  
s tructure 's  geomet ry  or o ther  bui lding constraints.  The  effect of  
the  proposed  change  to Except ion No. 2is to exemp t  all bins of  
silos (except  dus t  bins, covered by 8-3.9) f rom ever requir ing 
explosion venting. 

The re  is no technical  justif ication provided for creat ing this 
blanket  exempt ion .  If anything,  loss history shows that  bins an d  
silos in the  food products  industr ies  do have a significant dust  
explosion hazard which should  he addressed.  Data collected by 
Kansas State University, Dept. of  Grain Science and  industry 
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reports  that  f rom 1980 to 1997, 42 explosions involved storage bins 
and  silos ,as the pr imary location. This  gives an  average of  2.3 
b in /s i lo  explosions  per  year. In some  years (e.g., 1996), the  
Kansas State University da ta  3 shows that  s torage bins were the  most  
f requen t  location of  agr lcuhura l  dus t  explosions, even ahead  of 
bucket  elevators. A detailed study 4 of food industry dus t  
explosions in Germany  over a five-year period showed that  23 
percent  of  explosions occurred  in silos, second only to bucket  
elevators (27 percent) .  

Factory Mutual loss history provides an indication of the  relative 
des t ruct ion p roduced  by dus t  explosions in bins and  silos. For the  
period 1977-1997, 19 losses were recorded involving bulk 
agricultural s torage facilities (mostly grain storage),  creat ing $205 
million in proper ty  damage ,  for an  average loss of  $10o7 million 
per  incident° The re  were also 8 explosion losses involving storage 
of f inished agricultural  products  (flour, sugar, starch, cocoa) h~ 
bins and  silos. These  created $20.5 million in damage ,  for an  
average loss of $2.6 million per  incident.  

The  substant ia t ion provided with the  proposal indicates that  the  
new blanket  exempt ion  was created because the  old Exception No. 
2 was r e d u n d a n t  to 2-5.2. In fact, it is no t  r e d u n d a n t  to 2-5.2 f rom 
the 1995 version. However, there  would in fact be some 
r edundancy  with the  proposed  new 2-5.2 (Proposal 61-5), which is 
also complete ly  lacking in technical  just if icat ion (see my 
Explanat ion of  Negative on Proposal 61-5). Consistency with 
ano the r  u n s u p p o r t e d  change  is no t  an  acceptable basis for a 
reduct ion  in the  level of s,'ffety ,~forded by this s tandard.  

3http:www.grainnet,  c o m / d u s t . h t m  
4BIA-  Report  2 /87 ,  (ISSN 0173-0487), Dokumen ta t ion  

Staubexplos ionen ,  Analyse arid Einzelfalldarstellung, 
Berufsgenossensschaf t l iches  Inst i tut  Fur Arbeitsslcherheit ,  Sandr t  
August in,  Ge rmany  

(Log #CP24) 
61- 10 - (4-2.1 and  A-4-2.1): Reject 
SUBMITTER: Technical  C ommi t t e e  on Agricultural  Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Modif~r existing 4-2.1 to read as follows: 

4-2.1" If a dns t  explosion bazard exists in rooms,  buildings, or 
o ther  enclosures ,  sucb areas shall be provided with explosion 
relief vent ing dis t r ibuted over the  exterior  wails (and roof, if 
applicable).  These  are locations (1) in which combust ib le  dus t  is 
in the  air u n d e r  normal  opera t ing  condi t ions  in quanti t ies  
sufficient  t o p r o d u c e  explosive or ignitable mixtures;  or  (2) where 
mechanica l  failure or  abnorma l  opera t ion  of mach ine ry  or 
e q u i p m e n t  migh t  cause such  explosive or ignitable mixtures  to be 
produced ,  and  migh t  also provide a source of  ignidon th rough  
s imul taneous  failure of  electrical equ ipmen t ,  opera t ion  of  
protect ion devices, or f rom o ther  causes; or (3) T he  room or 
bui ld ing  conta ins  a hazardous  dus t  accumula t ion  u n d e r  no rma l  
opera t ing  condit ions.  T he  design of such explosion relief vent ing 
shall consider  the  l imitations imposed  by the  s tructural  des ign  of 
the  are~. arid shall offer the  least possible resistance to explosion 
pressures .  

Exception No. l: T unne l s  and  pits where explosion vent ing is no t  
practical due  to c o n f i n e m e n t  by soil, bui ld ing constraints,  or both.  

Exception No. 2: Bins and  silos where explosion vent ing is no t  
practical due  to bin or silo geometry,  bui ld ing  constraints,  or  
both .  

Add to the  beg inn ing  of existing A-4-2.1: 
A-4-2.1 A relatively small initial dus t  def lagrat ion can dis turb and  

suspend  in air dus t  that  has been allowed to accumula te  on the  flat 
surfaces of  a bui ld ing or equ ipment .  This  dus t  cloud provides fuel 
for the  secondary  deflagration,  which can cause damage .  Reducing  
significant addi t ional  dus t  accumula t ions  is, therefore ,  a major  
factor in reduc ing  the  hazard in areas where a dus t  hazard can 
exist. 
Using a bulk density of  75 Ib/ f t  3 (1200 k g / m  3) and  an a s sumed  
concent ra t ion  of 0.35 oz / f t  3 (350 g / m  3), it has  been  calculated 
that  a dus t  layer averaging 1 /32 in. (0.8 ram) thick covering the 
floor of  a bui ld ing is suflqcient to p roduce  a un i form dus t  cloud of 
o p t i m u m  concent ra t ion ,  10 fl (3 m) high,  da roughou t  the  
huilding.  This  is an idealized si tuation and  several factors should  
be considered.  
First, the  layer will rarely he un i fo rm or cover all surfaces,  and  
second,  the  layer of  dus t  will probably no t  be dispersed complete ly  
by the  tu rbu lence  of  the  pressure  wave f rom the  initial explosion.  
However, if only 50 percen t  of  the  1/32-in.- (0.8-ram-) thick layer 
is suspended ,  this is still sufficient  material  to create an  
a tmosphe re  within the  explosihle range  of  most  dusts. 

Considerat ion should  be given to the  propor t ion  of bui lding 
volume that  could be filled with a combust ib le  dus t  concentrat ion.  
The  percentage  of floor area  covered c,ax~ be used ,as a measure  of 
tile hazard. For example,  a 10 f t x  10 ft (3 m x 3 m) room with a 
1/32-in. (0.8-ram) layer of  dust  on the  floor is obviously hazardous  
and  should  be cleaned. Now consider this same 10(I-ft 2 (9.3-m 2) 
area in a 2025-ft 2 (188-m 2) building; this also is a moderai~e 
hazard. This  area represents  about  5 percent  of  a floor ~u-e.t and ts 
abou t  as m u c h  coverage as should  be allowed iu any piam. "1o 
gain proper  perspective, the  overhead beams and  ledges should 
also be considered.  Rough  calculations show that  the available 
surfacefarea of the  bar joist  is abou t  5 percent  of the  floor area. 
For steel beams,  the  equivalent  surface area can be  as high a.s 10 
percent.  

