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Information on NFPA Codes and Standards Development

I. Applicable Regulations. The primary rules governing the processing of NFPA documents (codes, standards, recommended practices,
and guides) are the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects (Regs). Other applicable rules include NFPA Bylaws, NFPA
Technical Meeting Convention Rules, NFPA Guide for the Conduct of Participants in the NFPA Standards Development Process, and
the NFPA Regulations Governing Petitions to the Board of Directors from Decisions of the Standards Council. Most of these rules and
regulations are contained in the NFPA Directory. For copies of the Directory, contact Codes and Standards Administration at NFPA
Headquarters; all these documents are also available on the NFPA website at “www.nfpa.org.”

The following is general information on the NFPA process. All participants, however, should refer to the actual rules and regulations for a
full understanding of this process and for the criteria that govern participation.

I1. Technical Committee Report. The Technical Committee Report is defined as “the Report of the Technical Committee and Technical
Correlating Committee (if any) on a document. A Technical Committee Report consists of the Report on Proposals (ROP), as modified by
the Report on Comments (ROC), published by the Association.”

I11. Step 1: Report on Proposals (ROP). The ROP is defined as “a report to the Association on the actions taken by Technical Committees
and/or Technical Correlating Committees, accompanied by a ballot statement and one or more proposals on text for a new document or
to amend an existing document.” Any objection to an action in the ROP must be raised through the filing of an appropriate Comment for
consideration in the ROC or the objection will be considered resolved.

1V. Step 2: Report on Comments (ROC). The ROC is defined as “a report to the Association on the actions taken by Technical Committees
and/or Technical Correlating Committees accompanied by a ballot statement and one or more comments resulting from public review of
the Report on Proposals (ROP).” The ROP and the ROC together constitute the Technical Committee Report. Any outstanding objection
following the ROC must be raised through an appropriate Amending Motion at the Association Technical Meeting or the objection will be
considered resolved.

V. Step 3a: Action at Association Technical Meeting. Following the publication of the ROC, there is a period during which those wishing
to make proper Amending Motions on the Technical Committee Reports must signal their intention by submitting a Notice of Intent to
Make a Motion. Documents that receive notice of proper Amending Motions (Certified Amending Motions) will be presented for action at
the annual June Association Technical Meeting. At the meeting, the NFPA membership can consider and act on these Certified Amending
Motions as well as Follow-up Amending Motions, that is, motions that become necessary as a result of a previous successful Amending
Motion. (See 4.6.2 through 4.6.9 of Regs for a summary of the available Amending Motions and who may make them.) Any outstanding
objection following action at an Association Technical Meeting (and any further Technical Committee consideration following successful
Amending Motions, see Regs at 4.7) must be raised through an appeal to the Standards Council or it will be considered to be resolved.

V1. Step 3b: Documents Forwarded Directly to the Council. Where no Notice of Intent to Make a Motion (NITMAM) is received and
certified in accordance with the Technical Meeting Convention Rules, the document is forwarded directly to the Standards Council for
action on issuance. Objections are deemed to be resolved for these documents.

V1. Step 4a: Council Appeals. Anyone can appeal to the Standards Council concerning procedural or substantive matters related to the
development, content, or issuance of any document of the Association or on matters within the purview of the authority of the Council, as
established by the Bylaws and as determined by the Board of Directors. Such appeals must be in written form and filed with the Secretary
of the Standards Council (see 1.6 of Regs). Time constraints for filing an appeal must be in accordance with 1.6.2 of the Regs. Objections
are deemed to be resolved if not pursued at this level.

VII1. Step 4b: Document Issuance. The Standards Council is the issuer of all documents (see Article 8 of Bylaws). The Council acts on
the issuance of a document presented for action at an Association Technical Meeting within 75 days from the date of the recommendation
from the Association Technical Meeting, unless this period is extended by the Council (see 4.8 of Regs). For documents forwarded directly
to the Standards Council, the Council acts on the issuance of the document at its next scheduled meeting, or at such other meeting as the
Council may determine (see 4.5.6 and 4.8 of Regs).

IX. Petitions to the Board of Directors. The Standards Council has been delegated the responsibility for the administration of the codes
and standards development process and the issuance of documents. However, where extraordinary circumstances requiring the intervention
of the Board of Directors exist, the Board of Directors may take any action necessary to fulfill its obligations to preserve the integrity of the
codes and standards development process and to protect the interests of the Association. The rules for petitioning the Board of Directors
can be found in the Regulations Governing Petitions to the Board of Directors from Decisions of the Standards Council and in 1.7 of the
Regs.

X. For More Information. The program for the Association Technical Meeting (as well as the NFPA website as information becomes
available) should be consulted for the date on which each report scheduled for consideration at the meeting will be presented. For copies
of the ROP and ROC as well as more information on NFPA rules and for up-to-date information on schedules and deadlines for processing
NFPA documents, check the NFPA website (www.nfpa.org) or contact NFPA Codes & Standards Administration at 617-984-7246.
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Key to Comment Headings

The first line of every proposal includes the following information:

Log Paragraph Committee
Document No. Proposal No. No. Reference Action
101 6 38 34 Accept
Example: 101-6 Log #38 Final Action: Accept
(3.4)
TYPES OF ACTION
P Partial Revision C Complete Revision N New Document R Reconfirmation W Withdrawal

The following classifications apply to Committee members and represent their principal interest in the activity of the

Committee.
1. M

2. U

3. IM

4, L

5. RT

6. E

7. 1

8. C

9. SE

Manufacturer: A representative of a maker or marketer of a product, assembly, or system, or portion thereof,
that is affected by the standard.

User: A representative of an entity that is subject to the provisions of the standard or that voluntarily uses the
standard.

Installer/Maintainer: A representative of an entity that is in the business of installing or maintaining a product,
assembly, or system affected by the standard.

Labor: A labor representative or employee concerned with safety in the workplace.

Applied Research/Testing Laboratory: A representative of an independent testing laboratory or independent
applied research organization that promulgates and/or enforces standards.

Enforcing Authority: A representative of an agency or an organization that promulgates and/or enforces
standards.

Insurance: A representative of an insurance company, broker, agent, bureau, or inspection agency.

Consumer: A person who is or represents the ultimate purchaser of a product, system, or service affected by the
standard, but who is not included in (2).

Special Expert: A person not representing (1) through (8) and who has special expertise in the scope of the
standard or portion thereof.

NOTE 1: “Standard” connotes code, standard, recommended practice, or guide.

NOTE 2: A representative includes an employee.

NOTE 3: While these classifications will be used by the Standards Council to achieve a balance for Technical Committees,
the Standards Council may determine that new classifications of member or unique interests need representation in order to
foster the best possible Committee deliberations on any project. In this connection, the Standards Council may make such
appointments as it deems appropriate in the public interest, such as the classification of “Utilities” in the National Electrical
Code Committee.

NOTE 4: Representatives of subsidiaries of any group are generally considered to have the same classification as the parent
organization.



FORM FOR FILING NEC®” NOTICE OF INTENT TO MAKE A MOTION (NITMAM)
AT AN ASSOCIATION TECHNICAL MEETING
2010 ANNUAL REVISION CYCLE

FINAL DATE FOR RECEIPT OF NEC” NITMAM: 5:00 pm EDST, May 7, 2010 (NEC only)
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

If you have questions about filling out or filing the NEC*NITMAM, please contact the
Codes and Standards Administration at 617-984-7249 Log #:

For further information on the Codes- and Standards-Making Process see the NFPA Date Rec'd:
website (www.nfpa.org)

Date 8/10/2005 Name__John B. Smith Tel. No. 617-555-1212
Company or Affiliation John B. Smith Consulting Email Address
Street Address 9 Seattle Street City Seattle State_ WA__ Zip 02255

1. (a) NFPA Document (include Number and Title)_ National Fire Alarm Code/NFPA 72 1999ed
(b) Proposal or Comment Number 72-5
(c) Section/Paragraph 1.5.8.1

2. Motion to be made. Please check one (See also 4.6 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects):

(@) Proposal
X (1) Accept. (2) Accept an Identifiable Part.*
(3) Accept as modified by the TC. (4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.*

(b) Comment
(1) Accept. (2) Accept an Identifiable Part. * (3) Accept as modified by the TC.
(4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.* (5) Reject (6) Reject an Identifiable Part.*

(c) Return Technical Committee Report for Further Study
(1) Return entire Report. (2) Return a portion of a Report in the form of a proposal and related comment(s).
(3) Return a portion of a Report in the form of identifiable part(s) of a proposal and related comment(s). (Identify the specific
portion of the proposal and the related comments below)*

* Clearly identify the Identifiable Part(s) indicated above (use separate sheet if required).

3. I am entitled to make this motion in accordance with 4.6.8 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects, as follows [check (a),
(b), or (c)]:

(a)_X_ This motion may be made by the original submitter or their designated representative, and | am the [if you check (a) indicate one
of the following]:

X __ |l am the original submitter, or

____l am the submitter’'s designated representative (attach written authorization signed by the original submitter), or

(b) This motion may be made by a Technical Committee Member and | am a Member of the responsible Technical Committee.

(c) This motion may be made by anyone.

(Form continued on next page)



NEC® NITMAM form (continued)

4. Comments or Clarification (optional): This NEC® NITMAM will be reviewed by a Motions Committee. In addition to
determining whether your Amending Motion is proper, the Panel may take other actions as described in 2.3 of the Technical Meeting
Convention Rules as follows:

Restating and Grouping of Motions. Upon request or on its own initiative, and in consultation with the mover(s), the
Motions Committee may: (a) restate an Amending Motion to facilitate the making of a proper motion or to clarify the
intent of the mover; and (b) group Amending Motions that are dependent on one another into a single Amending Motion.
Dependent motions are motions that the mover(s) wish to be considered by the assembly and voted on as single up or
down package. In addition to the foregoing, the Motions Committee may take such other actions or make such other
recommendations as will facilitate the fair and efficient consideration of motions within the available time.

The NFPA Staff may contact you to clarify your motion or to consult on the permitted actions in 2.3. If you have any comments,
suggestions or requests of the Motions Committee as it reviews your NITMAM and considers actions permitted in 2.3, please provide
them below. (Use additional sheet if necessary):

Name (please print): John B. Smith

Signature (required):

(Note: This NEC® NITMAM will be reviewed, and if proper, your Amending Motion will be certified in accordance with the
Technical Meeting Convention Rules and posted on the NFPA website by May 21, 2010. Documents that have NEC® Certified
Amending Motions will be considered at the June 2010 Annual Meeting Technical Committee Report Session. In order to have
your Certified Amending Motion considered at that meeting, you must appear, sign in, and make the motion as prescribed in the
Convention Rules).

PLEASE USE A SEPARATE NITMAM FORM FOR EACH NEC® AMENDING MOTION YOU WISH TO MAKE

Mail to: Secretary, Standards Council, National Fire Protection Association, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 02169-7471
NFPA Fax: (617) 770-3500

vl



FORM FOR FILING NEC®” NOTICE OF INTENT TO MAKE A MOTION (NITMAM)
AT AN ASSOCIATION TECHNICAL MEETING
2010 ANNUAL REVISION CYCLE

FINAL DATE FOR RECEIPT OF NEC” NITMAM: 5:00 pm EDST, May 7, 2010 (NEC only)
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

If you have questions about filling out or filing the NEC® NITMAM, please contact the
Codes and Standards Administration at 617-984-7249 Log #:

For further information on the Codes- and Standards-Making Process, see the NFPA Date Rec'd:
website (www.nfpa.org)

Date Name Tel. No.
Company or Affiliation Email Address
Street Address City State Zip

1. (a) NFPA Document (include Number and Title)
(b) Proposal or Comment Number
(c) Section/Paragraph

2. Motion to be made. Please check one: (See also 4.6 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects)

(@) Proposal
(1) Accept. (2) Accept an Identifiable Part.*
(3) Accept as modified by the TC. (4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.*

(b) Comment
(1) Accept. (2) Accept an Identifiable Part.* (3) Accept as modified by the TC.
(4) Accept an Identifiable Part as modified by TC.* (5) Reject (6) Reject an Identifiable Part.*

(c) Return Technical Committee Report for Further Study
(1) Return entire Report. (2) Return a portion of a Report in the form of a proposal and related comment(s).
(3) Return a portion of a Report in the form of identifiable part(s) of a proposal and related comment(s). (Identify the specific
portion of the proposal and the related comments below)*

* Clearly identify the Identifiable Part(s) indicated above (use separate sheet if required).

3. I am entitled to make this motion in accordance with 4.6.8 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects, as follows: [check (a),

(b), or ()I:

@ This motion may be made by the original submitter or their designated representative, and | am the [if you check (a) indicate
one of the following]:
___l am the Original submitter, or

___lam the submitter’s designated representative (attach written authorization signed by the original submitter), or

(b) This motion may be made by a Technical Committee Member and | am a Member of the responsible Technical Committee.

(c) This motion may be made by anyone.

(Form continued on next page)
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NEC® NITMAM form (continued)

4. Comments or Clarification (optional): This NEC® NITMAM will be reviewed by a Motions Committee. In addition to
determining whether your Amending Motion is proper, the Panel may take other actions as described in 2.3 of the Technical Meeting
Convention Rules as follows:

Restating and Grouping of Motions. Upon request or on its own initiative, and in consultation with the mover(s), the
Motions Committee may: (a) restate an Amending Motion to facilitate the making of a proper motion or to clarify the
intent of the mover; and (b) group Amending Motions that are dependent on one another into a single Amending Motion.
Dependent motions are motions that the mover(s) wish to be considered by the assembly and voted on as single up or
down package. In addition to the foregoing, the Motions Committee may take such other actions or make such other
recommendations as will facilitate the fair and efficient consideration of motions within the available time.

The NFPA Staff may contact you to clarify your motion or to consult on the permitted actions in 2.3. If you have any comments,
suggestions, or requests of the Motions Committee as it reviews your NITMAM and considers actions permitted in 2.3, please provide
them below. (Use additional sheet if necessary):

Name (please print):

Signature (required):

(Note: This NEC® NITMAM will be reviewed, and if proper, your Amending Motion will be certified in accordance with the
Technical Meeting Convention Rules and posted on the NFPA website by May 21, 2010. Documents that have NEC® Certified
Amending Motions will be considered at the June 2010 Annual Meeting Technical Committee Report Session. In order to have
your NEC® Certified Amending Motion considered at that meeting, you must appear, sign in, and make the motion as prescribed
in the Convention Rules).

PLEASE USE A SEPARATE NITMAM FORM FOR EACH NEC® AMENDING MOTION YOU WISH TO MAKE.

Mail to: Secretary, Standards Council, National Fire Protection Association, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 02169-7471
NFPA Fax: (617) 770-3500
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Sequence of Events Leading to Issuance of an NFPA Committee Document
Step 1 Call for Proposals

v Proposed new document or new edition of an existing document is entered into one of two yearly revision
cycles, and a Call for Proposals is published.

Step 2 Report on Proposals (ROP)
v Committee meets to act on Proposals, to develop its own Proposals, and to prepare its Report.

v Committee votes by written ballot on Proposals. If two-thirds approve, Report goes forward. Lacking two-
thirds approval, Report returns to Committee.

v Report on Proposals (ROP) is published for public review and comment.
Step 3 Report on Comments (ROC)
v Committee meets to act on Public Comments to develop its own Comments, and to prepare its report.

v Committee votes by written ballot on Comments. If two-thirds approve, Report goes forward. Lacking two-
thirds approval, Report returns to Committee.

v Report on Comments (ROC) is published for public review.

Step 4 Association Technical Meeting

v “Notices of intent to make a motion” are filed, are reviewed, and valid motions are certified for presentation
at the Association Technical Meeting. (“Consent Documents” that have no certified motions bypass the Association

Technical Meeting and proceed to the Standards Council for issuance.)

v NFPA membership meets each June at the Association Technical Meeting and acts on Technical
Committee Reports (ROP and ROC) for documents with “certified amending motions.”

v Committee(s) vote on any amendments to Report approved at NFPA Annual Membership Meeting.
Step 5 Standards Council Issuance

v Notification of intent to file an appeal to the Standards Council on Association action must be filed within 20
days of the NFPA Annual Membership Meeting.

v Standards Council decides, based on all evidence, whether or not to issue document or to take other
action, including hearing any appeals.



The Association Technical Meeting

The process of public input and review does not end with the publication of the ROP and ROC. Following the
completion of the Proposal and Comment periods, there is yet a further opportunity for debate and discussion through
the Association Technical Meeting that takes place at the NFPA Annual Meeting.

The Association Technical Meeting provides an opportunity for the final Technical Committee Report (i.e., the ROP
and ROC) on each proposed new or revised code or standard to be presented to the NFPA membership for the
debate and consideration of motions to amend the Report. The specific rules for the types of motions that can be
made and who can make them are set forth in NFPA'’s rules, which should always be consulted by those wishing to
bring an issue before the membership at an Association Technical Meeting. The following presents some of the main
features of how a Report is handled.

The Filing of a Notice of Intent to Make a Motion. Before making an allowable motion at an Association Technical
Meeting, the intended maker of the motion must file, in advance of the session, and within the published deadline, a
Notice of Intent to Make a Motion. A Motions Committee appointed by the Standards Council then reviews all notices
and certifies all amending motions that are proper. The Motions Committee can also, in consultation with the makers
of the motions, clarify the intent of the motions and, in certain circumstances, combine motions that are dependent on
each other together so that they can be made in one single motion. A Motions Committee report is then made
available in advance of the meeting listing all certified motions. Only these Certified Amending Motions, together with
certain allowable Follow-Up Motions (that is, motions that have become necessary as a result of previous successful
amending motions) will be allowed at the Association Technical Meeting.

Consent Documents. Often there are codes and standards up for consideration by the membership that will be
noncontroversial and no proper Notices of Intent to Make a Motion will be filed. These “Consent Documents” will
bypass the Association Technical Meeting and head straight to the Standards Council for issuance. The remaining
documents are then forwarded to the Association Technical Meeting for consideration of the NFPA membership.

What Amending Motions Are Allowed. The Technical Committee Reports contain many Proposals and Comments
that the Technical Committee has rejected or revised in whole or in part. Actions of the Technical Committee
published in the ROP may also eventually be rejected or revised by the Technical Committee during the development
of its ROC. The motions allowed by NFPA rules provide the opportunity to propose amendments to the text of a
proposed code or standard based on these published Proposals, Comments, and Committee actions. Thus, the list of
allowable motions include motions to accept Proposals and Comments in whole or in part as submitted or as modified
by a Technical Committee action. Motions are also available to reject an accepted Comment in whole or part. In
addition, Motions can be made to return an entire Technical Committee Report or a portion of the Report to the
Technical Committee for further study.

The NFPA Annual Meeting, also known as the NFPA Conference & Expo, takes place in June of each year. A second
Fall membership meeting was discontinued in 2004, so the NFPA Technical Committee Report Session now runs
once each year at the Annual Meeting in June.

