
 
January 19, 2010 
 
OSHA Docket Office 
Technical Data Center, Room N-2625 
US Department of Labor 
200 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20210 
 
Attention Docket No. OSHA-2009-0023 (RIN 1218-AC41) 
 
Re: Combustible Dust; Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (74 FR 54334; Oct. 21, 2009) 

Dear Asst. Secretary of Labor for OSHA Michaels: 

The National Cotton Council of America (NCC) together with the other cotton and textile industry 
organizations listed below appreciate the opportunity to submit comments in response to the advance 
notice of proposed rulemaking (ANPR) on issues related to the hazards of combustible dust in the 
workplace which was published in the Federal Register as noted above.  
 
The NCC is the central organization of the U.S. cotton industry representing growers, ginners, 
warehousemen, cottonseed merchandisers and processors, merchants, cooperatives and manufacturers 
whose primary business operations are located in 17 cotton producing states.  U.S. cotton growers 
produce a crop with an annual farm-gate value in excess of $5 billion.  While a majority of the industry is 
concentrated in the 17 cotton-producing states, the down-stream manufacturers of cotton apparel and 
home-furnishings are located in virtually every state.  The industry and its suppliers, together with the 
cotton product manufacturers, account for more than 230,000 jobs in the U.S.  In addition to the cotton 
fiber, cottonseed products are used for livestock feed, and cottonseed oil is used for food products ranging 
from margarine to salad dressing.  Taken collectively, the annual economic activity generated by cotton 
and its products in the U.S. economy is estimated to be in excess of $100 billion. 

The NCC submits its general comments below.  In addition the NCC is supportive of the comments 
submitted by representatives of other cotton industry segments specific to their respective situation.  The 
NCC comments below are divided by industry segment.  In addition, the NCC responses to OSHA’s 69 
specific questions (FR pp 54341-54347) are in Attachment A to this letter. 

In general, the NCC is supportive of OSHA efforts to improve workplace safety and appreciates the 
agency’s history of engaging industry stakeholders in its regulatory process in order to provide cost 
effective and science based approaches to worker safety issues.  However, the NCC would caution OSHA 
to focus its efforts on those areas that have demonstrated experience with combustible dust issues and not 
attempt to regulate those industries that have no history of combustible dust incidences. 

More specifically, the NCC takes exception to much of the data in Table 1 (FR p 54335) indicating 
incidents have occurred in certain segments of the cotton industry.  For example, the National Cotton 
Ginners Association (NCGA) and its members have carefully reviewed the one reported incident in Table 
1 for cotton ginning and have determined that incident was a process lint fire, with no evidence of dust 
playing any role in the incident.  Efforts are underway to correct the record on the incident in question.  In 
addition, the NCC maintains that the science behind the NCGA contention that it is virtually impossible 
for dust fires or dust explosions to occur in cotton gins also is applicable to other cotton industry 
segments and explains why there have been no dust fires or dust explosions in other cotton industry 
segments.  For these reasons, the NCC recommends that industries with no history of dust fires or dust 
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explosions and that can provide science supportive of why such incidences cannot occur, be exempted 
from any additional OSHA rule making in this regard.    

COTTON GINNING 

Comments specific to this industry segment have been provided to the docket by the National Cotton 
Ginners Association (NCGA).  The NCC supports those comments in their entirety.  The NCC takes 
exception to the data in Table 1, as discussed earlier, indicating an incident having occurred in cotton 
ginning.  The NCGA and its members have carefully reviewed the one reported incident in Table 1 and 
have determined that incident was a process cotton lint fire.  The NCC wishes to reiterate the following 
points made by NCGA in its comments, as these points are also germane to comments provided for other 
industry segments.   

I. It would be virtually impossible for a dust fire or dust explosion to occur in cotton ginning.  

Cotton itself is a combustible material.  However, dust fires and dust explosions do not occur in cotton 
gins, and it would be virtually impossible for a dust fire or dust explosion to occur in cotton gins.   
 