From the above in tormat ion,  the  following gmidelines have bee[) 
established: 

(a) Dust  layers 1 /32  in. (0.8 ram) thick can be sufficieut to 
warrant  immedia te  c leaning of the  area I1 /32  in. (0.8 ram) is 
abou t  the  d iameter  of  a paper  clip wire or the  thickness of  the lead 
in a mechanica l  pencil] .  

(b) The  dus t  layer is capable of creat ing a hazardous  condit ion if 
it exceeds 5 percent  of  the  bui lding floor area. 

(c) Dust  accumula t ion  on overhead beams and  joists contr ibutes  
significantly to the  secondary  dus t  cloud and  is approximate ly  
equivalent  to 5 percent  of  the  floor area. O the r  surfaces, such  ~.s 
die tops of  ducts  and  large equ ipmen t ,  can also contr ibute  
significantly to the  dus t  cloud potential .  

(d) The  5 percen t  factor shou ld  not  be used if the  floor area 
exceeds 20,000 ft 2 (1860 m2).  In such cases, a 1000-ft 2 (93-m 2) 
layer of  dus t  is the  uppe r  limit. 

(e) Due  considerat ion shou ld  be given to dus t  that  adheres  to 
walls, s ince this is easily dislodged.  

(t0 Attent ion and  considerat ion should  also be given to o ther  
project ions such as light fixtures, which can provide surfaces for 
dus t  accumula t ion .  

(g) Dust  collection e q u i p m e n t  shou ld  be moni to red  to ensure  it 
is opera t ing  effectively. For example ,  dus t  collectors using bags 
operate  most  effectively between limited pressure  drops of 3 in. to 
5 in. of water (0.74 kPa to 1.24 kPa). An excessive decrease or low 
drop  in pressure  indlcates insufficient  coat ing to trap d u s c  

Guidel ines  (a) th rough  (g) will serve to establish a c leaning 
frequency.  
SUBSTANTIATION: The  s tandard  does  not  require  any 
explosion vent ing for any facilities that  have fi]gltive dus t  
accumula t ions  capable of creat ing a full room explosion.  The  
Appendix  is existing append ix  text  in NFPA 654, as well as o ther  
NFPA dus t  s tandards .  
COMMITTEE ACTION: Reject. 
COMMITTEE STATEMENT: The  Commi t tee  believes that  
Section 8-1.1 requires  users to remove the  fugitive dus t  
accumnlat iof is  concu r r en t  with operat ions .  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITrEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 20 
NEGATIVE: 2 
ABSTENTION: 1 
N O T  RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
JANZ: El iminat ing a hazard is always preferable  to protec t ing it. 

Section 8-1 indicates that  dus t  should  be  removed concurrent ly  
with operat ion which in essence el iminates the  hazard.  It is felt 
that  the  append ix  section has  mer i t  s ince it provides gu idance  in 
de t e rmin ing  when  a hazard exists and  can serve as gu idance  in 
d e t e r m i n i n g  when c leaning  is necessary. Considera t ion  should  be 
given to add ing  these paragraphs  as an append ix  i tem to Section 8- 
1 in the  future.  

VALIULIS: The  essence of  the  rejected proposal  was the  
addit ion of an  I tem (3) in 4-2.1, "The room or bui lding contains  a 
hazardous  dus t  accumula t ion  u n d e r  no rma l  opera t ing  
conditions.",  and  of  explanatory  informat ion  as append ix  material. 
This  proposal  was rejected based on a substant ia t ion that  "This 
s tandard  does  no t  require  any explosion vent ing for any facilities 
that  have fugitive dus t  accumula t ions  capable of  creat ing a full 
room explosion". This  is an  inaccurate  s ta tement ,  and  as such 
shou ld  be considered to be an  unaccept: tble  substant ia t ion.  

The  text of  4-2.1 states that  explosion vent ing is required in 
locations "...(2) where mechanica l  failure or  abnormal  operat ion 
of  mach ine ry  or e q u i p m e n t  m igh t  cause such  explosive and  
ignitable mixtures  to be produced ,  and  migh t  also provide a 
source  of  ignition th rough  s imul taneous  failure of  electrical 
equ ipmen t ,  opera t ion  o t p r o t e c d v e  devices, or f rom other  causes;". 
This  s t a t emen t  is direcdy f rom the NEC, and  is part  of  the  
defini t ion of  a Class If, Division 1 area. It is general ly  accepted 
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that this definition does include areas with significant fugitive dust 
accumulations. For.example, the NFPA book *Electrical 
Installations in Hazardous Locations" by Schram and Early states 
"Ti~ere is no min imum depth of accumulation used in any 
standard to specify an  area classification. A rule of thumb of 1 /8  
in. of accumulation has been used to divide between the Division 1 
and Division 2 hazardous locations, ff 1 /8  in. or more of 
accumulation exists in a given area, the location can be classified 
as a Class II, Division 1 location." This interpretation of the NEC 
wording is also used in other NFPA standards. For example, 
NFPA 499, Section 3-1.2 states "ff a dust layer greater than 1/8  in. 
thick is present under  normal conditions, the area should be 
classified as Division 1 ~. 

Based on Section 4,2.1, this standard already requires explosion 
venting for facilities that have fugitive dust accumulations capable 
of creating a full room explosion. The addition of the item (3) to 
4,2.3[ would make this clear to those who are not  familiar with the 
intent  of the National Electrical Code wording which is used for 
item (2) of 4,2-!- Obviously, even members of this committee are 
unclear about what the NEC words are normally interpreted to 
include. The addition of the item (3) would remove any possible 
ambiguity. The proposed appendix material Would provide the 
user of the standard with useful information regarding when a 
room explosion hazard does or does not  exist, so that judgment  
can be applied in evaluating specific situations. 
EXPLANATION OF ABSTENTION: 

WODZINSKI: The appearance of this Io~ item in the ballot is in 
conflict with Section 4-3.2.2 of the Regulauous Governing 
Committee Projects, because a majority of the committee did not  
vote in the affirmative a t  the meeting. This Committee Proposal 
should not  be included in the Report on Proposals. 