Who Can Make Amending Motions. NFPA rules also define those authorized to make amending motions. In many
cases, the maker of the motion is limited by NFPA rules to the original submitter of the Proposal or Comment or his or
her duly authorized representative. In other cases, such as a Motion to Reject an accepted Comment, or to Return a
Technical Committee Report or a portion of a Technical Committee Report for Further Study, anyone can make these
motions. For a complete explanation, the NFPA Regs should be consulted.



Action on Motions at the Association Technical Meeting. In order to actually make a Certified Amending Motion at
the Association Technical Meeting, the maker of the motion must sign in at least an hour before the session begins. In
this way a final list of motions can be set in advance of the session. At the session, each proposed document up for
consideration is presented by a motion to adopt the Technical Committee Report on the document. Following each such
motion, the presiding officer in charge of the session opens the floor to motions on the document from the final list of
Certified Amending Motions followed by any permissible Follow-Up Motions. Debate and voting on each motion
proceeds in accordance with NFPA rules. NFPA membership is not required in order to make or speak to a motion, but
voting is limited to NFPA members who have joined at least 180 days prior to the Association Technical Meeting and
have registered for the meeting. At the close of debate on each motion, voting takes place, and the motion requires a
majority vote to carry. In order to amend a Technical Committee Report, successful amending motions must be
confirmed by the responsible Technical Committee, which conducts a written ballot on all successful amending motions
following the meeting and prior to the document being forwarded to the Standards Council for issuance.

Standards Council Issuance

One of the primary responsibilities of the NFPA Standards Council, as the overseer of the NFPA codes and standards
development process, is to act as the official issuer of all NFPA codes and standards. When it convenes to issue NFPA
documents, it also hears any appeals related to the document. Appeals are an important part of assuring that all NFPA
rules have been followed and that due process and fairness have been upheld throughout the codes and standards
development process. The Council considers appeals both in writing and through the conduct of hearings at which all
interested parties can participate. It decides appeals based on the entire record of the process as well as all
submissions on the appeal. After deciding all appeals related to a document before it, the Council, if appropriate,
proceeds to issue the document as an official NFPA code or standard. Subject only to limited review by the NFPA
Board of Directors, the decision of the Standards Council is final, and the new NFPA code or standard becomes
effective twenty days after Standards Council issuance.
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Report of the Committee on

®
National Electrical Code
Technical Correlating Committee

James W. Carpenter, Chair
International Association of Electrical Inspectors, NC [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors

Mark W. Earley, Secretary (NV)
National Fire Protection Association, MA

Jean A. O’Connor, Recording Secretary (NV)
National Fire Protection Association, MA

James E. Brunssen, Telcordia, NJ [UT]
Rep. Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions
Merton W. Bunker, Jr., US Department of State, VA [U]
(VL to Document: 110, Document: 111, Document: 70, Document: 70B,
Document: 70E, Document: 79, Document: 790, Document: 791)
James M. Daly, General Cable, NJ [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
William R. Drake, Marinco, CA [M]
Stanley J. Folz, Morse Electric Company, NV [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
Palmer L. Hickman, National Joint Apprentice & Training Committee, MD
[L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
David L. Hittinger, Independent Electrical Contractors of Greater Cincinnati,
OH [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
John R. Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
Neil F. LaBrake, Jr., National Grid, NY [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Danny Liggett, DuPont Engineering, TX [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council

Alternates

Thomas L. Adams, Engineering Consultant, IL [UT]
(Alt. to Neil F. LaBrake, Jr.)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Lawrence S. Ayer, Biz Com Electric, Inc., OH [IM]
(Alt. to David L. Hittinger)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Larry D. Cogburn, Cogburn Bros, Inc., FL [IM]
(Alt. to Stanley J. Folz)
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
James T. Dollard, Jr., IBEW Local Union 98, PA[L]
(Alt. to Palmer L. Hickman)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Ernest J. Gallo, Telcordia Technologies, Inc., NJ [UT]
(Alt. to James E. Brunssen)
Rep. Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions
Daniel J. Kissane, Legrand/Pass & Seymour, NY [M]
(Alt. to James M. Daly)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Michael E. McNeil, FMC Bio Polymer, ME [U]
(Alt. to Danny Liggett)
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Mark C. Ode, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., AZ [RT]
(Alt. to John R. Kovacik)
Richard P. Owen, Oakdale, MN [E]
(Alt. to James W. Carpenter)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors

Nonvoting

Richard G. Biermann, Biermann Electric Company, Inc., IA [IM]
(Member Emeritus)

David Mascarenhas, Canadian Standards Association, Canada [RT]

D. Harold Ware, Libra Electric Company, OK [IM]

Staff Liaison: Mark W. Earley

CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 1

Avrticles 90, 100, 110, Annex A, Annex H

Gil Moniz, Chair
National Electrical Manufacturers Association, MA [M]

Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan, MI [U]
Rep. Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers
Louis A. Barrios, Shell Global Solutions, TX [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Kenneth P. Boyce, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
William T. Fiske, Intertek Testing Services, NY [RT]
H. Landis Floyd, The DuPont Company, DE [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Palmer L. Hickman, National Joint Apprentice & Training Committee, MD
[L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
David L. Hittinger, Independent Electrical Contractors of Greater Cincinnati,
OH [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Neil F. LaBrake, Jr., National Grid, NY [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Randall R. McCarver, Telcordia Technologies, Inc., NJ [U]
Rep. Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions
Harry J. Sassaman, Forest Electric Corporation, NJ [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

Alternates
Thomas L. Adams, Engineering Consultant, IL [UT]
(Alt. to Neil F. LaBrake, Jr.)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Joseph F. Andre, National Electrical Manufacturers Association, WA [M]
(Alt. to Gil Moniz)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Mark Christian, National Joint Apprentice & Training Committee, MD [L]
(Alt. to Palmer L. Hickman)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Benjamin F. Dunford, Ben Dunford Electric Company Inc., TN [IM]
(Alt. to David L. Hittinger)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Ernest J. Gallo, Telcordia Technologies, Inc., NJ [U]
(Alt. to Randall R. McCarver)
Rep. Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions
Thomas R. Lichtenstein, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
(Alt. to Kenneth P. Boyce)
Donald H. McCullough, 11, Washington Savannah River Company, SC [U]
(Alt. to H. Landis Floyd)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Susan Newman Scearce, State of Tennessee, TN [E]
(\Voting Alt. to IAEI Rep.)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
James F. Pierce, Intertek Testing Services, OR [RT]
(Alt. to William T. Fiske)

Nonvoting

Ark Tsisserev, City of Vancouver, Canada [SE]
Rep. CSA/Canadian Electrical Code Committee
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CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 2

Avrticles 210, 215, 220, Annex D
Examples D1 through D6

Raymond W. Weber, Chair
State of Wisconsin, WI [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors

Richard W. Becker, Engineered Electrical Systems, Inc., WA [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Charles L. Boynton, The DuPont Company, TX [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Frank Coluccio, New York City Department of Buildings, NY [E]
Thomas L. Harman, University of Houston-Clear Lake, TX [SE]
Donald M. King, IBEW Local Union 313, DE [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Robert L. LaRocca, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NY [RT]
Steven Orlowski, National Association of Home Builders, DC [U]
Jim Pauley, Square D Company/Schneider Electric, KY [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Ronald L. Purvis, Sharpsburg, GA [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Robert G. Wilkinson, IEC Texas Gulf Coast, TX [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Thomas H. Wood, Cecil B. Wood, Inc., IL [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

Alternates

Jacob G. Benninger, Cornell University, NY [L]
(Alt. to Donald M. King)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Lawrence Brown, National Association of Home Builders, DC [U]
(Alt. to Steven Orlowski)
Paul Crivell, Camp, Dresser, & McKee Inc., WA [U]
(Alt. to Richard W. Becker)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
David A. Dini, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
(Alt. to Robert L. LaRocca)
Daniel J. Kissane, Pass & Seymour/Legrand, NY [M]
(Alt. to Jim Pauley)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
William Ross McCorcle, American Electric Power, OK [UT]
(Alt. to Ronald L. Purvis)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
William J. McGovern, City of Plano, TX [E]
(Alt. to Raymond W. Weber)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Stephen V. St. Croix, 1st Electric, Inc., MD [IM]
(Alt. to Robert G. Wilkinson)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.

Nonvoting

William Burr, Canadian Standards Association, Canada [RT]

Douglas A. Lee, US Consumer Product Safety Commission, MD [C]

Andrew M. Trotta, US Consumer Product Safety Commission, MD [C]
(Alt. to Douglas A. Lee)

CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 3

Articles 300, 590, 720, 725, 727,
760, Chapter 9, Tables 11(A) and (B), Tables 12(A) and (B)

Paul J. Casparro, Chair
Scranton Electricians JATC, PA[L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers

Lawrence S. Ayer, Biz Com Electric, Inc., OH [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Thomas F. Connaughton, Intertek Testing Services, NJ [RT]
Les Easter, Tyco/Allied Tube and Conduit, IL [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Sanford E. Egesdal, Egesdal Associates PLC, MN [M]
Rep. Automatic Fire Alarm Association, Inc.
Stanley D. Kahn, Tri-City Electric Company, Inc., CA [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
Ray R. Keden, ERICO, Inc., CA[M]
Rep. Building Industry Consulting Services International
Juan C. Menendez, Southern California Edison Company, CA [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Richard P. Owen, Oakdale, MN [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Steven J. Owen, Steven J. Owen, Inc., AL [IM]
Rep. Associated Builders & Contractors
David A. Pace, Olin Corporation, AL [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Melvin K. Sanders, Things Electrical Co., Inc. (TECo., Inc.), IA [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Mark A. Sepulveda, USA Alarm Systems, Inc., CA [IM]
Rep. National Burglar & Fire Alarm Association
(VL to 720, 725, 727, 760)
John E. Sleights, Travelers Insurance Company, CT [I]
Susan L. Stene, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., CA [RT]

Alternates
Richard S. Anderson, RTKL Associates Inc., VA [M]
(Alt. to Ray R. Keden)
Rep. Building Industry Consulting Services International
Steven D. Burlison, Progress Energy, FL [UT]
(Alt. to Juan C. Menendez)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Shane M. Clary, Bay Alarm Company, CA [M]
(Alt. to Sanford E. Egesdal)
Rep. Automatic Fire Alarm Association, Inc.
Adam D. Corbin, Corbin Electrical Services, Inc., NJ [IM]
(Alt. to Lawrence S. Ayer)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Danny Liggett, DuPont Engineering, TX [U]
(Alt. to David A. Pace)
Rep. American Chemistry Council
T. David Mills, Savannah River Nuclear Solutions, LLC, SC [U]
(Alt. to Melvin K. Sanders)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Mark C. Ode, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., AZ [RT]
(Alt. to Susan L. Stene)
Roger S. Passmore, IES Industrial, Inc., SC [IM]
(Alt. to Steven J. Owen)
Rep. Associated Builders & Contractors
Marty L. Riesberg, IBEW Local Union 22, MD [L]
(Alt. to Paul J. Casparro)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
George A. Straniero, Tyco/AFC Cable Systems, Inc., NJ [M]
(Alt. to Les Easter)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Robert J. Walsh, City of Hayward, CA [E]
(Alt. to Richard P. Owen)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Wendell R. Whistler, Intertek Testing Services, OR [RT]
(Alt. to Thomas F. Connaughton)
Edward C. Lawry, Oregon, WI [E]
(Member Emeritus)
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CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 4

Articles 225, 230, 690, 692, 705

Ronald J. Toomer, Chair
Toomer Electrical Company Inc., LA [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

Ward I. Bower, Sandia National Laboratories, NM [U]
Rep. Solar Energy Industries Association
(VL to 690, 692, 705)
Robert J. Deaton, The Dow Chemical Company, TX [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Tony Dorta, Intertek Testing Services, CA [RT]
Roger D. McDaniel, Georgia Power Company, GA [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
James J. Rogers, Towns of Oak Bluffs, Tisbury, West Tisbury, MA [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
John A. Sigmund, PPG Industries, Inc., LA [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Todd W. Stafford, National Joint Apprentice & Training Committee, TN [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Robert H. Wills, Intergrid, LLC, NH [U]
Rep. American Wind Energy Association
(VL to 690, 692, 705)
John W. Young, Siemens Industry, Inc., GA [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Timothy P. Zgonena, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
Vincent C. Zinnante, Westpoint Electric Inc., TX [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.

Alternates

Paul D. Barnhart, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NC [RT]
(Alt. to Timothy P. Zgonena)
Alex Z. Bradley, The DuPont Company, DE [U]
(Alt. to John A. Sigmund)
Rep. American Chemistry Council
William F. Brooks, Brooks Engineering, CA [U]
(Alt. to Ward |. Bower)
Rep. Solar Energy Industries Association
(VL to 690, 692, 705)
Thomas E. Buchal, Intertek Testing Services, NY [RT]
(Alt. to Tony Dorta)
Larry D. Cogburn, Cogburn Bros. Inc., FL [IM]
(Alt. to Ronald J. Toomer)
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
Brian L. Crise, NIETC, OR [L]
(Alt. to Todd W. Stafford)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Mark D. Gibbs, B&W Y-12, LLC, TN [U]
(Alt. to Robert J. Deaton)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Barry N. Hornberger, PECO Energy Company, PA [UT]
(Alt. to Roger D. McDaniel)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Tim LaLonde, Haskin Electric, Inc., WA [IM]
(Alt. to Vincent C. Zinnante)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Philip M. Piqueira, General Electric Company, CT [M]
(Alt. to John W. Young)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Robert W. Preus, Abundant Renewable Energy, LLC, OR [U]
(Alt. to Robert H. Wills)
Rep. American Wind Energy Association
(VL to 690, 692, 705)
Glenn A. Soles, Clark County Department of Development Services, NV [E]
(Alt. to James J. Rogers)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors

CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 5

Articles 200, 250, 280, 285

Michael J. Johnston, Chair
National Electrical Contractors Association, MD [IM]

Trevor N. Bowmer, Telcordia Technologies, NJ [U]
Rep. Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions
David Brender, Copper Development Association, Inc., NY [M]
Rep. Copper Development Association Inc.
Martin J. Brett, Jr., Wheatland Tube Company, DE [M]
Rep. American Iron and Steel Institute
Paul Dobrowsky, Innovative Technology Services, NY [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Dan Hammel, IBEW Local Union 704, IA[L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
G. Scott Harding, F. B. Harding, Inc., MD [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
William J. Helfrich, US Department of Labor, PA [E]
Charles F. Mello, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., WA [RT]

Daleep C. Mohla, DCM Electrical Consulting Services, Inc., TX [U]

Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Christine T. Porter, Intertek Testing Services, WA [RT]
Gregory J. Steinman, Thomas & Betts Corporation, TN [M]

Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Robert G. Stoll, Thomas Associates, Inc., OH [M]

Rep. Power Tool Institute, Inc.

Richard Temblador, Southwire Company, GA [M]

Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.

C. Douglas White, CenterPoint Energy, Inc., TX [UT]

Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
David A. Williams, Delta Charter Township, MI [E]

Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors

Alternates

Ron D. Alley, Northern New Mexico IEC, NM [IM]
(Alt. to G. Scott Harding)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Joseph P. DeGregoria, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NY [RT]
(Alt. to Charles F. Mello)
Ronald Lai, Burndy LLC, NH [M]
(Alt. to Gregory J. Steinman)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Paul J. LeVasseur, Bay City JEATC, Ml [L]
(Alt. to Dan Hammel)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Richard E. Loyd, R & N Associates, AZ [M]
(Alt. to Martin J. Brett, Jr.)
Rep. American Iron and Steel Institute
Randall R. McCarver, Telcordia Technologies, Inc., NJ [U]
(Alt. to Trevor N. Bowmer)
Rep. Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions
Michael E. McNeil, FMC Bio Polymer, ME [U]
(Alt. to Paul Dobrowsky)
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Mike O’Meara, Arizona Public Service Company, AZ [UT]
(Alt. to C. Douglas White)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
William A. Pancake, 111, Universal Engineering Sciences, FL [E]
(Alt. to David A. Williams)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Nathan Philips, Integrated Electronic Systems, OR [IM]
(Alt. to Michael J. Johnston)
Paul R. Picard, Tyco/AFC Cable Systems, Inc., MA [M]
(Alt. to Richard Temblador)
Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.
Elliot Rappaport, Electro Technology Consultants, Inc., FL [U]
(Alt. to Daleep C. Mohla)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services, WA [M]
(Alt. to David Brender)
Rep. Copper Development Association Inc.
Thomas R. Siwek, Robert Bosch Tool Corporation, IL [M]
(Alt. to Robert G. Stoll)
Rep. Power Tool Institute, Inc.

Nonvoting

Robert A. Nelson, Canadian Standards
Association, Canada [RT]
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CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 6

Articles 310, 400, 402, Chapter 9 Tables 5 through 9,
and Annex B

Scott Cline, Chair
McMurtrey Electric, Inc., CA [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

Samuel B. Friedman, General Cable Corporation, Rl [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Robert L. Huddleston, Jr., Eastman Chemical Company, TN [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Randal Hunter, City of Las Vegas, NV [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
G. W. Kent, Kent Electric & Plumbing Systems, TX [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
William F. Laidler, IBEW Local 223 JATC, MA [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
L. Bruce McClung, Mc Squared Electrical Consulting LLC, WV [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Paul R. Picard, Tyco/AFC Cable Systems, Inc., MA [M]
Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.
John M. Thompson, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NC [RT]
Carl Timothy Wall, Alabama Power Company, AL [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Joseph S. Zimnoch, The Okonite Company, NJ [M]
Rep. Copper Development Association Inc.

Alternates

Peter E. Bowers, Satellite Electric Company, Inc., MD [IM]
(Alt. to G. W. Kent)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
John J. Cangemi, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NY [RT]
(Alt. to John M. Thompson)
James M. Daly, General Cable, NJ [M]
(Alt. to Joseph S. Zimnoch)
Rep. Copper Development Association Inc.
Roland E. Deike, CenterPoint Energy, Inc., TX [UT]
(Alt. to Carl Timothy Wall)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Richard A. Holub, DuPont Engineering, DE [U]
(Alt. to Robert L. Huddleston, Jr.)
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Phillip J. Huff, Inglett & Stubbs LLC, GA[IM]
(Alt. to Scott Cline)
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
Christel K. Hunter, Alcan Cable, NV [M]
(Alt. to Paul R. Picard)
Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.
Lowell Lisker, American Insulated Wire Corporation, MA [M]
(Alt. to Samuel B. Friedman)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
John Stacey, City of St. Louis, MO [E]
(Alt. to Randal Hunter)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Donald A. Voltz, BP, TX [U]
(Alt. to L. Bruce McClung)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
James R. Weimer, Eastern Idaho Electrical JATC, ID [L]
(Alt. to William F. Laidler)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers

CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 7

Articles 320, 322, 324, 326, 328, 330, 332, 334,
336, 338, 340, 382, 394, 396, 398

Michael W. Smith, Wentzel Electric, MO [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

Thomas H. Cybula, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NY [RT]
James M. Daly, General Cable, NJ [M]

Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Chris J. Fahrenthold, Facilities Solutions Group, TX [IM]

Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.