Tests performed by Texas A&M University Dept. of Agricultural and Biological Engineering (references 
for test specifics included in NCGA comments located elsewhere in this docket) indicate that dust from a 
cotton gin may not explode at any concentration.  These tests utilized concentrations from 250 to 1,000 
g/m3, without any resultant explosion.  Therefore, cotton gins, cotton warehouses, cotton lint/linter, or 
cotton seed handling operations do not present an explosion potential because the minimum explosive 
concentration (MEC) cannot be reached in those operations.  
 
Dust in cotton gins is not cotton dust as cotton dust is defined in the OSHA cotton dust standard (29 CFR 
1910.1043), which specifically excludes cotton gins.  The dust is nuisance dust/ particulate not otherwise 
regulated (PNOR) or “cotton related dust”.  From studies of cyclone captured dust, it has been 
documented that the dust in cotton gins is approximately 34-45% inorganic soil, and the rest is organic 
material that contains cotton plant material and fiber [Hughs et al. 1997, Tran ASAE 40(3): 519-527].  
Thus dust generated from cotton gins is high in soil content (i.e., inorganic, non-combustible dust), which 
would indicate that the MEC would be much higher than the 50g/m3 range typical of grain dusts or 
cottonseed meal or the 500g/m3 typical of cotton linters.  Therefore, it is not possible for dust from a 
cotton gin to explode at any concentration that is reached during any part of the ginning process.  The 
previously discussed tests recently performed at Texas A&M support this conclusion.  This same 
condition exists for other cotton industry segments as well. 
 
Cotton gin buildings have a high rate of air flow, due to air drafted into the building by the process fans 
and other equipment.  This air is used in the ginning process and subsequently is exhausted outside the 
building through the air pollution control devices.  This high rate of air flow though gin buildings results 
in an entire exchange of a building’s air every few minutes.  Thus, any suspended dust in the air is carried 
away on a continual basis.  
 
The OSHA Standard for worker exposure to nuisance dust or particulate not otherwise regulated (PNOR; 
29 CFR 1910.1000) is 15 mg/m3 total dust and 5 mg/m3 respirable dust.  Cotton gins are covered by the 
PNOR standard.  The MEC for gin workplace and emissions and for other cotton and cottonseed 
processing operations is at least 3,000 times higher than the OSHA total dust nuisance standard and 
Cotton Dust Standards.  
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II. Cotton gins do experience process fires, but these fires are not dust fires or dust explosions.  
 
Raw cotton is received by the cotton gin directly from the farm, and for this reason, the moisture and 
foreign matter content of the cotton is highly variable.  Cotton is processed in machinery made of steel.  If 
a bearing becomes hot, or a moving machinery part becomes misaligned, sparks or heated steel can be 
exposed to the processed cotton, often times resulting in a process fire.   
 
Cotton in the ginning process can undergo smoldering combustion (exothermic ignition that is not 
accompanied by flaming and caused by hot metal or a spark), but the smoldering combustion rarely 
breaks into flaming combustion.  This type of combustion is extinguished by isolating the smoldering 
cotton and extinguishing it with a small amount of water.  Lint cotton can ignite in the duct work, but 
these types of fires typically will only discolor the paint on the machinery and will possibly melt any 
rubber parts.  These fires are not dust fires or dust explosions.  In fact, there is no history of dust fires or 
dust explosions occurring in cotton gins. 
 
As discussed previously, it should be noted that the one cotton gin fire cited in the ANPR in Table 1 was 
not a dust fire or dust explosion, but simply a lint process fire as described above.  The inclusion of this 
incident in Table 1 (NCICS – 115111), and in any data base referencing this as a dust fire or dust 
explosion incident, is inaccurate and misleading and should be removed.   
 