(Log #CP$5) 
61- 11 - (4-3.3): Accept 
SUBMITFEIL. Teclmical Committee on .Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Modify 4-$.3 to read as follows: 

4,3.3* Venting shall be directed to a safe, outside location away 
from platforms, means of egress, or other potentially occupied 
areas or directed through a listed Flame Arresti0g and Particulate 
Retention Device. 
~UBSTANTIATION: This option was added to recognize new 
technology, already recognized by NFPA 68. The  text regarding 
"return of dust" was deleted because i(i$ redundant  to existing 9- 
4.2.2. An exception was added for consistency with the new text 
allowing small cyclones inside buildings as proposed in 
Committee Proposal 61-$2 (Log #CPI4). 

. COMMITTEE AC~I';ION: Accept. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIRLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #1) 
61- 12 - (5-2.1, 5-3,2, 5-4.2.12, 9-5.2): Reject 
Note: This Proposal appeared as Comment  61.44 which was held 

from the Annual 95 ROC on Proposal 61-1. 
SUBMITITJh Steven E. Kroon, Continental Grain Company 
RECOMMENDATION: Replace 1 or 100 megohms with "300 or 
less megohms" in each secuon a n d  paragraph referenced above. 
SUBSTANTIATION: NGFA research in the 1980's showed that 
reslsti~ty of 300 megohms or less is sufficient to safely dissipate 
electrostatic charges on belting used in grain handling facifities. 
Also, NGFA research found that  static electricity could not  be 
shown to ignite typical grain dus~. 
COMMITTEE ACTION. ~ Reject. 
COMMITTEE ~rATEMENT: The Committee respectfully believes 
the Submitter may have some confusion regarding resistance and 
resistivity, Past research has indicated tha t  resistance for v.belt 
materials and other drive connections of less than I megohm do 
not  present an ignition hazard. Further, sheet materials such as 
conveyor belting, lagging or bucket elevator belting do not  present 
an ignition hazard if the resistivity b l e s s  than 100 megohm/square.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CPlS) 
61- 13- (5-2.2): Accept 
SUBMITI'ER: Technical Committee on Agricuitur~l Dusts 

[ RECOMMENDATION: Modify existing 5-.2,2 to read as follows: 
[ ~7~ere a drive belt is used, the drive train Shall be designed with 
I a minimum servicefactor (if 1.5, or higher if the manufacturer of 
[ the drive components recommends a higher  service factor for 
] continuous service for the type of equipment to be driven." 
] Exception: Line shaft drives as used in the milling industry. 

SUlkSTANTIATION: If a manufacturer recommends a higher 
service factor, this should be followed. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 22 
NEGATIVE: 1 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
WODZ1NSKI: The proposal deleted the wording "...and shall be 

designed to stall the drive with less than 3 percent slippage." No 
substantiation for the deletion was provided. 

(Log #CP26) 
61- 14 - (Figure 5-4(a) and (b) (new) and 5-4.1.2 and 5-4.2.2): 
Accept 
SUBMITrER: Technical Committee on Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Add the two figures as Figures 5-4(a) and 
5-4(b) as follows: 

H W  ~ a o n  ox~odm ~ 
b to be IOca~l [n 1hi lop i ~ ' a m  .~ 
of Ihe t ~ d  or ¢~ ilW I i d ~  
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- - .  
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~ m  Head m~'tion 
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Figure 5-4(a) Typical elevator explosion venting. 
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Figure 5-4(b) Typical elevator explosion venting. 

Accordingly, modify text of  existing Sections 5-4.1.2 and 5-4.2.2 to 
inch/de tile text (at tile end of  the existing text) to read as follows: 

Figures 5-4(a) and (b) illustrate two typical elevator explosion 
venting designs. 
SUBSTANTIATION: The figures were added  to  provide 
additional clarification of tile requirements  of existing Section 5-4. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept. 
NUMBER OF COMMrVI'EE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP28) 
61- 15 - (5-4.1.1): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commit tee  on Agricuhural Dnsts 
RECOMMENDATION: Modify existing 5-4.1.1 to read as follows: 

I "Only outside legs, as defined by this standard, shall be used for 
] handl ing bulk raw grain." 
] Exception: As permit ted in 5-4.1.3. 

SUBSTANTIATION: This new text reflects file addit ion of a new 
definition for clarity. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP21) 
61- 16 - (5-4.1.2 Exception and 5-4.2.2 Exception (New)): Accept 
SUBMITTER: Technical Commit tee  on Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: 1. Add the following new Exception to 
5-4.1.2 to read as follows: 

Exception: Legs that have both belt speeds below 500 fpm (2.5 
m/s )  and capacities less than 3750 f t$ /h r  (106 m 3 / h r ) .  

2. Modify 5-4.1.3.(c) to read as follows: 
"Legs that have both  belt speeds below 500 fpm (2.5 m/s)  and 

capacities less than 3750 f t3 /h r  (106 m 3 / h r ) .  " 

I . Add a new Exception to 5-4.2.2 to read as  follows: 
Exception: Legs that have ei ther  belt speeds below 500 fpm (2.5 

m/ s )  or capacities less than 3750 f t 3 / h r  (106 m 3 / h r ) .  
4. Modify Exemptions 5-4.2.3 and 5-4.2.8 and 5-4.2.13 to read ,as 

follows: 
Exception: Legs that have ei ther  belt speeds below 500 fpm (2.5 

m/s )  or capacities less than 3750 f t 3 / h r  (106 m 3 /b r ) .  
SUBSTANTIATION: Grains are an exception to tbe normal 
commodity so tile Committee is requiring more  str ingent criteria 
be met  before the elevator can qualify for the exemptions.  The 
wording was changed slightly for clarification. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 21 
NEGATIVE: 2 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
JENSEN: Change "both" to "either" and "and" to "or" in die 

r ecommended  Exceptions to 54.1.2 and 5-4.1.3(c)o Research b,xs 
shown that special "deep projection" buckets on legs operat ing at 
450 fpm and bulk grain capacities of 60,000 B n / h r  (75,000 f t3 /hr  
have dust concentrat ions less than 100 g / m  3 which is 60-70 pel~ clot 
lower than conventional legs and should bc permitled. 

WODZINSKI: 1 agree witb hems 1 and 2 of the 
Recommendat ion.  However, Items 3 and 4 ot the 
Recommendat ion  permit  exceptions for legs having eidler beh 
speeds below 500 fpm or capacities less than 5750 f l3 /h r .  The 
justification provided in Proposal 61-39 indicates that  "The 
exemption is based on reports  that low belt speeds with large 
buckets substantially reduce dust  concentrations." Tile wording in 
Items 3 and 4 conflicts with this justification. 