Herman J. Hall, Austin, TX [M]

Rep. The Vinyl Institute
James K. Hinrichs, State of Washington, WA [E]

Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Christel K. Hunter, Alcan Cable, NV [M]

Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.

Samuel R. La Dart, City of Memphis, TN [L]

Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Ronald G. Nickson, National Multi Housing Council, DC [U]
Dennis A. Nielsen, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, CA [U]

Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
John W. Ray, Duke Energy Corporation, NC [UT]

Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Gregory L. Runyon, Eli Lilly and Company, IN [U]

Rep. American Chemistry Council
David E. Schumacher, Associated Builders and Contractors, 1A [IM]

Rep. Associated Builders & Contractors
George A. Straniero, Tyco/AFC Cable Systems, Inc., NJ [M]

Rep. Copper Development Association Inc.

Alternates

William B. Crist, Houston Stafford Electric Company, TX [IM]
(Alt. to Chris J. Fahrenthold)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Donald G. Dunn, Aramco Services Company, TX [U]
(Alt. to Dennis A. Nielsen)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Rachel E. Krepps, Baltimore Gas & Electric Company, MD [UT]
(Alt. to John W. Ray)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Charles David Mercier, Southwire Company, GA [M]
(Alt. to James M. Daly)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Keith Owensby, Chattanooga Electrical JATC, TN [L]
(Alt. to Samuel R. La Dart)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Charles J. Palmieri, Town of Norwell, MA [E]
(Alt. to James K. Hinrichs)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Kevin T. Porter, Encore Wire Corporation, TX [M]
(Alt. to George A. Straniero)
Rep. Copper Development Association Inc.
Susan L. Stene, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., CA[RT]
(Alt. to Thomas H. Cybula)
Peter Waldrab, Alcan Cable, PA [M]
(Alt. to Christel K. Hunter)
Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.
Wesley L. Wheeler, Cogburn Bros., Inc., FL [IM]
(Alt. to Michael W. Smith)
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
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Articles 342, 344, 348, 350, 352, 353, 354, 355
356, 358, 360, 362, 366, 368, 370, 372, 374, 376,
378, 380, 384, 386, 388, 390, 392,
Chapter 9, Tables 1 through 4, and Annex C

Julian R. Burns, Chair
Quality Power Solutions, Inc., NC [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.

Joyce Evans Blom, The Dow Chemical Company, CA [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council

David M. Campbell, Tyco/AFC Cable Systems, Inc., MA [M]
Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.

Joseph Dabe, City of St. Paul, MN [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers

M. Shan Griffith, Elektek, PLLC, TX [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.

David G. Humphrey, County of Henrico, Virginia, VA [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors

David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation, OH [M]
Rep. The Vinyl Institute

Richard E. Loyd, R & N Associates, AZ [M]
Rep. American Iron and Steel Institute

Stephen P. Poholski, Newkirk Electric Associates, Inc., M1 [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

George F. Walbrecht, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]

Rodney J. West, Square D Company/Schneider Electric, OH [M]

Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association

Leslie R. Zielke, South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, SC [UT]

Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI

Alternates

Richard J. Berman, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
(Alt. to George F. Walbrecht)
Duane A. Carlson, PRS Consulting Engineers, WA [U]
(Alt. to M. Shan Griffith)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
George R. Dauberger, Thomas & Betts Corporation, TN [M]
(Alt. to David H. Kendall)
Rep. The Vinyl Institute
James T. Dwight, Sasol North America, Inc., LA [U]
(Alt. to Joyce Evans Blom)
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Kenneth J. Gilbert, Florida Power & Light Company, FL [UT]
(Alt. to Leslie R. Zielke)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Kenneth W. Hengst, EAS Contracting, LP, TX [IM]
(Alt. to Julian R. Burns)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
James M. Imlah, City of Hillshoro, OR [E]
(Alt. to David G. Humphrey)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Gregory L. Maurer, Wheatland Tube Company, PA [M]
(Alt. to Richard E. Loyd)
Rep. American Iron and Steel Institute
Gary W. Pemble, Montana Electrical JATC, MT [L]
(Alt. to Joseph Dabe)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Frederic F. Small, Hubbell Incorporated, CT [M]
(Alt. to Rodney J. West)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Richard Temblador, Southwire Company, GA [M]
(Alt. to David M. Campbell)
Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.

CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 9
Avrticles 312, 314, 404, 408, 450, 490

Robert A. McCullough, Chair
Tuckerton, NJ [E]

Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors

Rodney D. Belisle, NECA-IBEW Electrical Training Trust, OR [L]

Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Billy Breitkreutz, Fluor Corporation, TX [U]

Rep. Associated Builders & Contractors
Paul D. Coghill, Intertek Testing Services, OH [RT]

Richard P. Fogarty, Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc., NY

[UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI

Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc., MA [SE]

Thomas J. LeMay, LeMay Electric, Inc., GA[IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Robert D. Osborne, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NC [RT]
Bradford D. Rupp, Allied Moulded Products, Inc., OH [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Sukanta Sengupta, FMC Corporation, NJ [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Monte Szendre, Wilson Construction Company, OR [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
Ralph H. Young, Eastman Chemical Company, TN [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council

Alternates

Kevin J. Breen, Breen Electrical Contractors Inc., NY [IM]
(Alt. to Thomas J. LeMay)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Robert R. Gage, National Grid, NY [UT]
(Alt. to Richard P. Fogarty)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI

L. Keith Lofland, International Association of Electrical Inspectors (IAEI), TX

[E]
(Alt. to Robert A. McCullough)

Kenneth L. McKinney, Jr., Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NC [RT]

(Alt. to Robert D. Osborne)
Paul W. Myers, Potash Corporation, OH [U]

(Alt. to Sukanta Sengupta)

Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Ronnie H. Ridgeway, Siemens Industry, Inc., TX [M]

(Alt. to Bradford D. Rupp)

Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Rhett A. Roe, IBEW Local Union 26 JATC, MD [L]

(Alt. to Rodney D. Belisle)

Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
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Article 240

Donald R. Cook, Chair
Shelby County Development Services, AL [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors

Madeline Borthick, IEC of Houston, Inc., TX [IM]

Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Dennis M. Darling, Stantec, Canada [U]

Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
James T. Dollard, Jr., IBEW Local Union 98, PA[L]

Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Charles Eldridge, Indianapolis Power & Light Company, IN [UT]

Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Carl Fredericks, The Dow Chemical Company, TX [U]

Rep. American Chemistry Council
Roderic Hageman, PRIT Service, Inc., IL [IM]

Rep. InterNational Electrical Testing Association
Jeffrey H. Hidaka, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
Alan Manche, Square D Company/Schneider Electric, KY [M]

Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Robert W. Mount, Jr., Hussmann Corporation, MO [M]

Rep. Air-Conditioning, Heating, & Refrigeration Institute
George J. Ockuly, Technical Marketing Consultants, MO [M]
Richard Sobel, Quantum Electric Corporation, NY [IM]

Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

Alternates

Scott A. Blizard, American Electrical Testing Company, Inc., MA [IM]
(Alt. to Roderic Hageman)
Rep. InterNational Electrical Testing Association
Robert J. Kauer, Building Inspection Underwriters, Inc., PA [E]
(Alt. to Donald R. Cook)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Frank G. Ladonne, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
(Alt. to Jeffrey H. Hidaka)
Kevin J. Lippert, Eaton Corporation, PA [M]
(Alt. to Alan Manche)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Richard E. Lofton, Il, IBEW Local Union 280, OR [L]
(Alt. to James T. Dollard, Jr.)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Vincent J. Saporita, Cooper Bussmann, MO [M]
(Alt. to George J. Ockuly)
Roy K. Sparks, 111, Eli Lilly and Company, IN [U]
(Alt. to Carl Fredericks)
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Steve A. Struble, Freeman’s Electric Service, Inc., SD [IM]
(Alt. to Madeline Borthick)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Steven E. Townsend, General Motors Corporation, Ml [U]
(Alt. to Dennis M. Darling)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
John F. Vartanian, National Grid, MA [UT]
(Alt. to Charles Eldridge)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI

CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 11
Articles 409, 430, 440, 460, 470, Annex D, Example D8

Wayne Brinkmeyer, Chair
Britain Electric Company, TX [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

Terry D. Cole, Hamer Electric, Inc., WA [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Jeffrey A. DesJarlais, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
James M. Fahey, IBEW Local Union 103/MBTA, MA [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Robert G. Fahey, City of Janesville, WI [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
William D. Glover, PPG Industries, Inc., WV [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Paul E. Guidry, Fluor Enterprises, Inc., TX [U]
Rep. Associated Builders & Contractors
Paul S. Hamer, Chevron Energy Technology Company, CA [U]
Rep. American Petroleum Institute
James C. Missildine, Jr., Southern Company Services, Inc., AL [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Vincent J. Saporita, Cooper Bussmann, MO [M]
Lynn F. Saunders, Brighton, MI [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Lawrence E. Todd, Intertek Testing Services, OR [RT]
Ron Widup, Shermco Industries, Inc., TX [IM]
Rep. InterNational Electrical Testing Association
James R. Wright, Siemens Industry, Inc., IL [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association

Alternates

Stanley J. Folz, Morse Electric Company, NV [IM]
(Alt. to Wayne Brinkmeyer)
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
Philip C. Hack, Constellation Energy Power Generation, MD [UT]
(Alt. to James C. Missildine, Jr.)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Barry G. Karnes, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., CA [RT]
(Alt. to Jeffrey A. DesJarlais)
Ed Larsen, Square D Company/Schneider Electric, |IA [M]
(Alt. to James R. Wright)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Thomas E. Moore, City of Beachwood, OH [E]
(Alt. to Robert G. Fahey)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Arthur S. Neubauer, Arseal Technologies, GA [U]
(Alt. to Paul S. Hamer)
Rep. American Petroleum Institute
Jebediah J. Novak, Cedar Rapids Electrical JATC, IA[L]
(Alt. to James M. Fahey)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
George J. Ockuly, Technical Marketing Consultants, MO [M]
(Alt. to Vincent J. Saporita)
Charles L. Powell, Eastman Chemical Company, TN [U]
(Alt. to William D. Glover)
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Arthur J. Smith, 111, Waldemar S. Nelson & Company, Inc., LA [U]
(Alt. to Lynn F. Saunders)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
L. Matthew Snyder, Intertek Testing Services, NY [RT]
(Alt. to Lawrence E. Todd)
Russell A. Tiffany, R. A. Tiffany & Associates, PA [M]
(\Voting Alt. to AHRI Rep.)
Rep. Air-Conditioning, Heating, & Refrigeration Institute
Michael K. Weitzel, Central Washington Electrical Education, WA [IM]
(Alt. to Terry D. Cole)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
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Articles 610, 620, 625, 626, 630, 640, 645,
647, 650, 660, 665, 668, 669, 670, 685
Annex D, Examples D9 and D10

Timothy M. Croushore, Chair
Allegheny Power, PA[UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI

William E. Anderson, The Procter & Gamble Company, OH [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Thomas R. Brown, Intertek Testing Services, NY [RT]
Karl M. Cunningham, Alcoa, Inc., PA[M]
Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.
(VL to 610, 625, 630, 645, 660, 665, 668, 669, 685)
Thomas L. Hedges, Hedges Electric & Construction Inc., CA[IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
Michael J. Hittel, GM Worldwide Facilites Group, Ml [U]
Rep. Society of Automotive Engineers-Hybrid Committee
Robert E. Johnson, ITE Safety, MA [U]
Rep. Information Technology Industry Council
(VL to 640, 645, 647, 685)
Andy Juhasz, Kone, Inc., IL [M]
Rep. National Elevator Industry Inc.
(VL to 610, 620, 630)
Stanley Kaufman, CableSafe, Inc./OFS, GA [M]
Rep. Society of the Plastics Industry, Inc.
(VL to 640, 645)
John R. Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
Todd Lottmann, Cooper Bussmann, MO [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Sam Marcovici, New York City Department of Buildings, NY [E]
Tim McClintock, Wayne County, Ohio, OH [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
David R. Quave, IBEW Local Union 903, MS [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Duke W. Schamel, Electrical Service Solutions, Inc., CO [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Arthur E. Schlueter, Jr., A. E. Schlueter Pipe Organ Company, GA [M]
Rep. American Institute of Organ Builders
(VL to 640, 650)
Robert C. Turner, Inductotherm Corporation, MD [M]
(VL to 610, 630, 665, 668, 669)
Ryan Gregory Ward, IdleAire, Inc., TN [U]
Rep. Transportation Electrification Committee
(VL to 625, 626)
Kenneth White, Olin Corporation, NY [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council

Alternates

Timothy M. Andrea, Southwire Company, GA [M]
(Alt. to Karl M. Cunningham)
Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.
(VL to 610, 625, 630, 645, 660, 665, 668, 669, 685)
Jeffrey W. Blain, Schindler Elevator Corporation, NY [M]
(Alt. to Andy Juhasz)
Rep. National Elevator Industry Inc.
(VL to 610, 620, 630)
Thomas M. Burke, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., CA [RT]
(Alt. to John R. Kovacik)
Jeffrey L. Holmes, IBEW Local Union 1 JATC, MO [L]
(Alt. to David R. Quave)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Gery J. Kissel, General Motors Corporation, Ml [U]
(Alt. to Michael J. Hittel)
Rep. Society of Automotive Engineers-Hybrid Committee
Todd R. Konieczny, Intertek Testing Services, MA [RT]
(Alt. to Thomas R. Brown)
Christopher P. O’Neil, NSTAR Electric & Gas Corporation, MA [UT]
(Alt. to Timothy M. Croushore)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
David L. Sher, City of Bellevue, WA [E]
(Alt. to Tim McClintock)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Emad Tabatabaei, Inductotherm Corporation, NJ [M]
(Alt. to Robert C. Turner)
(VL to 610, 630, 665, 668, 669)
Lori L. Tennant, Square D Company/Schneider Electric, NC [M]

(Alt. to Todd Lottmann)

Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Stephen J. Thorwegen, Jr., FSG Electric, TX [IM]

(Alt. to Duke W. Schamel)

Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Charles M. Trout, Maron Electric Company, FL [IM]

(Alt. to Thomas L. Hedges)

Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

Nonvoting
Andre R. Cartal, Yardley, PA [E]
(Member Emeritus)
CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 13
Avrticles 445, 455, 480, 695, 700, 701,
702, 708, Annex F, and Annex G

Donald P. Bliss, Chair
NI2 Center for Infrastructure Expertise, NH [U]

Martin D. Adams, Adams Electric, Inc., CO [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

Suzanne M. Borek, New Jersey Department of Community Affairs, NJ [E]

Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
James L. Brown, Detroit Edison, DTE Energy, MI [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI

Daniel J. Caron, Bard, Rao + Athanas Consulting Engineers, LLC, MA [SE]

James S. Conrad, Tyco Thermal Controls, CT [M]
Rep. Copper Development Association Inc.
Richard D. Currin, Jr., North Carolina State University, NC [U]
Rep. American Society of Agricultural & Biological Engineers
Neil A. Czarnecki, Reliance Controls Corporation, W1 [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association

Herbert H. Daugherty, Electric Generating Systems Association, NJ [M]

(Alt. to Herbert V. Whittall)
James E. Degnan, Sparling, WA [U]
Rep. American Society for Healthcare Engineering
Ronald A. Keenan, M. C. Dean, Inc., VA [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Linda J. Little, IBEW Local 1 Electricians JATC, MO [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Craig A. Mouton, ExxonMobil Chemical Corporation, TX [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Mark C. Ode, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., AZ [RT]
Gary L. Olson, Cummins Power Generation, MN [M]

Michael L. Savage, Sr., Middle Department Inspection Agency, Inc., MD [E]

Mario C. Spina, Verizon Wireless, OH [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
David Tobias, Jr., Intertek Testing Services, OH [RT]

Alternates

Barry S. Bauman, Alliant Energy, W1 [U]
(Alt. to Richard D. Currin, Jr.)
Rep. American Society of Agricultural & Biological Engineers
Steven A. Corbin, Corbin Solar Solutions LLC, NJ [IM]
(Alt. to Ronald A. Keenan)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
James T. Dollard, Jr., IBEW Local Union 98, PA [L]
(Alt. to Linda J. Little)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Lawrence W. Forshner, Cummins Northeast, Inc., MA [M]
(Alt. to Gary L. Olson)
Chad Kennedy, Square D Company/Schneider Electric, SC [M]
(Alt. to Neil A. Czarnecki)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
John R. Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
(Alt. to Mark C. Ode)
Peter M. Olney, Vermont Department of Public Safety, VT [E]
(Alt. to Suzanne M. Borek)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors

Bayly Morgan Tyler, Consolidated Edison Company of New York Inc., NY

[uT]
(Alt. to James L. Brown)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI

Herbert V. Whittall, Electrical Generating Systems Association, FL [M]

(Alt. to Herbert H. Daugherty)
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Articles 500, 501, 502, 503, 504, 505, 506,
510, 511, 513, 514, 515, and 516

Robert A. Jones, Chair
Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc., TX [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.

Daniel Batta, Jr., Constellation Power Source Generation, Inc., MD [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI

Marc J. Bernsen, National Electrical Contractors Association, ID [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

Edward M. Briesch, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]

James D. Cospolich, Waldemar S. Nelson & Company Inc., LA [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.

Mark Goodman, Jacobs Engineering Group, CA [U]
Rep. American Petroleum Institute

Joseph H. Kuczka, Killark Electric Manufacturing Company, MO [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association

William G. Lawrence, Jr., FM Global, MA [I]

L. Evans Massey, Baldor Electric Company, SC [M]
Rep. Instrumentation, Systems, & Automation Society

Jeremy Neagle, Intertek Testing Services, NY [RT]

Donald R. Offerdahl, North Dakota State Electrical Board, ND [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors

John L. Simmons, Florida East Coast JATC, FL [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers

David B. Wechsler, The Dow Chemical Company, TX [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council

Mark C. Wirfs, R & W Engineering, Inc., OR [U]
Rep. Grain Elevator and Processing Society

Alternates

Harold G. Alexander, American Electric Power Company, OH [UT]
(Alt. to Daniel Batta, Jr.)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Donald W. Ankele, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
(Alt. to Edward M. Briesch)
Steven J. Blais, EGS Electrical Group, IL [M]
(Alt. to Joseph H. Kuczka)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Mark W. Bonk, Cargill Incorporated, MN [U]
(Alt. to Mark C. Wirfs)
Rep. Grain Elevator and Processing Society
Dave Burns, Shell Exploration & Production Company, TX [U]
(Alt. to Mark Goodman)
Rep. American Petroleum Institute
Larry W. Burns, Burns Electric, Inc., TX [IM]
(Alt. to Robert A. Jones)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Jonathan L. Cadd, International Association of Electrical Inspectors, TX [E]
(Alt. to Donald R. Offerdahl)
Thomas E. Dunne, Long Island Joint Apprenticeship & Training Committee,
NY [L]
(Alt. to John L. Simmons)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Richard A. Holub, DuPont Engineering, DE [U]
(Alt. to David B. Wechsler)
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Ted H. Schnaare, Rosemount Incorporated, MN [M]
(Alt. to L. Evans Massey)
Rep. Instrumentation, Systems, & Automation Society
Donald W. Zipse, Zipse Electrical Forensics, LLC, PA [U]
(Alt. to James D. Cospolich)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.