III. Summary 
 
In summary, the fires experienced in a cotton gin do not burn rapidly enough to cause any type of 
pressure rise.  Buildings that house gin machinery have an open design and, therefore, are not susceptible 
to a secondary explosion.  Furthermore, test results indicate that the dust from a cotton gin is not 
explosive in any concentration.  Even if an MEC typical for other agricultural dusts is assumed, the 
concentration required for an explosion of dust in a cotton gin would be virtually impossible to attain in a 
cotton gin building.  The NCC urges OSHA to exclude cotton gins from this proposed rule.   
 
WAREHOUSES 
 
With regard to cotton warehousing, the NCC also takes exception to data included in Table 1 of the 
notice.  An incident reported under NAICS group 493000, Warehousing and Storage, as a cotton dust fire 
in a cotton warehouse must be addressed.  According to data from U.S. Chemical Safety and Hazard 
Investigation Board’s (CSB) Dust Incident Data File, the incident involved a cotton warehouse in 
Clarksdale, MS. Incident # 211 was described in the CSB file as “A flexible electrical cable used with a 
cotton compress conveyor was accidently kicked by an employee; a spark resulted, igniting loose cotton 
dust around the conveyor, which spread to the bales of cotton and reached the ceiling of the warehouse” 
and the fuel is listed as cotton dust. 
 
In order to determine the accuracy of the dust incident data file, NCC staff interviewed a representative of 
the cited warehouse, who provided a copy of the Mississippi State Fire Marshal’s Office report of the 
investigation dated August 18, 2002.  
 
The state fire marshal’s report is clearly at odds with the description of the incident in the CSB file.  The 
state fire marshal’s report states that an investigation of the fire was conducted by an ATF agent and there 
is no mention of a cotton dust fire.  Instead the agent determined that “the fire was started when a cord 
going to the switch to operate a small cotton press shorted out and caused sparks which ignited the loose 
cotton and lint which quickly ran up the main press and got into the roof and ceiling of the building and 
above the sprinkler.”  It is clear that loose cotton lint (not dust) was the source of the fire and the CSB 
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Dust Incident Data File for incident #211, along with Table 1 of the notice should be corrected 
accordingly. 
 
Cotton warehouses in the United States are regulated by numerous federal and state agencies.  The 
resultant regulations are focused on preservation of the value of the cotton stored and are specific when 
addressing issues regarding fire.  A provision of USDA CCC Cotton Storage Agreement (CSA) mandates 
that cotton warehouses have a security plan that includes measures to protect handled and stored baled 
cotton.  The CSA as well as the United States Warehouse Act (USWA) provisions for baled cotton 
storage also require adherence to insurance, fire code and sprinkler requirements.  In addition to USDA, 
OSHA and other federal regulations, cotton warehouses are also subject to local and state regulatory 
authorities.  All local and state authorities cover procedures for the safe storage and handling of densely 
packed baled cotton similar to federal requirements.  It should be noted that the International Fire Code 
(IFC), the International Building Code (IBC), and the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) codes 
do not classify densely-packed baled cotton as a combustible fiber or a hazardous material.  
 
With the corrected record of no incidences occurring in cotton warehouses, the numerous regulatory 
authorities that have responsibility for fire prevention in these facilities and the fact that any dust existent 
(as described above for cotton gins) does not exist in any level reaching an MEC, the NCC urges OSHA 
to refrain from adding another level of unnecessary regulatory burden on the cotton warehousing industry.  
 