(Log #CP27) 
61- 17-  (5-4.1.2 Exception and 5-4.2.2 Exception (new) (New)):  
Accept 
SUBMII~ER:  Technical Commit tee  on Agricultural Dusts 

I RECOMMENDATION: Add the following new Exception to file 
existing Sections 5-4.1.2 and 5-4.2.2 to read as follows: 

Exception: Those port ions of  outside legs, as def ined in this 
standard, below grade or passing through ground-level buildings 
do  no t  require explosion venting. 
SUBSTANTIATION: These exceptions were added  to clarify 
where venting is required on outside legs. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON C O M M I T r E E  ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 22 
NEGATIVE: 1 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
JANZ: Not required infers not  necessary. It is my unders tanding 

that existing research on venting of  legs did not exclude a segment  
of a leg because 20 percent  of  the leg could be in a building. By 
eliminating the necessi W of venting that portion of the leg in tile 
building, we seriously compromise  tile effectiveness of the vent ing 
By requiring flint portion of legs in buildings to be vented ,,utsich. 
we may be limiting file effectiveness of  tbe vent however, some is 
still better than none. Additionally with the listing of Hame 
Arresting and Particulate Retention Devices a means now exists to 
safely vent equipment  in buildings. 

Adding "newly" to the text is ambiguous. If we want to insure 
that authorities having jurisdiction do not  retroactively enforce 
these standards than we should indicate so by specifying a date. By 
adding newly to the text someone  could assume the  requirement  
was established with the issuance of  the revised standard when in 
fact, the requirement  could have been added  to tire standard 3 or 
more  years prior  to the current  standard. 
C O M M E N T  ON AFFIRMATIVE: 

WODZINSKI: I agree with the Exception in Principle, however, 
tlle wording does not  adequately address the fact that the portions 
of the legs exempted may need  to be considerably stronger than 
those vented sections of  the legs outside of  these areas. This is to 
prevent  failure of the exempted  leg sections into potentially 
occupied spaces in the event of an explosion within the leg. 
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(Log #CPI 7) 
61- 18 - (5-4.1.2 and  A-5-4.1.2): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technica l  C ommi t t e e  on Agricultural  Dusts 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N :  Modify existing 5-4.1.2 and  its Appendix  
to read as follows: 

5-4.1.2" All newly installed outside legs hand l i ng  bulk raw grain 
shall be provided with explosion relief panels opposi te  each other,  
located at intervals no greater  than  20 ft. (6 m) . a long  both sides of  
the  up  and  down leg casings, and  each vent  shall have a m i n i m u m  
area  equivalent  to 2 / 3  the  cross sectional area of the  leg casing. 
Explosion vent ing for outside legs should  start between 8 and  12 ft 
above grade or the  bo t tom of  the  explosion vent  within 1 to 4 ft 
,after leg pene t ra tes  the  bui lding roof. Explosion relief shall be 
provided in the  top of the  head  section, no t  directed toward access 
platforms or work areas. 

A-5-4.1.2 Vents shou ld  deploy when  an internal pressure  of  0.5 
psig to 1.0 psig (3.4 kPa to 6.9 kPa) occurs. Vent  materials should  
be of l ightweight cons t ruc t ion  and  mee t  the  guidel ines  given in 
NFPA 68, Guide  for Vent ing  of  Deflagrations. 

Bucket  elevator head  sections are r e c o m m e n d e d  to have 5 ft 3 (0.5 
m 3) of  vent  area for each 100 ft 3 (2.8 m 3) of  head  section volume. 

For many  leg configurat ions,  explosion vent ing should  be made  
in the  top of the  head  section to avoid expos ing  personnel  on 
ma in t enance  plafforms: If the  r e c o m m e n d e d  vent ing areas canno t  
be achieved, some  vent ing is better than  none ,  since it can greatly 
reduce  explosive pressures  and  damage .  
S U B S T A N T I A T I O N :  Some Appendix  text  was moved to the  body 
in order  to make  it manda to ry  instead of  advisory. This  text 
descr ibed the  only proven m e t h o d  based on full scale tests that  
the  Commi t t ee  is aware of. T he  modif icat ions also improve 
usability. In addit ion,  text was added  to provide the  m a x i m u m  
vent ing and  minimize  personnel  exposure.  
COMMITTEE ACTION:  Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE T O  VOTE: 2-~ 
VOTE ON COMMIIYI'EE ACTION:  

AFFIRMATIVE: 22 
NEGATIVE: 1 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
ELLSWORTH: This  rule def ines  exact locations of the  vent on 

leg t runk ing  based on test results, however, it is my unde r s t and ing  
the  test did no t  state that  face m o u n t i n g  was no t  effective, only that  
it was not  as effective as side m o u n t e d  vents. 

Some installations become very difficult to vent  away f rom ladders 
~md platforms when the  only location is on sides. Also, in rare 
cases one  side could he next  to a s t ruc ture  making  it impossible to 
vent  f rom one  side. Based on the  listed reasons, I vote no on this 
and  feel it should  allow the  alternative to side mount ing ,  the  face 
m o u n t i n g  of vents, bu t  the  preferred m e t h o d  on the  sides. Also, 
the  top vent ing shou ld  be on the  discharge side so that  p rematu re  
discharge will no t  wear out  the  explosion vent. 
COMMENT ON AFFIRMATIVE: 

ELZEY: The  vent ing areas of  5 ft and  (.05 m) should  be square  
not  cube. 

(Log #CP19) 
61- 19-  (5-4.1.3): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural  Dusts 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N :  Modify the  existing 5-4.1.3 to read as 
follows: 

5-4.1.3* Inside legs hand l ing  bulk raw grain shall be permi t ted  if: 
(a) Legs are located within 10 ft (3 m) of  an  exterior  wall and  are 

vented as out l ined in Section 5-4.1.2 to the  outside of the  building, 
or  

(b) Legs are provided with explosion protect ion as out l ined in 
Section 4-3, or 

(c)* Legs have belt speeds  below 500 f t / m i n  (2.5 m/ sec )  or  
capacities less than  3750 f t 3 / h r  (106 m 3 / h r ) .  
S U B S T A N T I A T I O N :  A section reference  was added  in (a) for 
clarity and  e~.se of  use and  was removed in (b) to avoid 
redundancy.  
COMMITTEE ACTION:  Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE T O  VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON C O M M I T r E E  ACTION:  

AFFIRMATWE: 21 
NEGATIVE: 2 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
JANZ: ff I were a des igner  looking at subsect ion (a) I would be 

very confused.  T h e  paragraph  indicates tha t  legs can be located 
inside if vented outside and  than  refers us to Section 5-4.1.2 

indicat ing tha t  the  port ion of legs in a bui lding need  not  be 
vented.  In essence we are allowing legs in a bui lding without 
venting. 