Nonvoting

Timothy J. Pope, Canadian Standards Association, Canada [RT]
Eduardo N. Solano, Estudio Ingeniero Solano S.A., Argentina [SE]
Fred K. Walker, US Department of the Air Force, FL [U]

Rep. TC on Airport Facilities

CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 15
Articles 517, 518, 520, 522, 525, 530, 540

Donald J. Talka, Chair
Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NY [RT]

James R. Duncan, Sparling Electrical Engineering & Technology Consulting,
WA [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Ronald E. Duren, PacifiCorp, WA [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Douglas S. Erickson, American Society for Healthcare Engineering, VI [U]
Rep. American Society for Healthcare Engineering
Mitchell K. Hefter, Entertainment Technology/Philips, TX [IM]
Rep. lluminating Engineering Society of North America
(VL to 518, 520, 525, 530, 540)
Kim Jones, Funtastic Shows, OR [U]
Rep. Outdoor Amusement Business Association, Inc.
(VL to 525)
Edwin S. Kramer, Radio City Music Hall, NY [L]
Rep. International Alliance of Theatrical Stage Employees
(VL to 518, 520, 525, 530, 540)
Larry Lau, US Department of Veterans Affairs, DC [U]
(VL to 517, 518)
Stephen M. Lipster, The Electrical Trades Center, OH [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Hugh O. Nash, Jr., Nash Lipsey Burch, LLC, TN [SE]
Rep. TC on Electrical Systems
Kevin T. Porter, Encore Wire Corporation, TX [M]
Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.
Marcus R. Sampson, Minnesota Department of Labor & Industry, MN [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
James C. Seabury I, Enterprise Electric, LLC, TN [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Bruce D. Shelly, Shelly Electric Company, Inc., PA [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
Michael D. Skinner, CBS Studio Center, CA [U]
Rep. Alliance of Motion Picture and Television Producers
(VL to 518, 520, 525, 530, 540)
Kenneth E. Vannice, Leviton Manufacturing Company Inc., OR [M]
Rep. US Institute for Theatre Technology
(VL to 518, 520, 525, 530, 540)
Michael Velvikis, High Voltage Maintenance Corporation, W1 [IM]
Rep. InterNational Electrical Testing Association
James L. Wiseman, Square D Company/Schneider Electric, TN [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association

Alternates

Gary A. Beckstrand, Utah Electrical JATC, UT [L]
(Alt. to Stephen M. Lipster)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
James L. Brown, Detroit Edison, DTE Energy, MI [UT]
(Alt. to Ronald E. Duren)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Matthew B. Dozier, IDesign Services, TN [U]
(Alt. to James R. Duncan)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Samuel B. Friedman, General Cable Corporation, Rl [M]
(Alt. to James L. Wiseman)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Steven R. Goodman, Alcan Cable, PA [M]
(Alt. to Kevin T. Porter)
Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.
Dennis W. Marshall, D & L Electric Company, TX [IM]
(Alt. to James C. Seabury I11)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Joseph P. Murnane, Jr., Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NY [RT]
(Alt. to Donald J. Talka)
Richard E. Pokorny, City of Marshfield, Wisconsin, WI [E]
(Alt. to Marcus R. Sampson)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Steven R. Terry, Electronic Theatre Controls Inc., NY [M]
(Alt. to Kenneth E. Vannice)
Rep. US Institute for Theatre Technology
(VL to 518, 520, 525, 530, 540)
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Articles 770, 800, 810, 820, 830

Ron L. Janikowski, City of Wausau, Wisconsin, WI [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors

Donna Ballast, dbi, TX [M]
Rep. Telecommunications Industry Association
George Bish, MasTec, Inc., dba Advanced Technologies, NC [IM]
Rep. Satellite Broadcasting & Communications Association
J. Robert Boyer, GE Security, NJ [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
James E. Brunssen, Telcordia, NJ [U]
Rep. Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions
Gerald Lee Dorna, Belden Wire & Cable Co., IN [M]
Rep. Insulated Cable Engineers Association Inc.
Ralph M. Esemplare, Consolidated Edison Company of New York, NY [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Dale R. Funke, Shell Oil Company, TX [U]
Rep. American Chemistry Council
Roland W. Gubisch, Intertek Testing Services, MA [RT]
Randolph J. Ivans, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NY [RT]
Robert W. Jensen, dbi-Telecommunication Infrastructure Design, TX [M]
Rep. Building Industry Consulting Services International
Steven C. Johnson, Johnson Telecom, LLC, NC [UT]
Rep. National Cable & Telecommunications Association
William J. McCoy, Telco Sales, Inc., TX [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Harold C. Ohde, IBEW-NECA Technical Institute, IL [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
W. Douglas Pirkle, Pirkle Electric Company, Inc., GA [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
Luigi G. Prezioso, M. C. Dean, Inc., VA [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.

Alternates

Trevor N. Bowmer, Telcordia Technologies, NJ [U]
(Alt. to James E. Brunssen)
Rep. Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions
Terry C. Coleman, National Joint Apprentice & Training Committee, TN [L]
(Alt. to Harold C. Ohde)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Timothy D. Cooke, Times Fiber Communications, Inc., VA [UT]
(Alt. to Steven C. Johnson)
Rep. National Cable & Telecommunications Association
Jeff Fitzloff, State of Idaho Division of Building Safety, ID [E]
(Alt. to Ron L. Janikowski)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
John A. Kacperski, Tele Design Services, CA [M]
(Alt. to Robert W. Jensen)
Rep. Building Industry Consulting Services International
Roderick S. Kalbfleisch, Northeast Utilities, CT [UT]
(Alt. to Ralph M. Esemplare)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Stanley Kaufman, CableSafe, Inc./OFS, GA [M]
(Alt. to Gerald Lee Dorna)
Rep. Insulated Cable Engineers Association Inc.
David M. Lettkeman, Dish Network Service, LLC, CO [IM]
(Alt. to George Bish)
Rep. Satellite Broadcasting & Communications Association
Jack McNamara, Bosch Security Systems, NY [M]
(Alt. to J. Robert Boyer)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Craig Sato, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., CA [RT]
(Alt. to Randolph J. lvans)
David B. Schrembeck, DBS Communications, Inc., OH [IM]
(Alt. to Luigi G. Prezioso)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Mario C. Spina, Verizon Wireless, OH [U]
(Alt. to William J. McCoy)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
James T. Sudduth, Intertek Testing Services, KY [RT]
(Alt. to Roland W. Gubisch)

CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 17
Articles 422, 424, 426, 427, 680, 682

Don W. Jhonson, Interior Electric, Inc., FL [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association

Thomas V. Blewitt, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NY [RT]
Paul Crivell, Camp, Dresser, & McKee Inc., WA [U]

Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Christopher S. Gill, New York Board of Fire Underwriters, NY [E]
Bruce R. Hirsch, Baltimore Gas & Electric Company, MD [UT]

Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
James E. Maldonado, City of Tempe, AZ [E]

Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Wayne E. Morris, Association of Home Appliance Manufacturers, DC [M]

(VL to 422, 424)

Jurgen Pannock, Whirlpool Corporation, TN [M]
Rep. Air-Conditioning, Heating, & Refrigeration Institute

(VL to 422, 424)

Marcos Ramirez, Hatfield-Reynolds Electric Company, AZ [IM]

Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.

Brian E. Rock, Hubbell Incorporated, CT [M]

Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Ronald F. Schapp, Intertek Testing Services, OH [RT]

Kenneth M. Shell, Tyco Thermal Controls, CA [M]

Rep. Copper Development Association Inc.

(VL to 426, 427)

Ronald Sweigart, E.l. duPont de Nemours & Company, Inc., DE [U]

(VL to 422, 424, 426, 427, 682)

Lee L. West, Newport Controls, LLC, CA [M]

Rep. Association of Pool & Spa Professionals

(VL to 680)

Randy J. Yasenchak, IBEW Local Union 607, PA [L]

Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers

Alternates

Dennis L. Baker, Springs & Sons Electrical Contractors Inc., AZ [IM]
(Alt. to Marcos Ramirez)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Bobby J. Gray, Hoydar/Buck, Inc., WA [IM]
(Alt. to Don W. Jhonson)
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
E. P. Hamilton, 11, E. P. Hamilton & Associates, Inc., TX [M]
(Alt. to Lee L. West)
Rep. Association of Pool & Spa Professionals
(VL to 680)
Robert M. Milatovich, Clark County Building Department, NV [E]
(Alt. to James E. Maldonado)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Brian Myers, IBEW Local Union 98, PA [L]
(Alt. to Randy J. Yasenchak)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Stephen C. Richbourg, Gulf Power Company, FL [UT]
(Alt. to Bruce R. Hirsch)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Patrick G. Salas, GE Consumer and Industrial, CT [M]
(Alt. to Brian E. Rock)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Chester L. Sandberg, Shell Exploration & Production Inc., CA [U]
(Alt. to Paul Crivell)
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Gary L. Siggins, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., CA [RT]
(Alt. to Thomas V. Blewitt)
Kam Fai Siu, Intertek, China [RT]
(Alt. to Ronald F. Schapp)

Nonvoting
Douglas A. Lee, US Consumer Product Safety Commission, MD [C]
(Alt. to Andrew M. Trotta)

Andrew M. Trotta, US Consumer Product Safety Commission, MD [C]
(Alt to Douglas A. Lee)
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CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 18
Articles 406, 410, 411, 600, 605

Michael N. Ber, IEC, Houston, TX [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.

Frederick L. Carpenter, Lithonia Lighting, GA [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Paul Costello, NECA and IBEW Local 90 JATC, CT [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Lee C. Hewitt, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
Melvyn J. Kochan, Young Electric Sign Company, NV [M]
Rep. International Sign Association
(VL to 600)
Steven A. Larson, MS Technology, Inc., TN [U]
Rep. Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers, Inc.
Amos D. Lowrance, Jr., City of Chattanooga, Tennessee, TN [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Michael S. O’Boyle, Philips-Lightolier, MA [M]
Rep. American Lighting Association
(VL to 410, 411)
James F. Pierce, Intertek Testing Services, OR [RT]
Sondra K. Todd, Westar Energy, Inc., KS [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Charles M. Trout, Maron Electric Company, FL [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
Jack Wells, Pass & Seymour/Legrand, NC [M]
Randall K. Wright, RKW Consulting, PA [SE]

Alternates

Steve Campolo, Leviton Manufacturing Company, Inc., NY [M]
(Alt. to Frederick L. Carpenter)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Robert T. Carlock, R. T. Carlock Company, TN [IM]
(Alt. to Michael N. Ber)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Larry Chan, City of New Orleans, LA [E]
(Alt. to Amos D. Lowrance, Jr.)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
David D’Hooge, ComEd, IL [UT]
(Alt. to Sondra K. Todd)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Richard D. Gottwald, International Sign Association, VA [M]
(Alt. to Melvyn J. Kochan)
Rep. International Sign Association
(VL to 600)
Charles S. Kurten, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., NY [RT]
(Alt. to Lee C. Hewitt)
Terry K. McGowan, Lighting Ideas, Inc., OH [M]
(Alt. to Michael S. O’Boyle)
Rep. American Lighting Association
(VL to 410, 411)
Jesse Sprinkle, IBEW Local 461, IL [L]
(Alt. to Paul Costello)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Chandresh Thakur, Intertek Testing Services, CA [RT]
(Alt. to James F. Pierce)

CODE-MAKING PANEL NO. 19

Articles 545, 547, 550, 551, 552, 553, 555, 604, 675, and

Annex D, Examples D11 and D12

Leslie Sabin-Mercado, Chair
San Diego Gas & Electric Company, CA [UT]
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI

Barry S. Bauman, Alliant Energy, WI [U]
Rep. American Society of Agricultural & Biological Engineers
Ron B. Chilton, North Carolina Department of Insurance, NC [E]
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Garry D. Cole, Shelby/Mansfield KOA, OH [U]
Rep. National Association of RV Parks & Campgrounds
(VL to 550, 551, 552)
Steven R. Goodman, Alcan Cable, PA [M]
Rep. The Aluminum Association, Inc.

Bruce A. Hopkins, Recreation Vehicle Industry Association, VA [M]

(VL to 550, 551, 552)
Howard D. Hughes, Hughes Electric Company Inc., AR [IM]
Rep. National Electrical Contractors Association
David W. Johnson, CenTex IEC, TX [IM]
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Thomas R. Lichtenstein, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., IL [RT]
Timothy P. McNeive, Thomas & Betts Corporation, TN [M]
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Ronald Michaelis, South Bend & Vicinity Electrical JATC, IN [L]
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Doug Mulvaney, Kampgrounds of America, Inc., MT [U]
(VL to 550, 551, 552, 555)
Michael L. Zieman, RADCO, CA [RT]
(VL to 545, 550, 551, 552)

Alternates

Glenn H. Ankenbrand, Delmarva Power, MD [UT]
(Alt. to Leslie Sabin-Mercado)
Rep. Electric Light & Power Group/EEI
Michael B. F. Atkinson, Kampgrounds of America, Inc., MT [U]
(Alt. to Doug Mulvaney)
(VL to 550, 551, 552, 555)
William Bruce Bowman, Fox Systems, Inc., GA [IM]
(Alt. to David W. Johnson)
Rep. Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.
Robert J. Fick, Alliant Energy, W1 [U]
(Alt. to Barry S. Bauman)
Rep. American Society of Agricultural & Biological Engineers
John P. Goodsell, Hubbell Incorporated, CT [M]
(Alt. to Timothy P. McNeive)
Rep. National Electrical Manufacturers Association
Kent Perkins, Recreation Vehicle Industry Association, VA [M]
(Alt. to Bruce A. Hopkins)
(VL to 550, 551, 552)

Raymond F. Tucker, Consulting Professional Engineer/RADCO, CA [RT]

(Alt. to Michael L. Zieman)
(VL to 545, 550, 551, 552)
Ronald D. Weaver, Jr., North Alabama Electrical JATC, AL [L]
(Alt. to Ronald Michaelis)
Rep. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Cari Williamette, City of St. Paul, MN [E]
(Alt. to Ron B. Chilton)
Rep. International Association of Electrical Inspectors
Eugene W. Wirth, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., WA [RT]
(Alt. to Thomas R. Lichtenstein)
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NFPA Electrical Engineering Division Technical Staff

William Burke, Division Manager

Mark W. Earley, Chief Electrical Engineer

Paul Choiniere, Senior Electrical Specialist

Mark Cloutier, Senior Electrical Engineer

Christopher Coache, Senior Electrical Engineer

Jean O’Connor, Electrical Projects Specialist and Support Supervisor
Lee Richardson, Senior Electrical Engineer

Richard Roux, Senior Electrical Specialist

Jeffrey Sargent, Senior Electrical Specialist

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

Committee Scope: This Committee shall have primary responsibility for
documents on minimizing the risk of electricity as a source of electric shock
and as a potential ignition source of fires and explosions. It shall also be
responsible for text to minimize the propagation of fire and explosions due to
electrical installations.

This portion of the National Electrical Code Committee is presented for
adoption.

This Report on Comments was prepared by the National Electrical Code
Committee, and documents its action on the comments received on its
Report on Proposals on NFPA 70, National Electrical Code, 2011 edition, as
published in the Report on Proposals for the 2010 Annual Revision Cycle.

This Report on Comments has been submitted to letter ballot of the National
Electrical Code Committee. The results of the balloting, after circulation of
any negative votes, can be found in the report.

This Report on Comments has also been submitted to the Technical
Correlating Committee on the National Electrical Code® (TCC) in two
Parts. Part 1 is a letter ballot on the TCC Actions, if any; and Part Il is a letter
ballot Authorizing the Release of the Report. The TCC, which consists of 11
voting members, votes as follows:

Part 1: 11 voted affirmatively

Part 2: 11 voted affirmatively
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9-1 Log #46 NEC-P09
(Entire Document)

Final Action: Reject

1-2 Log #511 NEC-P01
(90.1(C))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Paul Guidry, Fluor Enterprises, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 9-1

Recommendation: Accept the proposal. Change terms “high voltage” and
“medium voltage” to correlate with new proposed definitions in Article 100.
This is a companion proposal to a proposal to add definitions for low voltage,
medium voltage, and high voltage to Article 100.

Substantiation: If the proposal for adding the definitions in Article 100 is
accepted, this proposal must be accepted as well to correlate between all
chapters of the NEC.

| agree with the panel that the terms for high voltage and medium voltage
are inconsistent within various standards. This is the very issue I’m trying to
rectify with this proposal. Also, the terms mean different things to different
people. For instance, if you’re discussing voltage levels with an instrument
technician, he may think that 120V is high voltage. Whereas, if you’re
discussing high voltage with a utility, they’re probably thinking in terms of
voltages above 69kV. | feel that if the NEC is going to use the terms “medium
voltage” and “high voltage” that there must be some consistency.

I also understand that for many years the NEC has been mainly concentrated
on non-industrial areas, such as trailer parks, swimming pools, health care
facilities, residential, and commercial installations. Hence, 490.2 defines “high
voltage” as more than 600V, nominal. Since the NEC is trying to incorporate
more medium and high voltage requirements into the document, as evidenced
through the high voltage task group that | was a part of this cycle, I think it’s
important that we establish in terms of how it is used in the NEC, that “high
voltage” doesn’t really start at the 600V level.

As far as the panel statement goes that | didn’t specify where and in what
form the revisions should be made, my thought was that if the definitions that |
had submitted were accepted, then many various adjustments would have to be
made throughout the NEC. Staff members would have to go through the entire
document and edit the phrases according to the definition parameters.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: CMP 9 does not support changing these definitions until and
unless it is presented with a coordinated set of proposals generated by a task
group specifically formed for that purpose and operating under the aegis of the
Technical Correlating Committee.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

ARTICLE 90 — INTRODUCTION

1-1 Log #509 NEC-PO1
(90.1(C))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 1-9

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal. The concept of a ‘service
point’ does not apply, or applies differently, to communications systems than to
a power utility interface.

Substantiation: The text proposed in the original submission is not applicable

to communications as the terms ‘service point’ and ‘load side’ do not apply. Mr.

LaBrake, in his ‘explanation of negative’, proposed revised text that continues
to use the term ‘service point’. In addition, where telecom and CATV are
concerned, there may be communications wiring on the premises that is not
“... on the premises wiring side of the service point”. Such is the case when
communications cables enter the building and the Network Interface Device
(NID), Network Interface Unit (N1U) or Optical Network Terminal (ONT) is
located within the building.

Although we believe that this proposal should continue to be rejected, we
would like to express our support for the NEC/NESC Ad Hoc Task Group and
the harmonization of the NEC and NESC.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:
ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.
LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-3.

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)
Comment on Proposal No: 1-11
Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal. The concept of a ‘service
point’ does not apply, or applies differently, to communications systems than to
a power utility interface.
Substantiation: The text proposed is not applicable to communications as the
terms “service point” and ‘load side’ do not apply. In addition, where telecom
and CATYV are concerned, there may be communications wiring on the
premises that is not “... on the premises wiring side of the service point”. Such
is the case when communications cables enter the building and the Network
Interface Device (NID), Network Interface Unit (NIU) or Optical Network
Terminal (ONT) is located within the building.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-3.