COTTONSEED OIL MILLS AND COTTONSEED STORAGE FACILITIES  
 
Cottonseed oil mills come under the following NAICS group: 311223 (other oilseed processing).  These 
facilities are not regulated by OSHA’s Grain Handling Standard (29 CFR 1910.272) because cottonseed 
are not considered a grain due to different flow and storage characteristics.  Whole, fuzzy cottonseed has 
unique characteristics which make it difficult to handle with common grain handling equipment.  Thus, an 
entire different infrastructure for handling and storage of fuzzy cottonseed exists as compared to grains.  
In addition, unlike grain, cottonseed has a variable angle of repose, which leads to unique design and 
infrastructure for cottonseed storage buildings.  While many types of buildings can be used to store 
cottonseed, Muskogee houses are normally used for volumes greater than 6,000 tons.  Muskogee houses 
generally have roof slopes of 45° and a high ridge line to maximize storage volume while minimizing 
wall forces.  The roof slope and height also require a greater steel superstructure.  Long-term cottonseed 
storage facilities are equipped with an aeration system to prevent seed spoilage from cottonseed heating in 
the storage pile which can lead to fires. 
 
While Table 1 in the ANPR indicates five incidents of dust fires and dust explosions for “grain and 
oilseed milling”, it should be noted that none of the incidents involved cottonseed oil mills.  A survey of 
cottonseed oil extraction operations indicates that there have not been any reports of dust fires or 
explosions due to dust.  
 
As with dusts found in cotton gins, the dusts in cottonseed oil mills are not cotton dust as cotton dust is 
defined in the OSHA cotton dust standard (29 CFR 1910.1043).  The dusts are nuisance dust/ particulate 
not otherwise regulated (PNOR).  The dust generated in cottonseed receiving is an agricultural dust 
similar to that emitted from cotton gins and would have a similar MEC of over 500g/m3, as discussed 
earlier in these comments for gins.  Typical cotton linters (fuzz fiber on the cottonseed removed in the 
delinting operation) have an MEC of 500g/m3 and cottonseed meal (a vegetable protein material obtained 
after oil extraction) has an MEC of 50g/m3 (Palmer, K. N. 1973.  Dust explosions and fires [by] K. N. 
Palmer Chapman & Hall London).  All of these dusts have MEC’s that are hundreds of times higher than 
dust levels reached in cottonseed processing operations. Cottonseed oil mill facilities also must meet the 
OSHA standards that address this risk, i.e., PNOR (29 CFR 1910.1000), Housekeeping (1910.22), 
Ventilation (1910.94), and Hazard Communication (1910.1200).  For these reasons along with the fact 
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that these dusts have very high MECs and are not being enclosed/confined, it is virtually impossible for a 
dust explosion to occur in cottonseed oil mills.  
 
The NCC urges that the scope of the combustible dust standard be limited to industries or operations 
where dust fires or dust explosions have a reasonable chance of occurring and therefore should exclude 
industries where the MEC for dusts is virtually impossible to be reached.  Thus, cottonseed oil mills and 
cottonseed storage facilities should be exempted from this proposed rule. 
 
TEXTILE MILLS 
 
The traditional textile processing operations that come under “textile mills” and “textile product mills” 
where raw cotton fiber or other textile fibers are converted to a commercial textile are:  
 

Yarn manufacture: The textile manufacturing operations for producing cotton yarn are opening, 
blending, carding, drawing, combing (if necessary), roving, spinning and winding.  
 
Fabric manufacture: includes weaving, knitting or non-woven fabric manufacturing.  
 
Textile Wet Processing [Preparation/pretreatment, coloration (dyeing/printing), and finishing]: 
- Preparation/ pretreatment 
Typically, in preparation for dyeing or printing and finishing, raw (greige) fabric is singed, desized, 
scoured, and bleached. These treatments remove natural non-cellulosic constituents/impurities from 
cotton and remove processing aids from synthetic fibers and increase the affinity of fibers for dyes 
and finishes. 
 
- Coloration (Dyeing/Printing) and Finishing 
Fabrics are dyed after preparation. Dyeing also can be done on raw stock /fiber and yarn.  
After dyeing/printing/coloration, fabrics are finished – i.e., treated with chemicals to convey attributes 
such as antimicrobial, softening, flame resistance, soil release, water repellence, stain resistance, 
durable press/wrinkle resistance/easy-care, cellulase enzymes to improve hand (biofinishing), etc.  
Finishing is the final step in the fabric manufacturing process – the last chance to provide the 
aesthetic properties the customer values. Finishing completes the fabric’s performance and gives it its 
special functional properties.  
 