I believe there  is a cleric:fl error  is subsect ion (c). It was my 
unde r s t and ing  tha t  the  sen tence  was to read "Legs have belt speeds 
below 500 f t / m i n  and  capacities less than  3750 f t 3 / h r .  '' 

VALIULIS: The  wording of subsect ion (c) conflicts with the 
wording adop ted  in 61-16 (Log #CP21 ) for the very same 
paragraph.  It is my recollection that  the  wording in Proposal 61-16 
is the  one  which the  commi t tee  in tended  to adopL However, if I 
voted positive on this one,  I am  ,afraid that  the incorrect  wording 
could ge t  adopted.  

(Log #CP6) 
61- 20 - (5-4.2.2): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural  Dusts 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N :  Add a s ta tement  to the  end  of 5-4.2.2 to 
read: 

Append ix  A-5-4.1.2 provides gu idance  for explosion vent ing 
design guidelines.  
S U B S T A N T I A T I O N :  The  Appendix  provides more  complete  
gu idance  on the  design of explosion venting. 
COMMITTEE ACTION:  Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE T O  VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION:  

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP7) 
61- 21 - (5-4.2.7 and  A-5-4.2.7): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural Dusts 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N :  Modify the  existing Sections 5-4.2.7* and  
A-5-4.2.7 to read as follows: 

5-4.2.7* Each leg shall be independen t ly  driven by motor(s)  and 
drive train(s) capable of  hand l ing  the  filll-rated capacity of  tile 
elevator without  overloading. Multiple motor  drives shall be 

: in ter locked to prevent  operat ion of the  leg upon  failure of  at~y 
single motor .  The  drive shall be capable of  start ing the unchoket l  
leg unde r  full (100 percent)  load. 

Exception: Line shaft  drives as used in tile mill ing industry. 
A-5-4.2.7 Any motor  or combina t ion  of motors  utilized shou ld  be 

no larger tllan tile smallest  s tandard  motor(s)  capable of  meet ing 
this requi rement .  
SUBSTANTIATION:  The  term " independen t"  was added  to 
accommoda te  new technology,  which may utilize mult iple  motors  
a n d / o r  drive trains on one  leg. 

The  Appendix  item was modif ied  to also incorporate  new 
technology and  t o p r e v e n t  oversized motors.  
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITI'EE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE T O  VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION:  

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP18) 
61- 22 - (5-4.2.2): Accept 
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural  Dusts 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N :  Modify 5-4.2.2 to read as follows: 

"Newly installed outside legs shall be equ ipped  with explosion 
vent ing in accordance  with Section 5-4.1.2." 
S U B S T A N T I A T I O N :  This was modif ied for consis tenry  with tile 
new text of Section 5-4.1.2. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE T O  VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION:  

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

C O M M E N T  ON AFFIRMATIVE: 
WODZINSKI: It is felt that  the  wording is not  clear itJ making 

reference to Section 5-4.1.2. A n u m b e r  of  except ions have been 
made  to Section 5-4.1.2. The  proposal is no t  clear if the 
except ions are inc luded in the reference.  
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(Log #CP8) 
61- 23 - (5-5.1.1): Accept  
SUBMIlq'ER: Teclmical Commit tee  on Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Modify existing 5-5.1.1 to read: 

5-5.1.1 Receiving systems prior to the leg shall be equipped with 
o n e  or more  devices such as grating, wire mesh screens, 
pe rmanen t  magnets, listed electromagnets,  pneumat ic  separators, 
or specific gravity separators to minimize or eliminate tramp 
material f rom the product  stream. 

Exception: Barge and ship receiving systems using legs as the 
primary reclaiming systems shall be allowed to have the tramp 
material protect ion ,after the unloading leg, but prior to being 
handled  in ano ther  leg or processing equipment.  
SUBSTANTIATION: The term "tramp material" was added  to 
emphasize what is to be removed.  The term "prior to the leg" was 
added to define the hazard point. An exception was added  to 
recognize that legs are used as reclaiming systems in barge and 
ship receiving systems, and it is not  possible to have t ramp material 
protection prior  to the leg. Other  text was added editorially for 
clarification. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMrrTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CPI 1) 
61- 24 - (6-3.1): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical Commit tee  on Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Move existing 6-3.1 and corresponding 
unchanged  Appendix  to a new section, 6-1.3, r enumber ing  
accordingly, with d ie  following modifications to die  existing text: 

6-1.3* Dryers and auxiliary equipment  shall be designed,  
operated,  cleaned, and mmnta ined  to minimize combustible 
accumulations on those inside surfaces in tended to be free of  
grain or product  dur ingdry ing .  
SUBSTANTIATION: T h e  text applies to all dryers, therefore  was 
moved to be a general requi rement  under  6-1 to apply to all dryers. 
The text was changed slightly to be applicable to all dryers. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATWE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP1) 
61- 25 - (8-1 (New)):  Accept  
SUBMITTER: Teclmical Commit tee  on Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Insert a new Section 8-1 to read as 
follows, and r enumber  the  subsequent  sections accordinglF.. 

8-1" General. Dust control as used in this chapter  is the control 
of emission of  a i rborne  combustible dusts from process and 
conveying equipment  or material transfer points. 

A-8-1 Dust collection systems are designed to handle  a i rborne 
dust  as distinguisbed from pneumatic  conveying for product  
transport  that are covered in Chapter  9 of  this standard. 
SUBSTANTIATION: Tltis text clarified the application of 
Chapter  8 to address dust collectors used to collect a i rborne dust. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP9) 
61- 26 - (8-3.1): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commit tee  on Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Part of  the existing text for existing 8-3.1 
will be separated and renumbered  to be 8-3.1 and 8-3.8. The 
existing 8-3.8 and subsequent  sections will be renumbered  
accordingly. 

8,-3.1" Fans and blowers designed to convey combustible dusts 
throngb them shall be of spark-resistmlt construction and shall 
comply with all requirements  of  NFPA 91, Standard for Exhaust 
Systems for Air Conveying of  Materials. 

I 8-3.8 Filter media  dust collectors shall have a monitor ing device 
(such as a differential pressure gauge) to indicate pressure drop 
across the filter media. 
SUBSTANTIATION: There  are currently two requirements  with 
two topics in one section. It was separated into two sections for 
clarity. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #2) 
61- 27 - (8-3.2): Accept in Principle 
Note: This Proposal appeared  as C ommen t  61-91 which was held 

from the Annual 95 ROC on Proposal 61-1. 
SUBMITTER: David A~ de Vries, Schirmer Engineering 
Corporat ion 
RECOMMENDATION: Revise text to read: 

"Dust collectors shall be located outside of  buildings and shall be 
orotected in accordance with Section 4-3.l 7 
SUBSTANTIATION: Dust collectors by their very nature are 
likely to contain combustible dust /a i r  mixtures within the 
explosive range. A single failure, i.e., an ignition source, is likely 
to result in an explosion. Although distinctly preferable over 
indoor  installation, outdoor  dust  collectors without explosiot~ 
protect ion can fail in an unpredictable  and catastrophic fashion, 
present ing a hazard to both property and personnel.  Explosion 
venting is a commonly installed and  readily available means for 
dissipating the dust explosion energy in a controlled fashion. 
Alternate means for protection are available per Section 4-3.1. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept in Principle. 
Modify existing 8-3.2 as follows: 

8-3.2 Dust collectors shall be located outs ide  of  buildings and 
shall be protected in accordance with Section 4-3. 