1-3 Log #1373 NEC-PO1
(90.1(C))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force

Comment on Proposal No: 1-9

Recommendation: Change 90.1(C) to read as follows.

90.1(C) Intention. This Code applies to the design and installation of electrical
and communications systems and equipment on the premises wiring side of the
service point. This Code is not intended as a design specification or an
instruction manual for untrained persons.

Substantiation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-9 be
accepted-in-principle and supports the proposed text in Mr. LaBrake’s negative
ballot statement for the change to 90.1(C).

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel reiterates that the comment does not enhance
clarity or usability. The proposed text is a scope statement, that is already
addressed in 90.2, and it should not be repeated in a different form in 90.1(C).
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2

Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: As was stated in the substantiation to the original
Proposal, “Specifically, the rationale for this change is to state what the Code
intends in positive language”. Additionally, it was to provide harmonization
with text in the NESC so that a clear demarcation between the applications of
the two codes is possible.

1-4 Log #1217 NEC-PO1
(90.1(C) and FPN)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: David E. Shapiro, Safety First Electric
Comment on Proposal No: 1-8
Recommendation: Resive as follows:
...users such as gualified inspection authorities... FPN...asa-design-

ificatt i i i —...toserveas a
complete set of design specifications, nor as an instruction manual.
Substantiation: This Code is not intended to serve as a complete set of design
specifications, nor as a design or instruction manual for anyone.
I just left a meeting where the County lawyer was confronted by seasoned
contractors and inspectors on the issue of eliminating the chief electrical
inspector, using an unqualified person for his duties. He told the Council that
he would “look it up.” Unfortunately, he undoubtedly considers himself a
“trained person.”
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The comment does not conform with 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA
Regulations Governing Committee Projects. The substantiation fails to explain
how the proposed text changes will solve the alleged problem.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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Premises. The land and buildings of a user located on the user side of the

1-5 Log #517 NEC-PO1
(90.2)

Final Action: Accept

service point to electric supply, communication or signal premises wiring.
Advisory Note: For communication wiring, service point is sometimes called
the utility-user network point of demarcation.

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 1-12

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The proposed figure is inappropriate for communications as
the concept of ‘line side” and ‘load side’ does not apply. Further, the term
‘service point’ does not apply, or applies differently to communications systems
than to a power utility interface. Additionally, communications wiring covered
by the NEC may not be completely located on the ‘premises side of the service
point’. Such is the case when communications cables enter the building and the
Network Interface Device (NID), Network Interface Unit (N1U) or Optical
Network Terminal (ONT) is located within the building.

Although we believe that this proposal should continue to be rejected, we
would like to express our support for the NEC/NESC Ad Hoc Task Group and
the harmonization of the NEC and NESC.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:
ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.
LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-6.

1-6 Log #1374 NEC-PO1
(90.2)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force

Comment on Proposal No: 1-12

Recommendation: Add the Informational Annex proposed text:

Annex “TBD”": “General Information Regarding Utility Electric Supply to
Premises Wiring”

1. The following is a general illustration of where utility electric supply and
premises wiring meet for what is covered and what is not covered by this Code
as described in 90.2. Local conditions of service may locate the utility metering
at any point on either side of the service point; see 90.2(B)(5). Conditions of
electric service are based on governmental laws or regulations that determine
the utility authority to provide electric service under their tariffs. These
conditions of electric service affect the location of the service point and
facilities under the local serving utility’s exclusive control.

Utility Electric
Supply System
Serving | ————
Utility
Supply
Conductors 90.2(8)
Equipment
Utiity
Premises Wiring

Service
Point 14

90.204)

[ Separately
Derived
System

Service
Conductors

Power
Source
Wiring

Service
Equipmant

utilization Equipment

ILLUSTRATION
UTILITY ELECTRIC SUPPLY AND
PREMISES WIRING

(ROP 1-12, 1-23)

2. The following are terms for general understanding of where utility electric

supply and premises wiring meet for what is covered and what is not covered

by this Code as described in 90.2.

Area Lighting. A lighting distribution system that provides lumens on public

or private property.

Advisory Note: See 90.2(A) where area lighting is not under the exclusive

control of utilities. ANSI C2-2007, National Electrical Safety Code contains

information that covers area lighting under the exclusive control of utilities.
(ROP 1-53)

Exclusive Control. Generally covers installation, ownership, restricted access,

operation, and maintenance by qualified and authorized persons.

(ROP 1-79)

(ROP 1-101)

Restricted Access. Areas that are separated from public access by a spatial or
physical barrier, such as an equipment enclosure, and that are accessible only
under exclusive control.

(ROP 1-104)

Supervised Installation. Conditions of maintenance and engineering
supervision ensure that only gualified persons monitor and service the system
continuously provided by a single building management.

(ROP 1-106)

Substantiation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-12 be
accepted-in-principle and supports the proposed text in Mr. LaBrake’s negative
ballot statement for the change to include it as a new Informational Annex to
describe general information regarding utility electric supply to premises
wiring. In recognition of Mr. McCarver’s affirmative ballot statement on this
proposal, the recommended Annex covers only the electrical service point as
discussed in 90.2(B)(5) rather than including communications systems
discussed in 90.2(B)(4) since these systems differ from each other and have
differing terminology. Refer to the attached Informational Annex that would
contain this proposal’s recommendation along with companion comments on
Proposals 1-16, 1-53, 1-79, 1-101, 1-104, and 1-106.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel reaffirms its panel statement on Proposal 1-12.
The proposed informational annex does not enhance clarity or usability.

The proposed Figure is too general for practical application to all

installations.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Almost all of APPA.ORG’s comments on Edison Electric
Institute or the American Public Power Association’s positions, and other safety
concepts reflected in comments:

1,2,3,5,7,11,12,14,15,16,17,18,19,21,22,23,24,25,27,29,30,33,38,40,57,58,71,
72,73, and 74 will be referred back to this statement.

In its rejection of this comment 1-6, our committee has missed an
opportunity to accumulate into one annex, at least a decade’s worth of debate
on Sections 90.2(A) and 90.2(B). Observers of the scope and jurisdiction
debate over the past 4 code cycles have seen dozens, if not hundreds, of
proposals and comments in these two subsections alone. Most of the proposals
involved the four code canonicals -- access, disconnect, grounding, and
overcurrent protection -- at least implictly.

Had the comment been at least accepted in principle, a work group could have
been formed to prepare a draft for CMP 1 to review. Admittedly, time needed
to conform to the rules for writing an informative annex would have been a
significant constraint.

Our hope is that we will see a draft of Informative Annex U (call it U, for
“utility” for the moment) well before the beginning of the 2014 ROP. Within
Annex U the work group could write in a more relaxed fashion, to capture as
many of the 30-odd issues that came before our committee, as well as related
issues that were presented to other technical panels. Here is a partial list of
concepts that have appeared before our committee in this cycle alone:
Premises, premises wiring(system), area lighting, tariff-based lighting,
engineering supervision, service point, telecommunications dermarcation,
voltage nomenclature, backup generation, interactive systems, “other
agreements”, etc.

Even as we prepare to send the 2011 edition of the NEC out into the world
there are a lot of very smart people who are in full motion, looking at our
industry as a mad contraption. They see our the energy problem as a “network
problem”. They see the flashpoints where power and telecommunications
technology converges. They want that convergence. They draw from their
experiences of layered development of the internet over the past 15 years as
their working metaphor.

Even if they are only partially right, and all this talk about an energy web and
a smart grid is only speculative hype, we still need Annex U as a platform
away from the restrictions involved in writing model law. In just such an annex
we could clear up many of the paradoxes in the NEC that are at the root of so
many proposals and set ourselves up for the next leg of its development.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: This diagram and the associated definitions are proposed
for an Annex where they would not be considered mandatory but could provide
valuable information concerning the application of the NEC.

| disagree with the Panel statement that the diagram is “too general” for
application in the NEC. Similar “general” diagrams exist in Section 210.52(C)
(1), 410.2, and 514.3. This diagram (and the others) provides valuable guidance
for the application of the NEC. Similarly, | disagree that the diagram does not
provide additional clarity and usability to the NEC.

70-13



Report on Comments A2010 — Copyright, NFPA

NFPA 70

1-7 Log #2855 NEC-PO1
(90.2)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Louis Barrios, Shell Global Solutions / Rep. American Chemistry
Council
Comment on Proposal No: 1-12
Recommendation: The panel action should have been to Accept In Principle,
with the principle being to show the proposed figure as a FPN to 90.2(B)(5) so
that it is not considered mandatory text.
Substantiation: The drawing is a good representation of the Service Point
definition and shows that this point is not defined by a specific piece of
equipment like a disconnecting means, but will change depending on the
utility/custom arrangements. The coverage of the Code and where it applies
versus the NESC is a complex one. Even though this figure may not perfectly
apply to all examples, it is better than what we have available today.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel reaffirms its action and statement on Proposal
1-12.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-6.

1-8 Log #435 NEC-PO1
(90.2(A)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Thomas R. Sanders, Kellog Brown & Root
Comment on Proposal No: 1-14
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

Accept the proposal so the 2011 NEC will read as follows:

“90.2(A) Covered. This Code covers the installation and use of electrical
conductors, equipment and raceways; signaling and communications
conductors, equipment, and raceways; and optical fiber cables and raceways for
the following:” no further changes
Substantiation: In addition to 110.3(B), see the 2009 UL White book, Marking
Guides, and correlation between these documents via the internet.

http://www.ul.com/global/eng/pages/offerings/perspectives/regulator/ccd/

http://www.ul.com/global/eng/pages/offerings/perspectives/regulator/
electrical/
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The word “use” is included in 110.3(B) to ensure
compliance with listing requirements which include intended product usage
(application).
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

HICKMAN, P.: We reaffirm our statement in the ROP on Proposal 1-14. We
conclude that the submitters reference to 110.3(B) was offered as an example
of where “and use” is used to substantiate the recommendation and agree with
the submitter that the Scope of the document should include “and use” since
the NEC does, as it should, include installation as well as use in a number of
instances.

HITTINGER, D.: The suggested revision of the Scope 90.2(A) to add “in
use” is appropriate and better describes the intent of what the Scope covers, the
Code provides the rules for installation of electrical conductors, equipment, and
raceways and their “use”. There are numerous places in the Code that
specifically state this such as the Scope of Article 110, section110.3, the Scope
of Article 455 and section 490.51(A) to name a few. The panel statement is
correct in identifying 110.3(B) for product compliance rules however, the Code
clearly covers installation and “use”.

1-9 Log #436 NEC-PO1
(90-2(A)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Chester Camp, Agriculture Business
Comment on Proposal No: 1-14
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

Accept the proposal so the 2011 NEC will read as follows:

“90.2(A) Covered. This Code covers the installation and use of electrical
conductors, equipment and raceways; signaling and communications
conductors, equipment, and raceways; and optical fiber cables and raceways for
the following:” no further changes
Substantiation: In addition to 110.3(B), see the 2009 UL White book, Marking
Guides, and correlation between these documents via the internet.

http://www.ul.com/global/eng/pages/offerings/perspectives/regulator/ccd/

http://www.ul.com/global/eng/pages/offerings/perspectives/regulator/
electrical/
Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-8.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 3

Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Mr. Hickman and Mr. McMabhill correctly diagnosed the
problem with the substantiation of the original proposal in the explanation of
their votes. The change proposed by Mr. Tedesco is not conceptual but of a
housekeeping nature and should have been accepted as such.

HICKMAN, P.: See explanation of negative on comment 1-8.

HITTINGER, D.: See my Explanation of Negative on 1-8.

1-10 Log #437 NEC-PO1
(90.2(A))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Joseph A. Tedesco, Boston, MA

Comment on Proposal No: 1-14

Recommendation: ACCEPT THE proposal so the new 2011 NEC will read as
follows:

“90.2(A) Covered. This Code covers the installation and use of electrical
conductors, equipment, and raceways; signaling and communications
conductors, equipment, and raceways; and optical fiber cables and raceways for
the following...”. No further changes.

Substantiation: In addition to 110.3(B), see the 2009 UL White book, Marking

Guides, and correlation between these documents via the internet.
http://www.ul.com/global/eng/pages/offerings/perspectives/regulator/ccd/
http://www.ul.com/global/eng/pages/offerings/perspectives/regulator/

electrical/

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-8.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 3

Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Mr. Hickman and Mr. McMabhill correctly diagnosed the
problem with the substantiation of the original proposal in the explanation of
their votes. The change proposed by Mr. Tedesco is not conceptual but of a
housekeeping nature and should have been accepted as such.

HICKMAN, P.: See explanation of negative on comment 1-8.

HITTINGER, D.: See my Explanation of Negative on 1-8.

1-11 Log #512 NEC-P01
(90.2(A))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 1-15

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The term ‘service point’ does not apply, or applies differently,
to communications systems than to a power utility interface (see last paragraph
of submitter’s substantiation). Additionally, communications wiring covered by
the NEC may not be completely located on the ‘premises side of the service
point’. Such is the case when communications cables enter the building and
the Network Interface Device (NID), Network Interface Unit (NIU) or Optical
Network Terminal (ONT) is located within the building.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2

Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: Based on discussion in the Panel, the original Proposal
text “covers requirements of” could have been changed to “establishes
requirements for” to provide the clarity the Panel seeks. The addition of the
text “premises wiring systems” in the proposal provides for clear understanding
that the itemized list that follows pertains to what is covered by the NEC.

The premises wiring system for the communications devices described by the
Submitter begins at those devices within the building.
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1-12 Log #1375 NEC-P01
(90-2(A)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force
Comment on Proposal No: 1-16
Recommendation: Change text to read as follows:
Informational Note: See Informational Annex “TBD” on general information
regarding utility electric supply to premises wiring.
Substantiation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-16 be
accepted-in-principle and supports the proposed text in Mr. LaBrake’s negative
ballot statement for the change to include an Informational Note reference to a
new Informational Annex based on our companion comment on Proposal 1-12.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: Since the panel has rejected the inclusion of the
Informational Annex, the addition of an Informational Note is a moot point.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-6.

1-13 Log #1978 NEC-P01
(90.2(A))

Final Action: Accept

1-15 Log #513 NEC-PO1
(90.2(A), FPN (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)
Comment on Proposal No: 1-16
Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.
Substantiation: The proposed figure is inappropriate as it does not cover
communications. The term ‘service point’ does not apply, or applies differently,
to communications systems than to a power utility interface (see last paragraph
of submitter’s substantiation). Additionally, communications wiring covered by
the NEC may not be completely located on the ‘premises side of the service
point’. Such is the case when communications cables enter the building and
the Network Interface Device (NID), Network Interface Unit (NIU) or Optical
Network Terminal (ONT) is located within the building.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-6.

Submitter: Donald A. Ganiere, Ottawa, IL

Comment on Proposal No: 1-14

Recommendation: This proposal should be rejected.

Substantiation: This proposal should be rejected. The AHJ does not have
access or authority to enforce usage rules and at least one Code Making Panel
is on record stating that unenforceable rules cannot be included in the NEC.
The following is from the panel statement for comment 3-30 in the 70-A207
ROC.

“Unenforceable requirements must not be inserted into the NEC.”

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 3

Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Mr. Hickman and Mr. McMabhill correctly diagnosed the
problem with the substantiation of the original proposal. The change proposed
by Mr. Tedesco is not conceptual but editorial in nature and should have been
accepted as such.

HICKMAN, P.: See explanation of negative on comment 1-8.

HITTINGER, D.: See my Explanation of Negative on 1-8.

1-14 Log #2387 NEC-P01
(90.2(A))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan / Rep. APPA.ORG -
Association of Education Facility Executives

Comment on Proposal No: 1-15

Recommendation: Accept the proposal as written.

Substantiation: Many colleges and universities are running “utility-

like” enterprises and many are their own inspection authority. State utility
regulations are uneven and not ready for a “one-size-fits-all” safety rule for
the type of electrical installations that will be possible in distributed resource
power delivery regimes. This proposal, along with Proposal 1-17, makes an
important distinction for our industry.

Many colleges and universities have complicated relationships with
municipal and investor-owned power utilities. Most have “systems-within-a
system” that form a microgrid; with wiring and equipment on either side of a
boundary governed by standard easement and right-of-way agreements. Safety
concerns along this boundary typically involve area lighting, emergency power
sources, site placement of transformers and generators and alternative energy
sources, metering, operation and maintenance of high voltage overhead and
underground supply at the service point.

The Panel Statement, “The proposed changes do not add clarity to the
existing scope statement in 90.2(A)”, is a reminder that “clarity” may lie
in the eye of the beholder -- if the beholder chooses to see. In our view, the
adding this language clarifies 90.2(A). So does the Fine Print Note Figure 90.2
proposed in Proposal 1-16.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The proposed revisions are unnecessary and do not provide
further clarity.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2

Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-11.

1-16 Log #1376 NEC-POL
(90.2(A)(2), FPN (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force

Comment on Proposal No: 1-17

Recommendation: Please reconsider the original proposal. The text of the
Fine Print Note should read as follows:

FPN to (2): For additional information concerning such installations in an
industrial or multibuilding complex, see ANSI C2-2007, National Electrical
Safety Code.

Substantiation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-17 be
accepted in principal and supports the negative ballot statements written

by Messrs. Anthony and LaBrake for this reinstatement of the FPN to add
clarity for the differentiation of the scopes of two ANSI codes. The text for
the requested FPN is included in the legislative text above which includes the
correct year of the current edition of the National Electrical Safety Code.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The proposed FPN does add confusion when one considers
that the NEC is an enforcement document that is adopted by jurisdictions in
the US. The proposed FPN reference as a source from the NEC implies that it
is capable of being used without interfering with the use of the NEC, and that
the code loses nothing by deleting the reference, but has increased confusion/
conflict with the reference included.

Sufficient substantiation has not been provided to substantiate this fine print
note referencing the NESC.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: | disagree that this Note adds confusion. It is similar
in wording to a number of existing Notes in Chapter 5 of the NEC. It also
provides a reciprocal reference to a similar Note in the NESC.

In addition, there are and have been a significant number of Proposals and
Comments to revise and include all or parts of the NESC in the NEC. This
Note would add a reference to that document without making it mandatory,
thus including the requested information.

1-17 Log #1377 NEC-P01
(90.2(A)(3))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force
Comment on Proposal No: 1-19
Recommendation: Please reconsider this proposal and accept it.
Substantiation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-19 be
accepted and supports the negative ballot statements by Messrs. Anthony and
LaBrake on this proposal and on Proposals 1-17 and 1-29 for this needed
change as requested in the panel statement for proposal 1-19.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-18.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:
ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.
LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-18.
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1-18 Log #2856 NEC-P01
(90-2(A)3)

Final Action: Reject

1-21 Log #514 NEC-P01
(90.2(B)(4) and (5), FPN )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Louis Barrios, Shell Global Solutions / Rep. American Chemistry
Council

Comment on Proposal No: 1-19

Recommendation: The panel action should have been to Accept in Part,
accepting re-inserting the FPN reference to the NESC in 90.2(A)(3) but not the
remainder of the proposal.