Cut and sew operations convert the finished textile to a commercial product (e.g., apparel, home 
furnishings). 

 
In Table 1, according to OSHA Research, Textile Mills are listed with 11 incidents and Textile Product 
Mills with 2.  In the CSB list of 300 combustible dust and fire explosion incidents, only 3 (#104, #119, 
#142) appear to be textile related.  These were all referred to in the CSB list as “fiber dust fires” in Nylon 
fiber flocking processes, which are “specialized textile operations” not traditional textile operations.  The 
other incidents suggested in Table 1 related to textile mills and textile product mills were not on the 
Chemical Safety Board list or obtainable from the “dust explosion blog”.  The NCC takes exception with 
this data in Table 1 and requests that OSHA either correct Table 1 or provide more information for the 
incidents listed.  
 
The Nylon flocking process (http://www.swicofil.com/flock.html ) is not a traditional textile process and 
is not included under “textile mills” and “textile product mills” (see the NAICS designations).  The 
flocking process involves applying short monofilament fibers, usually nylon, rayon, or polyester, obtained 
by cutting the fibers to 0.5-5 mm, directly on to a substrate that has been previously coated with an 
adhesive.  The process uses special equipment that electrically charges the flock particles causing them to 
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stand up.  Flocking is usually used to make a velvet or synthetic suede product. If OSHA standards for 
particulate not otherwise regulated (PNOR), housekeeping, and ventilation (as described in earlier for 
other industry segments) are maintained in the fiber cutting operation, the flocking process will never 
reach the MEC for fibers of 50 to 500 g/m3. 
 
The MEC for cotton fiber and linters is 500 g/m3 (Palmer, K. N. 1973.  Dust explosions and fires [by] K. 
N. Palmer, Chapman & Hall London), and other textile fibers. This is many times higher than the cotton 
dust standard (200µg/m3) or the particulate not otherwise regulated (PNOR; “nuisance dust”) standard (5 
mg/m3) which are required to be met in a textile operation. OSHA standards for housekeeping and 
ventilation also are required in textile mills and textile product mills.  A survey of US textile mills and 
textile product mills indicates that they are not aware of any dust explosions or dust fires in US textile 
mills and textile product mills.  None of the incidents listed in the sources for Table 1 occurred in 
traditional textile operations.  
 
As with the previous discussions for cotton industry segments, the NCC urges that the scope of the 
combustible dust standard be limited to industries or operations where dust fires or dust explosions have a 
reasonable chance of occurring and therefore should exclude industries where the MEC for dusts is 
virtually impossible to be reached.  Thus, textile mills and textile product mills should be exempted from 
this proposed rule. 
 
The NCC and the related cotton segment industry associations listed below thank you for the opportunity 
to comment on this important rulemaking.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
National Cotton Council 
7193 Goodlett Farms Parkway 
Cordova, TN 38016   
 

Cottonseed and Feed Association 
PO Box 53024  
Lubbock, TX 79453-3024  

American Fiber Manufacturers Association 
1530 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 690 
Arlington, VA 22209 
 

National Cotton Ginners Association 
PO Box 2995 
Cordova, TN 38088-2995 

Cotton Growers Warehouse Association 
1605 N. Germantown Parkway 
Suite 111-154 
Cordova, TN 38016 
 

National Cottonseed Products Association 
866 Willow Tree Circle  
Cordova, TN 38018-6376  

Cotton Warehouse Association of America 
499 S Capitol St SW Ste 408  
Washington, DC 20003-4004  

National Council of Textile Organizations 
910 17th St NW Ste 1020  
Washington, DC 20006-2615  

 
 
Attachments: National Cotton Council Responses to Federal Register Questions 