Exception No. 1:* Dust collectors shall be permit ted inside of 
buildings if located adjacent  to an exterior wall and vented to the 
outside through straight ducts not  exceeding 20 ft (6 m) in length, 
and designed so that  the  explosion pressures will not  rupture the 
ductwork or the collector. 

Exception No. 2: Dust collectors shall be permit ted to be located 
inside of  buildings if equipped  with an explosion suppression 
system designed according to NFPA 69, Standard on Explosion 
Prevention Systems. 

Exception No. 3: Centrifugal separators, without bags, used for 
remowng moisture from coolers handl ing pelleted, extruded, or 
flaked grain and feed products shall be permit ted inside or outside 
buildings without explosion protection.  

Exception No. 4: Bin vent dust  collectors directly mounted  
without a hoppe r  on a tank or bin, whose primary function is to 
filter air displaced dur ing filling or blending operations and return 
dust  directly to the bin, shall be permit ted inside or outside of  
buildings without explosion protection.  Filters that return air to 
inside of  buildings shall be capable of  a minimum efficiency of 
99.9 percent  at 10 microns. 

Exception No. 5: Filters used for classifying food products with 
air (product  purifiers) shall be permit ted  to be located inside or 
out.side of  buildings without explosion protection.  
COMMITTEE STATEMENT: In Exception 1, 10 ft was changed to 
20 ft to be consistent with the new design parameters allowed in 
NFPA 68, published in die A98 Report  on Proposals. 
NFPA 68 will provide design guidance on how to adjust the 
explosion vent design to compensate  for the explosion vent duct. 

In Exceptions No. 3, No. 4, and No. 5, the terms "or outside" and 
"without explosion protect ion" were added  to adjust the 
exceptions to agree with the proposal in principal. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CPI 0) 
61- 28-  (8-3.8): Accept 
SUBMII~I'ER: Technical Gommit tee on Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Move existing 8-3.8* and associated 
appendixes  and subsections to a new Section, 8-3.11. 

8-3.11" Filtered Air° 
8-3.11.1 Recycling of  air f rom collectors to buildings shall be 

permit ted if the system is designed to prevent  both a return of  dust 
and transmission of  energy from a fire or explosion to the 
building. (For bin vents, see 8-3.2, Exception No. 4.) 
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8-3.11.2 Filters dmt return air to inside of  buildihgs shall be 
capable of  a minimum efficiency of  99.9 percent  at 10 microns. 
SUBSTANTIATION: The filtered air section was separated from 
tile other  sections in 8-3 that provide equipment  requirements.  
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 21 
NEGATIVE: 2 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
JANZ: I believe there  are several clerical errors. The first line 

should read "to a new Section 8-4.11 not  8-3.11. 
Line two should read 8-4.11 not  8-3.11. 
Line three should read 8-4.11.1 not  8-3.11.1. 
Line four should read 8-4.11.2 not  8-3.11.2. 
JENSEN: An Exception to 8-3.11.1 should be added  to read: 
Exception No. 1: Those dust  collectors allowed to be located 

inside without explosion protect ion under  8-3.2 are exempt  from 
the transmission of  energy prevention requirement.  

Dust collectors located inside without explosion protection as 
permit ted do not  pose any additional risk of energy in the room 
with or without flame deflector or dust suppression. 

(Log #3) 
61- 29 - (8-3.9): Reject 
Note: This Proposal appeared  as Commen t  61-100 which was 

held from the Annual  95 ROC on Proposal 61-1. 
SUBMITTER: Paul A. Luther,  Purina Mills, Inc. 
RECOMMENDATION: Revise text: 

"...be located adjacent  to an external wall and be equipped with 
explosion venting panels or be located external to the buildings..." 
SUBSTANTIATION: ff a bin located next  to an exterior wall is 
equipped with explosion panels, then  using it to store grain dust  
should be allowed. It is not  common  current  design practice to 
construct  an outside bin for this dust. 
COMMITrEE ACTION: Reject. 
COMMITTEE STATEMENT: The Commit tee believes that  
separate storage of dusts within the facility is a greater  hazard due 
to concerns  with secondary explosions. Tbe  magnitude of  an 
explosion in a dust  b in  is much greater  than that  of a grain bin. 
The storage of  grain dust  as an ingredient  in a feed mill is not  
in tended to be covered in Chapter  8. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP3) 
61- 30-  (8-3.9): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commit tee  on Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Revise the existing 8-3.9* to read: 

8-3.9* Bins and  tanks for the storage of  grain dust  shall be 
dusttight, be constructed of  noncombust ib le  materials, and be 
located outside the buildings or  structures. The dust  bins and 
tanks shall have transfer systems tilat are separated f rom the 
upstream operations by rotary valves, choke seals, or other  
methods  to reduce the likelihood of propagat ion of  an explosion 
in accordance with NFPA 69, Standard on Explosion Prevention 
Systems. 
SUBSTANTIATION: The change in the text offers a practical 
means to mitigate the secondary explosion hazards by preventing 
upstream propagation of  the explosion. The removal of  the text 
"...and be equipped  with explosmn venting" was done  to eliminate 
the difficulty o f  venting bins with high aspect ratios (ratio of  height  
to diameter) .  
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 21 
NEGATIVE: 2 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
NELSON: See my Explanation of  Negative on Proposal 61-5 (Log 

#CP31). 
WODZINSKh The proposal removed any requ i rement  for 

explosion venting of  bins and tanks for the storage of grain dust. 
The substantiation indicates that  the proposal "...offers a practical 
means to mitigate the secondary explosion hazards by preventing 

upstream propagat ion of  the explosion." However, it does not  
appear  to consider that  the devices ment ioned  (rotary valves, 
choke seals, etc.) may be ineffective in preventing propagation 
unless the area in which the explosion originates i sprovided  with 
explosion venting.  The  devices ment ioned  are not  recognized 
bemg suitable to prevent  the propagation of  a dust  explosion. 

Also, the substantiation indicates that  it was done  to eliminate the 
difficulty of  venting bins with high L / D  ratios. This does not  
address those bins with low L / D  ratios. 

Also, see my Explanation of  Negative on Proposal 61-41. 