Substantiation: Since electrical installations in the US must be installed in
accordance with the NEC or the NESC, depending on the location of the
installation in relation to the service point, it is appropriate for the NEC to
reference the NESC, and likewise for the NESC to reference the NEC. The
NESC provides important installation requirements on the utility side of the
service point.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-16.

The submitter’s substantiation states in part: “electrical installations in the
US must be installed in accordance with the NEC or the NESC.” This is not
entirely correct since there are jurisdictions that do not use either document.

The Scope of 90.2(A)(3) establishes what is covered in the NEC.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.
LABRAKE, JR., N.: This Comment should have been accepted. While the
Submitter’s substantiation may not have been completely accurate, it does note
that the NESC can provide important guidance about the installation of utility

equipment. In addition, see my explanation of negative vote for Comment 1-16.

1-19 Log #1378 NEC-P01
(90.2(B))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force
Comment on Proposal No: 1-23
Recommendation: Change text to read as follows:
Informational Note: See Informational Annex “TBD” on general information
regarding utility electric supply to premises wiring.
Substantiation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-23 be
accepted-in-principle and supports the proposed text in Mr. LaBrake’s negative
ballot statement for the change to include an Informational Note reference to a
new Informational Annex based on our companion comment on Proposal 1-12.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: Since the panel has rejected the inclusion of the
Informational Annex, the addition of an Informational Note is a moot point.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-6.

1-20 Log #515 NEC-PO1
(90.2(B)(4), FPN (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 1-28

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The proposed FPN is misleading as written and cannot be
broadly applied to all communications facilities identified in 90.2(B)(4) as not
covered. For example, it would not apply to a communications closet of less
than 500 square feet on a customer premises (e.g., office building or shopping
center). It would also not apply to service to a PBX located on a customer
premises.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 1-27

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The concept of a “service point” does not apply, or applies
differently, to communications systems than to a power utility interface.
Further, the communications utility may not own (as suggested in the
submitter’s added second-to-last sentence) the facility under their ‘exclusive
control’ such as a communications closet located in an office building or
shopping center.

Although we believe that this proposal should continue to be rejected, we
would like to express our support for the NEC/NESC Ad Hoc Task Group and
the harmonization of the NEC and NESC.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2

Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-22.

1-22 Log #1379 NEC-PO1
(90.2(B)(4) and (5), FPN )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force
Comment on Proposal No: 1-27
Recommendation: Change the last sentence of the original proposal as follows
and retain the rest of the proposal to read as follows:
FPN to (4) and (5): Examples of utilities may include those public or private
entities that are typically designated or recognized by governmental law or
regulation by public service/utility commissions and that install, operate, and
maintain electric supply (such as generation, transmission, or distribution
systems) or communication systems (such as telephone, CATV, Internet,
satellite, or data services) to the service point. Utilities may be subject to
compliance with codes and standards covering their regulated activities as
adopted under governmental law or regulation. Additional information can be
found through consultation with the appropriate governmental bodies, such
as state regulatory commissions, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
and the Federal Communications Commission. Exclusive control generally
covers installation, ownership, restricted access, operation, and maintenance
by qualified and authorized persons. Restricted access generally covers areas
that are separated from public access by a spatial or physical barrier, such as an
equipment enclosure, and that are accessible only under exclusive control.
Substantiation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-27 be
accepted-in-principle and supports the proposed text in Mr. LaBrake’s negative
ballot statement for the change.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The recommendation does not enhance clarity or usability.
The concept of a service point does not apply to communications systems or
applies differently than to a power utility interface.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: This should have been accepted in part and changed to
apply only to 90.2(B)(5) to satisfy the concerns expressed in Comment 1-21.

1-23 Log #1753 NEC-P01
(90.2(B)(5)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James T. Dollard, Jr., IBEW Local 98
Comment on Proposal No: 1-29
Recommendation: This proposal should be accepted in principle as follows:

Change 90.2(B)(5) to read as follows:

(5) Installations under the exclusive control of an electric utility where such
installations

a. Consist of service drops or service laterals, and associated metering, or
be. Are on property owned or leased by the electric utility for the purpose of
communications, metering, generation, control, transformation, transmission, or
distribution of electric energy, or

ch. Are located in legally established easements or rights-of-way, or
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d. Are located by other written agreements either designated by or recognized
by public service commissions, utility commissions, or other regulatory
agencies having jurisdiction for such installations. These written agreements
shall be limited to installations for the purpose of communications, metering,

1-24 Log #1976 NEC-PO1
(90.2(B)(5)

Final Action: Reject

generation, control, transformation, transmission, or distribution of electric
energy where legally established easements or rights-of-way cannot be
obtained. These installations shall be limited to Federal Lands, Native
American Reservations through the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of
Indian Affairs, Military bases, lands controlled by port authorities and State
agencies and departments, and lands owned by railroads.

Substantiation: Members of an Ad Hoc group representing the committees of
the NEC and NESC have deliberated in good faith to resolve conflicts between
the NEC and NESC documents primarily with the location of utility facilities
on Federal Lands, Native American Reservations through the U.S. Department
of the Interior Bureau of Indian Affairs, Military bases, lands controlled by port
authorities and State agencies and departments, and lands owned by railroads.

The voting members of this Ad Hoc group reached consensus and
recommend Proposal 1-29 be_accepted-in-principle using the proposed revised
text in this comment. This group’s voting members are: James Dollard, Jr.,
David Hittinger, Michael Johnston, Alan Manche, Richard Owen, James
Carpenter, Alan Clapp, Michael Hyland, Michael Pehosh, Jim Tomaseski, and
Neil LaBrake, Jr.

This proposed text addresses Code-Making Panel No. 1’s concern for clarity
and usability, substantiation, and identifying the issues.

1. Clarity and usability is established by:

a. Providing clear and unambiguous text for 90.2(B)(5) with respect to utility
installations where easements and rights-of-way cannot legally be obtained.

b. Clarifying the text in the 2005 NEC edition where the 2008 NEC change
action was concerned. This is accomplished by rearranging the order of the list
and appropriately associating text that was specific only to “other agreements”.

2. The following Substantiation addresses the issue.

a. Recognizing that there are areas in which an easement or right-of-way
cannot legally be obtained. This comment provides text to permit “other written
agreements” for those installations as well as a prescriptive list of the locations.
This restricted list is provided to aid the code user in determining where this
permission will apply.

b. The following list identifies where the problem lies; along with a rationale
for each item. This list is provided to support the assertion of utilities that it is
necessary to include the proposed text for locations where typical easements or
rights-of-way are unobtainable on property for utility installations.

Item / Location / Rationale

1. Federal Lands. The Federal government permits electric utility serving
installations on their property such as National Forests only by written
agreement.

2. Native American Reservations through the U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs. The U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Indian
Affairs permits electric utility serving installations on Native American
Reservations only by written agreement.

3. Military bases. The U.S. Department of Defense permits electric utility
serving installations on their property only by written agreement.

4. Lands controlled by port authorities and State agencies and departments.
Departments of Transportation and State Game Lands for instance permit
electric utility serving installations on their property only by written agreement.
Utilities have experienced trouble gaining right-of-ways in these areas. Most
are done through a permitting process not a right-of-way process.

5. Lands owned by railroads. Railroad companies under federal government
regulation permit electric utility serving installations on their property only by
written agreement.

The Ad Hoc group recognizes that the text of 90.2(B)(5)(b) should be
modified as suggested to eliminate potential problems where electric utilities
provide service to owners, as listed, who do not grant easements or allow
rights-of-way to utilities. This proposed revision will avoid conflict at
regulatory bodies, the state, and local jurisdictional levels. Further, this
proposed revision avoids utility interest to modify 90.2(B)(5) by local revision
of the NEC scope in its adoption process, which has already occurred in some
areas for the 2008 NEC. As such, confusion will be avoided in the field
regarding installations where legally acquired easements and rights-of-way
cannot be obtained.

The Ad Hoc group has submitted this comment in a consensus based effort to
resolve this issue. This group urges CMP-1 to accept this comment in an effort
to provide clarity and usability and to permit specified locations of utility
supply facilities under “other agreements” as not covered by the NEC.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
Comment on Affirmative:

ANTHONY, M.: The work of the NESC-NEC Ad Hoc Task Group is
significant and appreciated. Please also refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.
LABRAKE, JR., N.: EEI accepts the consensus of the NEC-NESC Ad Hoc
for this Comment. It is important to note that property rights have no bearing

on safe wiring installations.

Submitter: Neil F. LaBrake, Jr., National Grid USA

Comment on Proposal No: 1-29

Recommendation: Accept the proposal in principle relative to the need for
other written agreements and utility street and area lights as being not covered
by the NEC in 90.2(B)(5).

Substantiation: Two points substantiating this comment are:

1. I support the work of the NEC-NESC Ad Hoc Task Group endorsing a
comment on this proposal to include other written agreements by a utility’s
condition of service for utility facilities not covered by the NEC where the
locations make easements and rights-of-way unobtainable.

2. In the original proposal item 90.2(B)(5)b, the word “utility” should
precede “street” to clarify that street and area lights referenced are those that
are exclusively owned, operated, and maintained by utilities.

For further information regarding this comment, please refer to the article on
“Connecting Premises Wiring to Supply Lines” published by the International
Association of Electrical Inspectors in their September/October 2009 magazine
(http://www.iaei.org/magazine/?p=4329#more-4329) on page 93. | have
provided copies of figures 4 and 5 of the article that illustrate examples of
utility exclusively owned, operated, and maintained area lighting on private
property that are covered by the NESC. Street lighting under the exclusive
control of utilities are typically in the public domain and part of a utility
distribution system covered by the NESC.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The comment does not provide the proposed text including
the wording to be added, revised (and how revised), or deleted as per 4.4.5(c)
of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-25.

1-25 Log #2463 NEC-P01
(90.2(B)(5)

Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part

Submitter: Michael Hyland, American Public Power Association / Rep. IEEE
NESC Committee
Comment on Proposal No: 1-29
Recommendation: Change 90.2(B)(5) to read as follows:

(5) Installations under the exclusive control of an electric utility where such
installations

a. Consist of service drops or service laterals, and associated metering, or

be. Are on property owned or leased by the electric utility for the purpose of
communications, metering, generation, control, transformation, transmission, or
distribution of electric energy, or

c. Are utility-owned street or area lighting luminaires providing a supply
of lumens, where such luminaires are operated and maintained by the utility,
supplied directly from utility wiring, and supported on utility station, line, or
service structures, or

db. Are located in legally established easements or rights-of-way, or

e. Are located by other written agreements either designated by or
recognized by public service commissions, utility commissions, or other
regulatory agencies having jurisdiction for such installations. These written
agreements shall be limited to installations for the purpose of communications,
metering, generation, control, transformation, transmission, or distribution of
electric energy where legally established easements or rights-of-way cannot
be obtained. These installations shall be limited to Federal Lands, Native
American Reservations through the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of
Indian Affairs, Military bases, lands controlled by port authorities and State
agencies and departments, and lands owned by railroads.
Substantiation: This comment is in two parts. The first addresses utility
provided street and area lighting, while the secondary addresses areas where
utilities do not have easements as a result of practical restrictions.
Part 1.
The proposed new item “c” text addresses concerns expressed by NEC panel
members of the NEC-NESC Ad Hoc Task Group that the previous wording “or
by other agreements” [that was removed from

90.2(B)(5) in the 2008 NEC] may have inadvertently allowed utilities to
provide lighting in or on customer structures. The proposed language limits
application of the exemption to the customary practice of supplying lighting
from luminaires mounted on utility structures and fed directly from the utility
system with no control by any party other than the utility involved.
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Lighting is not just supplied from utility poles on distribution lines—it is
also supplied from utility towers, station structures, meter service poles, and
lighting service poles (the latter may have no other electrical utility facility
on them). In addition, to avoid the issue of whether a lighting pole is a line
pole, the language that is proposed is specific and reflects actual practice—it
specifically includes utility service poles used for lighting service or metering
of electricity service.

In addition, in some cases, the actual lighting fixtures may be originally
provided by a municipality or other entity and then accepted by the utility,
operated by the utility, and maintained by the utility. This is particularly the
case where the particular fixture is not a regular utility offering but is a special
design used in historic districts, etc. As a result, it is not appropriate to require
that the utility originally supply the fixture and this has not been done for that
reason. It is, however, appropriate to require that the utility luminaires meeting
the NESC be fed directly from utility structures and not be either supported on
a customer building or supplied through customer wiring; lighting installations
supported on customer buildings or supplied through customer wiring should
meet the NEC.

See ANSI C2-2007, National Electrical Safety Code for information that
covers utility street and area lighting that are a lighting distribution system
under the exclusive control of utilities providing lumens on public or private
property.

Part 2.
There are areas in which an easement or right-of-way cannot legally be
obtained. The new item “d” text in this comment permits “other written

agreements” for those installations as well as a prescriptive list of the locations.

This list provides the determination where this permission will apply. The
rationale for each item that utilities reason that it would be necessary where
typical easements or rights-of-way are unobtainable on property for utility
installations typically covered by the NESC are:

[tem [ocation

Rationale
1 Federal Lands Federal government permits electric utility

serving installations on their property such as

2 Federal government H . Department of the’Interior Bureau o
permits electric utility Indian Affairs permits electric utility serving
serving installations on installations on Native American Reservations
their property such as only by written agreement.

National Forests only by
written agreement

3 Military bases U.S. Department of Defense permits electric
utility serving installations on their property

only by writ

Department of rgansportatlon and State Game
Lands for instance permit electric utility
serving installations on their property only by
written agreement. Utilities have experienced
trouble gaining right-of-ways in these areas.
Most are done through a permitting process
not a right-of way process. In some cases,
rights can only be obtained permanently on
state lands through a constitutional
amendment. For certain rivers in the State of
New York, rights can only be acquired through
the state office of General Services. For NY
prisons, the same is true. For crossings of the
NYS Barge Canal System and Thruway,
the Thruway authority or NYSDOT grant
permits.
Permits can only be obtained for state
highway crossings also from the NYSDOT. In
the Adirondack Park, rights can be typically
acquired from private landowners, but
construction activities are restricted by the
Adirondack Park Agency (APA) in accordance
to rules of the agency.
Municipal governments who own electric
T&D in their jurisdictions site their utility
facilities on their own lands without need of
easements, rights-of-way, or agreements
that supply their buildings on the line side of
rvice p

4 Lands controlled by port
authorities and State and
Municipal agencies and
departments

5 LCands owned by rail-
roads

R ailroad compames under federal government
regulation permit electric utility serving
installations on their property only by written

E%ectrlc a;[1d communication membership
cooperative utilities site utility facilities

on member lands in accordance with the
permission granted as a condition of service.
Specific easements are not issued

6 Lands owned by mem-
bers of utility coopera-
tives

The IEEE NESC Committee anticipates an altruistic approach in this regard
toward harmonization of the two codes. Like the NEC, the NESC is in the
process of a public comment period and comments from all concerned parties
are invited and needed. See the preprint draft of the 2012 NESC now available
for public comment at http://standards.ieee.org/nesc/nesc_preprint.html.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part

In the recommended wording, the panel Rejects the language of proposed
“c.”, and Accepts in Principle the remainder of the comment.

Panel Statement: The panel recognizes that the NEC/NESC Task Group (as
identified in the substantiation of Comment 1-23) considered this issue and did
not reach consensus to add the proposed text in “c.”.

The proposed “c.” does not improve clarity or enhance usability. “Area
Lighting” is not defined in the NEC, and the proposed wording may introduce
confusion about the applicability of requirements to a particular installation.

The remainder of the recommended wording was Accepted in Principle by
the panel action taken on Comment 1-23.

In addition, the panel does not necessarily agree with all of the submitter’s
substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: This Comment should have been “accepted-in-
principle” and the term “area lighting” revised to something acceptable to the
Panel. Although the term “area lighting” is not presently defined, there was a
Proposal and subsequent Comment submitted in conjunction to do just that. To
reject the definition and then reject the text as being “undefined” seems self-
serving.

Although outreach efforts continue, more is needed for proper code
application where area lighting is installed by utilities. Compliance is enforced
rather than legislated.

1-26 Log #2857 NEC-P01
(90.2(B)(5))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Louis Barrios, Shell Global Solutions / Rep. American Chemistry
Council

Comment on Proposal No: 1-30

Recommendation: The panel action should have been to Accept proposal
1-30.

Substantiation: During the 2008 Code cycle, Panel 1 removed the phrase
“other agreements” because it was vague and unenforceable. The submitter has
provided clarification of what “other agreements” cover in this proposal.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel actions and statements on Comments 1-23 and
1-25.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-27 Log #1380 NEC-PO1
(90.2(B)(5) and 90.2(B)(6))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force

Comment on Proposal No: 1-29

Recommendation: Change 90.2(B)(5) to read as follows with a new item
90.2(B)(6):

(5) Installations under the exclusive control of an electric utility where such
installations

a. Are for utility facilities and functions for the purpose of communications,
metering, generation, control, transformation, transmission or distribution of
electric energy, lumens, communications data, or signals, or

b. Are for street and area lights providing a supply of lumens where these
facilities are supplied by underground or overhead conductors, or

c. Consist of service drops or service laterals, and associated metering.

(6) Locations of utility supply conductors and equipment on the line side of
the service point that are an integral part of the exclusive control of an electric
utility where such installations

a. Are on property owned or leased by the electric utility, or

b. Are located in legally established easements or rights-of-way, or

c. Are located by other agreements, written or by condition of
service, that meet the requirements that are either designated by or
recognized by public service commissions, utility commissions, or
other regulatory agencies having jurisdiction, or governing bodies
where unrequlated, provided further that such installations are
outside a building or terminate immediately inside a building wall.
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Agreements include locating utility supply facilities where typical easements or

rights-of-way are unobtainable on property for Federal Lands, Native American

Reservations through the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Indian
Affairs, military bases, lands controlled by port authorities and State agencies
and departments, and lands owned by railroads.

Informational Note: See ANSI C2-2007, National Electrical Safety Code

for information that covers utility street and area lighting that are a lighting
distribution system under the exclusive control of utilities providing lumens on

public or private property.
Substantiation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-29 be
accepted-in-principle and supports the proposed text in Mr. LaBrake’s negative
ballot statement for the change.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

See the panel actions and statements on Comments 1-16 and 1-18, regarding
the Rejection of the Informational Note, and 1-23 and 1-25, regarding the
remainder of the text.
Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

1-28 Log #2471 NEC-P01
(90.2(B)(5)(b))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-31

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: The panel action and statement to reject this proposal failed
to respond to its technical merit, which had much to do with a drawing that
unfortunately did not publish in the ROP. For the benefit of the readers of
this document, a verbal description follows. The drawing showed a drugstore
with a parking lot out back. At the far end of the parking lot there was a rear
exit onto a public street with two conventional street lighting luminaires.

On a utility pole, also within the public way and to the rear of the parking
lot, the drug store leased from the serving utility a 250W HPS luminaire.
The drug store owners decided they wanted additional light, so they leased

a second 250 W HPS luminaire, mounted to an existing utility pole midway
into and on one side of the parking lot. This pole was not in a public way,
and the drop to this luminaire did not pass over a legally defined easement;
it was placed through an “other agreement”, specifically, an established tariff
recognized by the relevant agency of the state government. Ownership of and
the service responsibilities for all four luminaires under discussion remained
with the serving utility. Under the current NEC, the additional luminaire, but
not the three within the public way, must have a service, grounding electrode,
overcurrent protection, disconnecting means, etc., etc.

The proposal concluded: “If CMP 1 chooses to reject this proposal, the
submitter expects to read the panel statement with great interest in the hope
of learning exactly why the luminaire nearest the drug store, but not the other
three luminaires, presents such a hazard that the NEC would try to overturn
established utility practice going back over a century.” Pursuant to the NFPA
Regulations Governing Committee Projects, which indicate a strong preference
for a response that is technical in nature to such proposals and comments, the
submitter is still awaiting a technical response. The submitter refers CMP 1
to the comments in the voting on the proposal for the complete details with
respect to this lack of responsiveness. The proposal goes to the heart of a
jurisdictional conflict between two ANSI standards that may not end well
for NFPA’s continuing stewardship of the NEC unless this is resolved in a
technically credible manner.

The other objection to the service point demarcation objective focuses on
certain utility activities that seem to be squarely within the province of the
NEC. For example, at the recently concluded IAEI Eastern Section Meeting it
was asserted by a very reliable source that a certain utility apparently believes
it can wire motor control centers to the NESC or whatever, and declare that
the various load connections within or adjacent to each bucket constitute a
multiplicity of service points. This practice, where it is occurring, needs to be
stopped, period. Very few utilities are trying to attempt this type of business.
The wording of the proposal being supported by this comment plainly states
that such activities would violate the NEC.

The larger issue, however, is whether the NEC can ever be written in a
way that will stop it. Electric utilities are natural monopolies with respect to
distribution activities, and for that reason those activities are regulated by
public entities. If a utility is wiring motor control centers wearing its utility hat,
and not as an electrical contractor working on the same playing field as such
contractors generally, then it can only be doing so pursuant to a tariff approved
by a regulatory agency. Such activities usually, upon close examination, reveal
that the utility is milking its rate base to capitalize these ventures. As such,
they raise, or should raise, serious public policy concerns within the regulating
authority. In the end, this is a political question regarding competition and the
abuse of a rate base. Interested parties should shine a very bright spotlight on
any public authority that is permitting such misbehavior to proceed, and force
its discontinuance.

This proposal is carefully drawn to prohibit that which should be prohibited,
and allow that which has been allowed for over a century. It coordinates well
with the NESC, and should be accepted to finally put this problem behind the
NEC Committee and bring it out into the political arena where applicable.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

See the panel actions and statements on Comments 1-23 and 1-25.

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-29 Log #516 NEC-PO1
(90.2(B)(5), FPN (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)
Comment on Proposal No: 1-23
Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.
Substantiation: The proposed figure is inappropriate as it does not cover
communications. The term ‘service point’ does not apply, or applies differently,
to communications systems than to a power utility interface (see last paragraph
of submitter’s substantiation). Additionally, communications wiring covered by
the NEC may not be completely located on the ‘premises side of the service
point’. Such is the case when communications cables enter the building and
the Network Interface Device (NID), Network Interface Unit (NIU) or Optical
Network Terminal (ONT) is located within the building.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

1-30 Log #1381 NEC-PO1
(90-2(C))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force
Comment on Proposal No: 1-34
Recommendation: Change the new last paragraph in the original proposal to
read as follows:
Within this Code’s requirements, other codes and standards and good
engineering practice shall be permissible by the authority having jurisdiction
to apply to specific systems having supervised installation that are under
engineering supervision and the control of qualified persons authorized by a
regulating or controlling body, such as systems associated with an industrial
complex or utility interactive system.
Substantiation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-34 be
accepted-in-principle and supports Mr. LaBrake’s negative ballot statement.
Remove the word “governmental” and change “such as those” to “such
systems”.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel reaffirms its action and statement on Proposal
1-34 that the language does not provide further clarity. In addition, this is
already covered in 90.4.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: | disagree that this is already covered by 90.4. That
Section details how enforcement of the Code is accomplished and allows
Special Permission. Section 90.2(C) details what Special Permission is and,
as such, the additional details outlined in this Comment are needed in that
Section.

This is an example where the Proposals and Comments to add definitions for
“engineering supervision” and “supervised installations” would support special
permission by an AHJ.
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1-31 Log #1466 NEC-P01
(90-2(C))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-33

Recommendation: In panel action add “other” between “building or” and
“structure.”

Substantiation: Edit. A building is defined as a structure but all structures are
not buildings.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The additional text is unnecessary and does not enhance
clarity or usability.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-32 Log #2472 NEC-P01
(90.2(C))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-33

Recommendation: Accept the panel action in principle. Make the following
changes in the final clause as worded by the panel: “provided such installations
are outside a building or structure, or terminate withi i i

toeation inside nearest the point of entrance of the service conductors.
Substantiation: As covered in the comments in the voting, these terminations
may not be at service equipment. This comment differs slightly from that
suggested in the voting in that it retains the word “inside” for clarity, and for
continuity with the existing text.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-33 Log #2858 NEC-P01
(90-2(C))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Louis Barrios, Shell Global Solutions / Rep. American Chemistry
Council
Comment on Proposal No: 1-34
Recommendation: The panel action should have been Accept in Principle
and revised to read as follows “The authority having jurisdiction for enforcing
this Code can grant exception for the installation of conductors and equipment
based on other codes and standards and good engineering practice for
supervised installations that are under engineering supervision and the control
of qualified persons authorized by a regulating or controlling body, such as
those associated with an industrial complex or utility interactive system”.
Substantiation: The proposed language introduces latitude for AHJ’s to accept
other based codes and standards and sound engineering judgement for facilities
having competent engineering staff overseeing the design, installation and
operation of the facilities. The proposed text from the submitter was rewritten
to active voice and made similar in format to the text already in 90.2(C). Also
the phrase “can be recognized” was replaced with “can grant exception” to be
more enforceable and to mimic the text already in 90.2(C).
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-30.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-30.

1-34 Log #430 NEC-POL
(90.3)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Terry Peters, The Society of the Plastics Industry
Comment on Proposal No: 1-35
Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.
Substantiation: This proposal is similar to proposal 1-7 for the previous cycle
of the NEC. We submitted a comment to continue rejecting that proposal and
we recommend continuing to reject this proposal for the same reasons.
Code-Making Panel 16, in developing requirements for optical fiber and
communications systems, takes into account applicable requirements in other
areas of the NEC, and specifically references them where appropriate. An
example is the grounding requirements of Article 250 (Chapter 5) that have
been referenced over many Code cycles, and are now excerpted, as applicable,
in Article 770. Requiring that Chapter 8 be subject to the requirements of
Chapters 1 through 7 unless the requirements are specifically excluded in
Chapter 8 will require a tremendous, unnecessary reworking of the NEC.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-35 Log #518 NEC-PO1
(90.3)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 1-35

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The submitter has provided no technical justification to
eliminate the independent status of Chapter 8, Communications Systems.
Communications systems are uniquely and significantly different from power
systems. Communications systems cables, conductors and equipment operate at
current and power levels much less than those of power circuits and are power-
limited, thereby greatly reducing the likelihood of electrical fire. The grounding
requirements of Chapter 8 have been in place for many years, yielding an
exemplary safety record. Many grounding and bonding considerations are
unique to Chapter 8; it is appropriate that communications systems have their
own grounding requirements. However, where the requirements of Article 250
apply, they are referenced (see for example 800.100(B)(1), 800.100(B)(2),
800.100(C), 800.106(A) and similar sections in 820 and 830). The submitter
cites Network-Powered Broadband Communications Systems power as support
for his position. The power levels of these circuits (see Table 830.15) are
nominal power source ratings; the actual power available on the network is
greatly reduced by the resistance of the network conductors. The submitter
implies that electrical safety considerations exceed the capabilities of Panel

16 members. Panel 16 contains a broad, balanced representation from the
electrical industry including enforcement (electrical inspection), manufacturing,
installation, labor, power distribution, research/testing and communications,
and is well suited to the task. The proposed revision is over simplified. To

do as the submitter proposes will result in total confusion. Each and every
requirement in Chapters 1 through 6 would need to be considered by Panel 16
and all that do not apply identified and referenced as such in Chapter 8.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-36 Log #2849 NEC-P01 Final Action: Reject

(90.5)

Submitter: T David Mills, T. David Mills Associates

Comment on Proposal No: 1-38

Recommendation: The Panel should accept this proposal.

Substantiation: While the panel disagrees that adding the proposed annex will
improve usability, | recommend that the panel actually refer to the following
sections of the Code to understand the need to consolidate duplicative FPN
references into an informative annex.

[725.179(A), 725.179(B), 725.179(C), 725.179(D), 725.179(E), 725.179(F),
725.179(H), 725.179(J), 725.179(K), 760.176(C), 760.176(D), 760.176(E),
760.176(F), 760.179(D), 760.179(E), 760.179(F), and 760.179(G)]

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel continues to disagree that the proposed annex will
improve usability.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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1-37 Log #2859 NEC-PO1
(90.8)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Louis Barrios, Shell Global Solutions / Rep. American Chemistry
Council
Comment on Proposal No: 1-44
Recommendation: The panel action should have been to Accept in Principle,
with the principle being to delete both 90.8 (A) and (B).
Substantiation: Section 90.8 should be removed or relocated. It is out of
place in Article 90. Sections 90.2-90.9 cover administration of the code
such as scope, arrangement, enforcement, explanation of mandatory and
permissive material, interpretations, units of measure. 90.8 which covers
general information for wiring planning has nothing to do with the objective of
administering the code and therefore doesn’t belong here.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: Deletion of 90.8 would not improve the content of the Code.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:
ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.
Comment on Affirmative:
FISKE, W.: We agree with CMP-1 that both 90.8(A) and 90.8(B) should
not be removed from the NEC. We offer the following comment in hopes
that someone will take the initiative to submit a better proposal (than 1-44)
in the 2014 Code cycle. 90.8(A) is unenforceable as written. At the time of
installation, no one can foresee what “future expansion” may require of a
building’s wiring system. In view of the current trend toward more energy-
efficient equipment, it is even conceivable that a given building’s electrical
infrastructure could become less heavily loaded in the future, rather than
more so. 90.8(B) is entirely explanatory in nature, and it should not be a Code
rule. The most logical action seems to be changing both 90.8(A) and 90.8(B)
to explanatory notes; however, it would appear that the Rules Governing
Committee Projects preclude such action at this stage in the Code cycle.
LABRAKE, JR., N.: For a future proposal to the 2014 NEC, sections
90.6 through 90.8 could be reorganized into a single section along with the
information suggested by the Submitter on this Comment. Since there are no
requirements specified in these sections, they could be considered all as general
information.

1-38 Log #1979 NEC-POL
(90.10 (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The phrase “air duct” is not used in any of the articles
under the jurisdiction of Panel 3. In addition, the proposed definition uses the
word “conduit” to describe the transfer of air from one location to another
which could be mistakenly be applied as a type of raceway, such as rigid metal
conduit and intermediate metal conduit.

Number Eligible to Vote: 14

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 14

6-1 Log #2473 NEC-P06
(100.Ampacity)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 6-3

Recommendation: Accept the proposal in part. Insert the word “maximum”
ahead of the word “current” in the definition. Do not insert the word
“allowable”.

Substantiation: The word “allowable” is technically incorrect. Ampacity is
governed solely by thermodynamics, and not by a tabulated value in a code
table, however well substantiated. For example, look at 3-conductor 2 AWG
XHHW aluminum in a SEU configuration buried in cellulose insulation.
Research in the 1980s clearly demonstrated that this cable would operate
above 90°C when carrying approximately 65 amperes of current (and literally
incinerate itself at the nominally allowable ampacity of 100 amperes). The
true ampacity of this wire, in accordance with the definition and as reflected in
310.10, is about 60 amperes under the stipulated conditions of use.

This, in turn, is why the ampacity tables all include the term “allowable” in
their titles. The numbers therein are the allowed numbers for installation and
inspection purposes, and they work unless some anomaly (thermal insulation
in this case) leads to a different result (and thereby invokes 310.10). The Code
would be unusable without those allowable ampacity tables. The definition
as written is essentially correct and differs from prescriptively established
values, as it should. “Ampacity” reminds one of “capacity” (from which it is
derived) and is generally understood to be a maximum value just as capacity
is inherently a maximum value. Adding the word “maximum” does no harm;
adding the word “allowable” on the other hand would do great harm.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 11
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11
Comment on Affirmative:

PICARD, P.: The Panel should have noted that it did not agree with all
of the submitter’s substantiation. In particular, the “research” referred to is
unavailable to the Panel.

Submitter: Donald A. Ganiere, Ottawa, IL
Comment on Proposal No: 1-46
Recommendation: Continue to reject.
Substantiation: This would be too restrictive and the existence of detailed
construction documents or the lack there of does not impact the safety of the
installation.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:
ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

ARTICLE 100 — DEFINITIONS

3-1 Log #25 NEC-P03
(100.Air Duct)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Stanley Kaufman, CableSafe Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 3-3

Recommendation: Accept this proposal.

Substantiation: The term “air duct” is used in Article 100 in the definition
of a plenum in Article 100 and in sections 250.104(B), 454.58, 551.56(F) and
552.57(F).

It needs to be defined in the NEC.

Apparently NFPA staff has decided that panel 3 is the appropriate panel to
handle this proposal notwithstanding the fact that the term is not used in any of
the articles under its jurisdiction. If panel 3 is responsible for the definition of a
plenum, (which uses the term “air duct”) it might logically follow that it should
also be responsible for the definition of an air duct.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

1-39 Log #1980 NEC-P0O1
(100.Arc Flash Hazard)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Donald A. Ganiere, Ottawa, IL

Comment on Proposal No: 1-52

Recommendation: Continue to reject.

Substantiation: Leave the installation rules to the NEC and keep the electrical
safe work rules in NFPA 70E. The rules and definitions in NFPA 70E are not
required to install an electrical system that is in full compliance with rules that
are found in the NEC.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-40 Log #1382 NEC-P0O1
(100.Area Lighting (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force

Comment on Proposal No: 1-53

Recommendation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-53 be
accepted and supports the proposed text in Mr. LaBrake’s negative ballot
statement for the change to include it as a new Informational Annex to describe
general information regarding utility electric supply to premises wiring.
Substantiation: Refer to the Informational Annex provided with companion
comment submitted on Proposal 1-12 that would contain this proposal’s
recommendation along with companion comments on Proposals 1-79, 1-101,
1-104, and 1-106.
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Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: Since the panel has rejected the inclusion of the
Informational Annex, the addition of a definition is a moot point.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:
ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.
LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comments 1-6
and 1-25.

18-1 Log #1465 NEC-P18 Final Action: Reject
(100.Attachment Plug (Plug Cap) (Plug))

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 18-3

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: Present wording implies a connection to an attached cord but
does not specify it. Attachment plugs are also used with cord connector bodies
and flanged surface outlets. Whether a flanged surface outlet is a code-defined
term, is irrelevant; the term is sued in several places in the NEC. Many terms
are not NEC defined: locknut, bushing, etc. While cord connector bodies and
flanged surface outlets serve similar functions as receptacles, they are distinct
separate devices.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter has again failed to provide reasoning
sufficient to convince the panel to change this definition. The submitter is
encouraged to review the definition of a receptacle in Article 100 which states:
“A receptacle is a contact device installed at the outlet for the connection of an
attachment plug.” This definition covers his recommended changes.

Number Eligible to Vote: 11

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11

Comment on Affirmative:

WELLS, J.: The Panel rejected the comment. While I concur with the action,
| believe a portion of the proposal improves the definition. The reference to
“flanged surface outlet” is not necessary because such devices are already
covered under the definition in Article 100 for “receptacle”.

16-1 Log #49a NEC-P16
(100.Barrier (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 9-8

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panels 3 and 16 for action within
their respective Articles.

This action will be considered by Code-Making Panels 3 and 16 as a public
comment.

Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel accepts the direction of the TCC to consider
Proposal 9-8 as it relates to Articles 770, 800, 820 and 830.

The panel agrees with the action of CMP 9 to reject this proposal. Barriers
used within the scope of CMP 16 responsibilities are in accord with dictionary
definitions, and therefore do not need to be defined in Article 100.

Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 15
Ballot Not Returned: 1 Esemplare, R.

3-2 Log #49 NEC-P03
(100.Barrier (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 9-8
Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panels 3 and 16 for action within
their respective Articles.

This action will be considered by Code-Making Panels 3 and 16 as a public
comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel accepts the direction of the NEC Technical
Correlating Committee to act on Proposal 9-8 as it relates to articles under the
jurisdiction of Panel 3 and continue rejecting the proposal.
There are over 55 references to “barrier” throughout the NEC with many
of these “barriers” used for different applications, such as fixed barriers
in the cable trays used in 230.44, Exception and the permanent barriers in

boxes used in 314.28(D). The proposed definition does not provide any

more information of what constitutes a barrier for separation between power
conductors and Class 2 or Class 3 circuit conductors than the definition of

a barrier in Webster’s Dictionary. Each individual section references require
a barrier for specific purposes and specific construction. For example “to
physically separate” and “of non-conductive material.” Establishment of a
general definition will not address the specific barriers for respective sections
of articles.

Number Eligible to Vote: 14

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 14

2-1 Log #1949 NEC-P02
(100.Bathroom)

Final Action: Accept in Part

Submitter: D. Jerry Flaherty, Electrical Inspection Service, Inc. / Rep. New
York Solar Industries Association (NYSEIA) & Long Island Solar Industries
Association (LISEIA)

Comment on Proposal No: 2-6

Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

Bathroom. An area including a-basif-with-ene two or more of the following:
a basin, a toilet, a tub, or a shower, a urinal, a-feetbath, or a bidet.
Substantiation: The above changes better define a modern bathroom, but “a
foot bath” should not be included. Foot baths are most often located in nail
salons along with a basin for washing hands. This proposed change would
redefine many nail salons as bathrooms. This is not the intent of this change.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Part

In the text of the Report on Proposals, the panel Accepts the deletion of the
words “a foot bath” and Rejects the remainder of the comment.

Panel Statement: The panel agrees that the addition of the words “foot bath”
could be interpreted to include locations beyond that intended by the panel.

The remainder of the comment is rejected because it would expand the
definition of bathroom to areas where there was no basin. The fundamental
basis for the definition of bathroom and the associated requirements is related
to having a basin.

For example, with the change proposed by the submitter a location in a
dwelling with only a toilet and a shower would now be a bathroom - 210.52(D)
requires a receptacle in the bathroom within three feet of the basin which
would not exist in this instance.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-2 Log #2747 NEC-P02
(100.Bathroom)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Mark Lambert, Farmington, NH

Comment on Proposal No: 2-6

Recommendation: Add new and revise text to read as follows:

Bathroom. An area including a-basin-with-one two or more of the following:

a basin, a toilet, a tub, or a shower basin., a urinal, a foot bath, or a bidet.