(Log #4) 
61- 31 - (9-4.1): Accept in Principle in Part 
Note: This Proposal appeared  as C ommen t  61-102 which w:Ls 

held f rom the Annual 95 ROC on Proposal 61-1. 
SUBMITTER: David A. de Vries, Schirmer Engineering 
Corporat ion 
RECOMMENDATION: Revise text as follows: 

"%4.1 Air material separators...shall be placed outside of  
buildings or structures ~ a n d  shall be protected in accordance 
with Section 4-3.1." 

Excention: Air material senarators shall be nermit ted  inside of  
buildings if located adjacent to an exterior wall and vented to the 
outside~throu~h strai~-ht ducts not  exceeding 10 ft 13 m) irl [en~da 
and designed so that  the exnl0sion nressures will no t  runture the 
ductworl~ or the collector. 
SUBSTANTIATION: Air material separators that  handle  
primarily combustible dusts, as opposed  to systems handl ing 
grains, present  a significant risk of dust  explosion. Consequently, 
to achieve a reasonable level of  safety to persons and property, it is 
necessary top rov ide  the addit ion features of  product ion found in 
NFPA 650. That  s tandard anticipates that  a single failure, i.e., an 
icgnoition source, is all that is needed  to begin a dust  explosion. 

MMrlTEE ACTION: Accept  in Principle in Part. 
Revise 9-4.1 as follows: 
%4.1 Air-material separators connec ted  to processes that are 

potential  sources of  ignition such as hammermills ,  ovens, and 
direct-fired dryers, and o ther  similar equ ipment  placed inside or 
outside of  buildings shall be protected in accordance with Section 
4-3. Indoor  air-material separators protected by explosion venting 
shall be located adjacent to an exterior wall and vented to the 
outside through straight ducts not  exceeding 20 ft (6 m) in lengfl~, 
and designed so that  the explosion pressures will not  rupture die 
ductwork or the separator. 
COMMITTEE STATF~MENT: Tbe Committee agreed with tht- 
submitter that  explosion protection is required for both indoor 
and outdoor  separators, but should not  be limited to venting. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP14) 
61- 32 - (9-4.2): Accept 
SUBMITrER: Technical Commit tee  on Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Insert a new section 9-4.2 and renumber  

~ subsequent  sections accordingly. 
9-4.2 Cyclones with a 50 in. (0.76 m) diameter  or less used as air 
material separators shall be allowed to be placed inside buildings 
without explosion protection when the following conditions are 
present: 

1. The room, building, or o ther  enclosure is no t  a Class I, 
Division 1 or 2; or Class II, Division 1 area as defined by Article 
500 of the NEC®. 

2. Material being processed has a min imum ignition energy of  > 
10 mJ. 

3. System is a closed process, excluding cleaning vacuum 
systems° 

4. Material being processed has a Kst of less than 200 bar-m/s.  
SUBSTANTIATION: This new section is added  to allow small 
material separators in relatively low hazard locations. This is 
consis tent  with the language present  in die  previous NFPA 61A, 
1989 that was incorporated in this standard. 

Materials with a Kst of  100 would only require 33 in. 2 (21cm 2) 
venting area using the current  VDI (Verein Deutsche lngenieure)  
calculations, or 51 in. 2 (32 cm 2) using Factory Mutual 
calculations. (The current  NFPA 68 does not  yet include current  
VDI calculations). An 8 in. in le t /out le t  pipe would provide over 
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50 in. 2 of  venting area. The Commit tee realizes that the duct  
connected  to the outlet reduces the explosion venting efficiency of  
the opening. 

The small surface area of  a 30 in.diameter  cyclone would no t  
,allow installation of  a vent without adversely affecting the 
performance of  the cyclone, even if the cyclone were installed 
outside a building. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATWE: 2S 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP36) 
61- 33 - (9-4.2.1 and 9-4.2.2): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commit tee  on Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Modify 9-4.2.1 and 9-4.2.2 to the 
following: 

9-4.2.1 Recycl ing of air f rom air-material separators to buildings 
shall be permit ted if the system is designed to prevent 
transmission of  energy from a fire or explosion to the building. 
(For bin vents, see 8-3.2, Exception No. 4.) 

9-4.2.2 Air that  is re turned inside the  building or to makeup air 
systems shall be filtered to the  efficiency of  99.9 percent  at 10 
microns.  
SUBSTANTIATION: The text was modified to clarify the text to 
be more  user-friendly. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 22 
NEGATIVE: 1 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
JEENSEN: An Exception to 9-4.2.1 should be added  to read: 

xception No. 1: Those air-material separators allowed to be 
located inside without explosion protect ion under  9-3.2 are 
exempt  from the transmission of  energy requirement .  

Also, see my Explanation of  Negative on Proposal 61-28o 

(Log #5) 
61- 34 - (10-4.1 Exception): Reject 
Note: This Proposal appeared  as Commen t  61-107 which was 

held  from tbe AJlnual 95 ROC on Proposal 61-1. 
SUBMITTER: Steven E. Kroon,  Continental  Grain Company 
RECOMMENDATION: Move the exception to section 10-4.3 
instead. 
SUBSTANTIATION: If s tandpipe and hoses are installed, they 
must meet  NFPA 14 requirements.  But wet or dry standpipes are 
not  needed  in grain elevator or feed mill warehouses due to 
limited combustibles, availability of  portable fire extinguishers, 
and exterior hydrants for fire depar tment  hoses. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Reject. 
COMMITTEE STATEMENT: There is currently no Exception to 
10-4.1. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #6) 
61- 35 - (11-11 (New)):  Accept  in Principle 
Note: This Proposal appeared  as Commen t  6i-136 wifich was 

held from the Annual 95 ROC on Proposal 61-1. 
SUBMITTER: David A. de Vries, Sch i rmer  Engineering 
Corporat ion 
RECOMMENDATION: Add new text: 

11-11 Maintenance.  
11-11.1 All equ ipment  installed in accordance with this s tandard 

shall be maintained in operable condition.  
11-11.2 Water-based extinguishing systems shall be maintained in 

accordance with NFPA 25, Standard for the  Inspection, 
Maintenance and Testing of  Water-Based Extinguishing Systems. 
SUBSTANTIATION: Equipment  installed in accordance with this 
standard must be maintained in good condition in order  that it 
prevent  or suppress fires and explosions. NFPA records recount  
numerous  instances where fires started because of  lack of  

maintenance  or spread out  of  control because of  fire protection 
equ ipment  that  was in an inoperable condition,  
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept in Principle. 

Add new text: 
11-11 Maintenance.  All equ ipment  installed in accordance with 

this s tandard shall be mainta ined in operable condition. 
10-7 Maintenance.  Water-based extinguishing systems shall be 

maintained in accordance with NFPA 25, Standard for the 
Inspection, Maintenance and Testing of  Water-Based Extinguishing 
Systems. 
COMMITTEE STATEMENT: The Committee agreed with the 
submitter 's  intent, but  changed  the location of the proposed l l -  
11.2 to place it in the relevant Chapter,  Building Fire Protection. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #7) 
61- 36-  (12-1.1): Reject 
Note: This Proposal appeared  as C ommen t  61-137 which was 

held from the Annual  95 ROC on Proposal 61-1. 
SUBMITTER: Steven E. Kroon,  Continental  Grain Company 
RECOMMENDATION: Add "NFPA 395, storage of  flammable and 
combustible liquids at farms and isolated sites - 1993 edition" to 
this list of referenced NFPA Codes. 
SUBSTANTIATION: NFPA 395 provides reasonable protection 
for small tanks (1100 gal or less) o f  f lammable or combustible 
liquids. It is much more  useful than NFPA 30 at small, remotely 
located grain handl ing  facilities. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Reject. 
COMMITTEE STATEMENT: NFPA 395 does not  cover 

ricultural and  food products  facilities covered under  NFPA 61. 
A 30 better applies to NFPA 61 facilities for f lammable and 

combustible liquid hazards. 
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 22 
ABSTENTION: 1 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF ABSTENTION: 
ELZEY: 1 am not  familiar with NFPA 30 and do not  know if this 

is a better document  for addressing this area, therefore 1 
abstained. If the Commit tee believes this is the best document  for 
this issue, I will suppor t  the Commit tee Recommendat ion.  

(Log #CP16) 
61- 37 - (A-4-1): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical Commit tee  on Agricultural Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Add a new appendix  item A-4-1 to read as 
follows: 

A-4-1 It should be no ted  that  the protections described here may 
not, in themselves, eliminate explosion or deflagration 
propagation.  Other  means, when practicable, such as rotary 
valves, fast closing valves, conveyor seals or chokes may minimize 
propagation potential. Ultimately, if adequate  explosion venting is 
provided or equ ipment  fails, explosion propagation may still be 
possible. Additional information on deflagration isolation can be 
found in NFPA 69 and in NFPA 654, Appendix  A. 
SUBSTANTIATION: The Commit tee believed that  explosion 
isolation should be considered to reduce risk. The Commit tee 
wished to advise the user that  providing the protect ion described 
here  may not  prevent  propagat ion of the explosion or deflagration. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #(i;t'33) 
61- 38 - (A-4-2.1): Accept 
SUBMITTER: Technical Commit tee  on Agricultural Dusm 

I RECOMMENDATION: Modify Table A-4-2.1 to add a Note ,l to 
read as follows: 

Note 4: The data is from Factory Mutual Research Corporation. 
SUBSTANTIATION: This was added  for clarification of  the 
source of data for reproducibility. 
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COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 23 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

(Log #CP20) 
61- 39 - (A-5-4.1.3(c), A-5-4.2.3 and  A-5-4.2.13): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  C ommi t t e e  on Agricultural  Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Modify A-5.4.1.3(c), A-5-4.2.3, A-5-4.2.13 
Exception to remove the sentence ,  "This exempt ion  is based on no 
repor ted indust ry  losses" and  replace it with the  following: 

"This exempt ion  is based on reports  tha t  low belt  speeds  with 
large buckets substantially reduce dus t  concentra t ions ."  
SUBSTANTIATION: T he re  have been l imited indust ry  losses, but  
these r equ i r emen t s  are still just if ied as a result o f  a Technical  
Commi t t ee  l i terature search. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 25 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

COMMENT ON AFFIRMATIVE: 
W()DZINSKI: The  same Except ion current ly  exists to Section 5- 

4.2.8. Is this append ix  material  in tended  to be a t tached to that  
paragraph  ? 

(Log #CP25) 
61- 40 - (A-8-1.1 (New)): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technica l  C ommi t t e e  on Agricultural  Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Add a new Appendix  to existing 8-1.1 to 
read as follows: 

A-8-1.1 A relatively small initial dus t  def lagrat ion can dis turb and  
suspend  in air dus t  tha t  has been  allowed to accumula te  on the  
horizontal  and  vertical surfaces of  a bui ld ing or equ ipment .  This  
dus t  cloud provides fuel for file secondary  deflagration,  which can 
cause damage .  Reduc ing  significant  addit ional  dus t  accumula t ions  
is, therefore,  a major  factor in reduc ing  the  hazard in areas where 
a dus t  hazard can exist. 
SUBSTANTIATION: This  added  append ix  text clarifies the  
reason for housekeep ing .  
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 25 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 22 
NEGATIVE: 1 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
JANZ: There  is a clerical er ror  in this section. Line two unde r  

R e c o m m e n d a t i o n  shou ld  read A-8-2.1 no t  A-8-l.I. 

(Log #CP2) 
61- 41 - (A-8-5.9): Accept  
SUBMITTER: Technical  Commi t t ee  on Agricultural  Dusts 
RECOMMENDATION: Add ano the r  paragraph to existing 
Append ix  i tem A-8-3.9: 

"Separate storage of  dusts within the  facility is a greater  hazard 
due  to concerns  with secondary  explosions.  The  magn i tude  of an 
explosion in a dus t  bin is m u c h  greater  than  that  of a grain bin. 
The  storage of  grain dus t  as an ingred ien t  in feed mills or o ther  
processes should  be in separate  outside bins or in bins that  have 
external  walls that  are equ ipped  with explosion venting." 
SUBSTANTIATION: Tile Appendix  text was added  as a result of  
the  Commit tee ' s  del iberat ions on 61-29 (Log #3.) It provides 
clarification to the  reader  on file restriction for the  use of  bins for 
grain dus t  storage. 
COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept.  
NUMBER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS ELIGIBLE TO VOTE: 2.~ 
VOTE ON COMMITTEE ACTION: 

AFFIRMATIVE: 22 
NEGATIVE: 1 
NOT RETURNED: 2 Baker, Fawbush 

EXPLANATION OF NEGATIVE: 
WODZINSKI: The  append ix  material  conflicts with the  

r e q u i r e m e n t  in Proposal 61-30 which dele ted  the  r e q u i r e m e n t  for 
explosion vent ing of bins and  tanks for the  storage of  grain d u s t  
Ttmt  proposal (61-30) specifies that  bins ,and tanks for the storage 
of grain dus t  shall be located outside of buildings or structures.  
The  p roposed  append ix  material r e c o m m e n d s  tha t  such storage 
".. .should he in separate  outside bins or in bins that  have extertJal 
walls dmt  are equ ipped  with explosion ventit~g", thus  reierct,~ing 
s torage of grain dus t  inside of buildings and  recomme,d i f~g  
explosion venting. 
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