Substantiation: The definition is restrictive to the items that would define a
Bathroom. The intent of the change is to extend the definition to cover all

items

that one might encounter in a room that would make a bathroom. This revision

would ultimately aid in the placement of receptacles, especially if a bathtub

was considered as a basin.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The fundamental basis for the definition of bathroom and

the associated requirements is related to having a basin. For example, with the

change proposed by the submitter a location in a dwelling with only a toilet

and a shower would now be a bathroom - 210.52(D) requires a receptacle

in the bathroom within three feet of the basin which would not exist in this

instance. A “basin” is well defined in the construction industry and the panel

sees no basis for interpreting the bathtub as a basin as stated in the submitter’s

substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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5-1 Log #2329 NEC-P05 Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part
(100.Bonder Jumping, Supply-Side (SSBJ))

Submitter: Mike Holt, Mike Holt Enterprises

Comment on Proposal No: 5-5

Recommendation: Revise this definition as follows:

Bonding Jumper, Supply-Side (SSBJ). A retiabte conductor installed on the
supply side of a service, or between a separately derived system and the first
disconnecting means of such system, to that ensures the required electrical
conductivity between metal parts required to be electrically connected.
Substantiation: The deletion of the word “reliable” is for the same reason
CMP-5 deleted “effectively grounded.” The change regarding separately
derived systems is based on the fact that the SSBJ is not on the supply of

the SDS (the primary winding), but rather it is between the SDS and its first
disconnecting means. The commas were added to help clearly differentiate the
service location and the SDS location of the SSBJ.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part

Accept the deletion of the word reliable. The panel did not accept the added
wording as it provides no clarity to the definition.

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 5-4. The panel
concludes this action meets the intent of the submitter.

Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-2 Log #50 NEC-P05 Final Action: Accept
(100.Bonding Jumper, Equipment)

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 5-5

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that further consideration be given to the comments expressed in the voting
and clarify whether it is the Panel’s intent to replace the definition “Bonding
Jumper-Equipment” with “Supply-Side Bonding Jumper (SSBJ)”.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel action was reconsidered and as evidenced by the
action on Comment 5-3 the definition for the Supply Side Bonding Jumper
was intended to be a new definition and not a replacement for the Equipment
Bonding Jumper.

Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-3 Log #1718 NEC-P05 Final Action: Accept
(100.Bonding Jumper, Equipment)

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 5-5

Recommendation: Retain the existing text of the 2008 NEC as follows:
Bonding Jumper, Equipment. The connection between two or more portions
of the equipment grounding conductor.

Substantiation: This action will restore the existing definition of equipment
bonding jumper to Article 100. In creating the definition of Supply Side
Bonding Jumper, | do not believe it was the intent of CMP-5 to delete the
definition of Equipment Bonding Jumper.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-4 Log #1716 NEC-P05 Final Action: Accept in Principle
(100.Bonding Jumper, Supply-Side)

The term is used in only Article 250 and thus should be located in 250.2 to
comply with the NEC Style Manual.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise ROP draft text as follows:

“Bonding Jumper, Supply Side. A conductor installed on the supply side of a
service or within a service equipment enclosure(s), or for a separately derived
system, that ensures the required electrical conductivity between metal parts
required to be electrically connected.”

Panel Statement: The text revisions add clarity that this is a specific
conductor, wire or metal raceway and its function. The panel agrees this
definition should be relocated from Article 100 to Section 250.2.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-4a Log #2895 NEC-P05 Final Action: Accept in Principle
(100.Bonding Jumper, System (New))

Submitter: Gregory P. Bierals, Samaritan’s Purse World Medical Mission
Comment on Proposal No: 5-6
Recommendation: Add definition to read as follows:

Bonding Jumper, System - The connection between the grounded circuit
conductor and the equipment grounding conductor at any single point on a
separately derived system from the source to the first system disconnecting
means or overcurrent device or at the source of a separate derived system that
has no disconnecting means of overcurrent devices.

Substantiation: | am aware that a similar definition appears in 250.2, but it
would be more appropriate and helpful if located in Article 100.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 5-37.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

2-3 Log #2475 NEC-P02 Final Action: Accept
(100.Branch Circuit, Individual)

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-9

Recommendation: Continue to reject the proposal.

Substantiation: The proposal submitter cites a valid concern relative to
continuing controversies regarding duplex receptacles being installed where
individual branch circuits are required. The new requirement in 422.16(B)(4)(5)
is a case in point, where a receptacle is to be installed in a kitchen cabinet over
a range. Only one utilization equipment would be connected initially, but who
knows what use might be made of the additional receptacle. Some inspectors
will allow this and others won’t. This topic provoked considerable discussion at
the 2008 IAEI Eastern Section meeting, resulting in an overwhelming vote that
the duplex receptacle was not permitted for this application. | have suggested
that the only use of a duplex receptacle that would clearly meet the terms of
the definition would be one supplying a single utilization equipment equipped
with two supply cords, which would be rare but not impossible. Clarification is
in order.

Unfortunately, the required clarification cannot be achieved within the
boundaries of a definition. The clarification must occur through additional
language within Article 210, presumably by slightly broadening the scope of
210.21(B)(1). Unfortunately, there is no suitable proposal available that would
provide the required public review, so this will have to wait for the 2014 NEC
cycle.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services
Comment on Proposal No: 5-5
Recommendation: Revise the text of the 2011 NEC ROP Draft as follows:
Bonding Jumper, Supply-Side (SSBJ). A reliable conductor installed on
the supply side of a service or for a separately derived system to ensure the
required electrical conductivity between metal parts required to be electrically
connected.

Move the definition of “Supply-Side Bonding Jumper (SSBJ) to 250.2.
Substantiation: The addition of the words “for a” is proposed to be added
for separately derived systems to clarify the application of the definition. It
seems less clear what the supply side of a separately derived system is than for
services. Is the supply side of a transformer-type separately derived system the
primary?

1-40a Log #CC100 NEC-PO1
(100. Building)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Code-Making Panel 1,

Comment on Proposal No: 1-55

Recommendation: Reject Proposals 1-55 and 1-56.

Substantiation: After reconsideration of the actions taken on Proposals 1-55
and 1-56, the panel has determined that the definition of “Building” as it
appears in the 2008 NEC is more appropriate and adequately addresses the uses
of the term in the NEC.
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The panel has carefully reviewed the recommendation in Comment 1-44, and
has determined that the proposed text of the comment would be in conflict with
the intended use of the definition in the NEC.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

(Note: Sequence 1-41 was not used)

1-42 Log #2239 NEC-PO1
(100.Building)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: John Williamson, Maple Grove, MN

Comment on Proposal No: 1-55

Recommendation: Revise the submitter’s recommended wording as follows:
“BUILDING. A structure that stands alone or that is cut off from adjoining
structures by firewalls (er-fire-barriers) with all openings therein protected by
approved fire doors.” Alternatively, as suggested in the panel statement for
Proposal 1-56, simply use the preferred definition from NFPA 220 which states
as follows: “A permanent structure having a roof and walls and used to enclose

an occupancy.”

Substantiation: A companion and preferred comment has been submitted

for companion Proposal 1-56. The NFPA 220 definition closely mirrors the
definition of “Building” in the 2006 International Building Code as follows:
“Building. Any structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any

use or occupancy.” The NEC needs to have a generic definition for buildings
in support of electrical authorities having jurisdiction for those areas where
the NEC has been adopted, but where a building code has not been adopted.
However, for those areas where a building code has been adopted over and
above or in addition to the NEC, the building code, not the NEC, should be
used for determining whether or not a particular structure is a building, a
portion of a building, an occupancy within a building, or similar. Fire barriers,
fire partitions, fire doors, occupancy separations, and other construction
elements are used for increasing the allowable height of a building, for
increasing the allowable area of a building, to stop or mitigate the spread

of fire and smoke, and for other purposes, but they generally do not create
“separate buildings” for the purpose of supplying a building with more than
one electrical supply in the form of a service drop or service lateral. Generally,
separate buildings are not created until such time that “exterior wall protection”
requirements in the building code have been met, where those walls must meet
stringent fire resistive requirements, they cannot have any openings, they are
vertical not horizontal construction elements, and where those walls follow
real or assumed property lines. The NEC would have improved usability with
a simplified definition that does not compete with the definitions and concepts
found in building codes. In other words, it’s better to have a simple definition
in the NEC that can be interpreted by the local authority having jurisdiction,
than for the NEC to now specifically dictate building code concepts and what
constitutes separate buildings.

When it comes to allowing only one service drop or lateral to a building,
the rules in 230.2 are restrictive for good reason. However, the rules in 230.40
for service-entrance conductors are more permissive and offer numerous
opportunities for electrical installations to be configured in a variety of ways
and yet provide the necessary electrical safety for persons and property.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See the panel action and substantiation on comment 1-40a.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-43 Log #2240 NEC-P01
(100.Building)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: John Williamson, Maple Grove, MN

Comment on Proposal No: 1-56

Recommendation: Revise the panel’s recommended wording as follows: A
permanent structure having a roof and walls that stands alone or that is cut

off from adjoining structures by fire walls erfire-barriers-with-aH-openings-
there-tn-protected-by-approved-fire-doors and used to enclose an occupancy.
Alternatively, simply use the preferred definition from NFPA 220 which states
as follows: “A permanent structure having a roof and walls and used to enclose

an occupancy.”

Substantiation: A companion comment has been submitted for companion
Proposal 1-55. The NFPA 220 definition closely mirrors the definition of
“Building” in the 2006 International Building Code as follows: “Building. Any
structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any use or occupancy.”
The NEC needs to have a generic definition for buildings in support of
electrical authorities having jurisdiction for those areas where the NEC has
been adopted, but where a building code has not been adopted. However,

for those areas where a building code has been adopted over and above or

in addition to the NEC, the building code, not the NEC, should be used for
determining whether or not a particular structure is a building, a portion

of a building, an occupancy within a building, or similar. Fire barriers, fire
partitions, fire doors, occupancy separations, and other construction elements

are used for increasing the allowable height of a building, for increasing the
allowable area of a building, to stop or mitigate the spread of fire and smoke,
and for other purposes, but they generally do not create “separate buildings”
for the purpose of supplying a building with more than one electrical supply
in the form of a service drop or service lateral. Generally, separate buildings
are not created until such time that “exterior wall protection” requirements in
the building code have been met, where those walls must meet stringent fire
resistive requirements, they cannot have any openings, they are vertical not
horizontal construction elements, and where those walls follow real or assumed
property lines. The NEC would have improved usability with a simplified
definition that does not compete with the definitions and concepts found in
building codes. In other words, it’s better to have a simple definition in the
NEC that can be interpreted by the local authority having jurisdiction, than for
the NEC to now

specifically dictate building code concepts and what constitutes separate
buildings.

When it comes to allowing only one service drop or lateral to a building,
the rules in 230.2 are restrictive for good reason. However, the rules in 230.40
for service-entrance conductors are more permissive and offer numerous
opportunities for electrical installations to be configured in a variety of ways
and yet provide the necessary electrical safety for persons and property.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See the panel action and substantiation on comment 1-40a.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-44 Log #2474 NEC-PO1
(100.Building)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-56

Recommendation: Accept the panel action in principle. Reorganize the
wording so as to be closer to the NFPA Glossary, as follows:

“A permanent structure having a roof and walls that are used to enclose an
occupancy and that stands alone, or that is cut off from adjoining structures by
fire walls or fire barriers with all openings therein protected by approved fire
doors.”

Substantiation: The “permanent structure” opening, the “roof and walls”
provision, and the occupancy enclosure provision all hang together to describe
the overall structure. The description of how the overall structure is separated
from other structures is a separate consideration. This rewording groups the
concepts properly. The fire doors and fire barriers have nothing to do with the
occupancy enclosure parameter, only the integrity of the separation. When

| first read the new definition, I couldn’t figure out how a fire door could
enclose an occupancy. Then | read the panel statement that reiterated the NFPA
Glossary definition and realized what was intended. For further clarification,
this rewording includes a comma after “stands alone”, which clarifies that the
cut-off provision is self-contained.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See the panel action and substantiation on comment 1-40a.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

8-1 Log #431 NEC-P08
(100.Cable Tray)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Terry Peters, The Society of the Plastics Industry

Comment on Proposal No: 8-4

Recommendation: Accept this proposal.

Substantiation: SPI requests that the panel reconsider and accept this proposal
because the definition of a cable tray is not in Section 392.2. Section 392.2
defines a “cable tray system”, not a “cable tray”. “Cable tray” is not defined
anywhere in the NEC.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The definition found in Section 392.2 is adequate. Cable
tray is installed as a system whether it consists of a single piece or multiple
sections as defined in Section 392.2.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11

Ballot Not Returned: 1 Griffith, M.
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5-5 Log #1986 NEC-P05
(100.Common Neutral (New) )

Final Action: Reject

2-4 Log #1462 NEC-P02
(100.Connected Load (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Donald A. Ganiere, Ottawa, IL
Comment on Proposal No: 5-7
Recommendation: The proposal should be accepted in principal with the
following wording change.

Common Neutral: A neutral conductor used in circuits with two or more
ungrounded conductors having no potential between them.
Substantiation: The term is used in two current code articles and may be used
in a third if proposal 5-49 is accepted. In the field the term common neutral is
most often used for the neutral conductor of a multi-wire circuit. That is not
its use in 215.4 and 225.7(B), where the common neutral is used with more
than one multi-wire circuit. There are also field installations where two or
more conductors of the same phase or leg are used with an oversized grounded
conductor. (example: two #12s from 20 amp circuit breakers on “A” phase with
a #8 grounded conductor). This type of installation is not prohibited by the
current code. The combination of this new definition and the new rule in 200.8
would prohibit this type of common neutral circuit.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel concludes that a definition of a common neutral is
not necessary as the proper usage of a common neutral is adequately covered in
215.4 and 225.7(B). The panel reaffirms that Section 215.4 deals with multiple
feeder circuits using one neutral and not one circuit as implied in the proposed
definition. See panel action and statement on Comment 5-33.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

1-45 Log #2476 NEC-P0O1
(100.Concealed Space (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-58

Recommendation: Continue to reject the proposal.

Substantiation: In addition to the issues raised in the panel statement where
increased limitations are expected to apply to areas within suspended ceiling
cavities, there are also unique permissions that apply to these areas. By virtue
of the wording of the definition of “exposed”, the new definition would turn
those allowances on their heads. For example, 250.52(A)(1) Exception permits
the remote connection to water piping being used as a grounding electrode in
certain occupancies contingent on it being exposed. This word was specifically
chosen so as to recognize this permission even where the water piping was

not immediately visible, particularly including where it ran above a suspended
ceiling.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

9-2 Log #1464 NEC-P09
(100.Conduit Body)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 9-22

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: A conduit body complies with the definition of fitting.
Conduit bodes are not always attached to a raceway as stated by the panel.

A cord may enter a conduit body attached to a motor, box, or other enclosure
where Code compliant, without involvement of a raceway.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: CMP 9 disagrees that a conduit body performs a primarily
mechanical function as opposed to an electrical function, and therefore the
terms of the definition of a fitting are not met. It is true that until the 1990
NEC, the scope of what is now Article 314 included a final sentence that read
“Fittings such as capped elbows and service-entrance elbows are not classified
as conduit bodies.” This sentence was removed in the 1993 NEC because
these items in fact met the conduit body definition, and a new section (314.5)
was created to cover their use. With respect to a conduit body attached to a
motor terminal housing or other enclosure as described in the substantiation,
such a conduit body would almost necessarily be connected using a chase or
close nipple, which for these purposes would still qualify as a raceway. The
paragraph proposed for change by this comment has been in the NEC without
modification since the 1975 edition, and there is no evidence that it is causing
confusion or difficulties in the field.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 2-12

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: Connected load and calculated load are not distinguished.
Connected load implies actually connected to a supply conductor; while
computed load may be applied to outlets for receptacles, lighting or square foot
area where no load is actually connected.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter’s revision does not add any clarity to the
application of the rules within the NEC. A search of the NEC for the term
“connected load” shows that the usage of the term is consistent with the
context of the rule and is not confused with calculated load.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-5 Log #1463 NEC-P02
(100.Continuous Load)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 2-13
Recommendation: Accept the proposal.
Substantiation: A continuous load requires a 125 percent ampacity factor.
Continuous duty motors already require this ampacity factor. Without
exempting a motor the ampacity factor is 250 percent since there is nothing
that exempts a continuous duty motor operating for 3 hours or more. “Likely”
although a term to be avoided is used many times in the NEC and is specific to
the condition of 3 hours or more.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The definition is clear as currently written. The factors for
calculating continuous loads are specifically identified in Article 220 and other
parts of the NEC.

For example, 220.14(C) clearly points to 430.22 and 430.24 for calculation
of motor loads.

In addition, 210.2 makes it clear that Article 430 is followed for motors.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-6 Log #2187 NEC-P02
(100.Continuous Load)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 2-13
Recommendation: Accept revised as follows:

Equipment, other than motors, that is supplied by its uninterrupted rated full-
load current for 3 hours or more.
Substantiation: Many motors operate for 3 hours or more; their supply
conductors are required to have an ampacity not less than 125 percent of the
motor full-load current. If they are included as “continuous” load the 125
percent factor for such loads is in addition to the 125 percent factor specified
in 430.22(A) and requires excessive conductor ampacity. Conductors rated for
125 percent of the largest motor or continuous load, whichever is larger, will
accommodate the temporary 125 percent overload current permitted by the
overload device and reduce heating effect at terminals of overcurrent devices.
The term being defined should not be used in the definition (load).
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-5.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-7 Log #2477 NEC-P02
(100.Continuous Load)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-13

Recommendation: Continue to reject the proposal.

Substantiation: The panel statement is correct as far as it goes, but it may
lead some readers to believe that if a motor operates routinely for more than
three hours at a time, then a double deduction applies to sizing the circuit
components. Sections 430.22 and 430.24 (as applicable) apply, and only the
25 percent imposed within Article 430 affects the circuit components. This
correlation is achieved through the operation of 210.2 and Table 210.2, and
it is the reason that the motor loads in Annex D, Example 3(a) are (1) not
categorized as noncontinuous loads, but (2) grouped with noncontinuous loads
for that part of the feeder load calculations.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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18-2 Log #1461 NEC-P18
(100.Cord Connector (Body))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 18-4

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: Cord connector is a term used many times in the NEC and
should be distinguished from a connector used to secure a cord to a box or
other enclosure.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The substantiation for this proposal simply stated that

this definition should be added because there presently is none. In the panel
statement in rejecting the proposal, the panel indicated that there was no
statement of the problem nor was there any justification as to why a definition
is needed. The substantiation for this comment is similarly lacking. What is the
problem? How are people confused? What hazard results from the confusion?
Number Eligible to Vote: 11

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11

1-46 Log #1257 NEC-P01 Final Action: Reject
(100.Disconnect Means, Lockable (New) )

Submitter: Stanley J. Folz, Morse Electric, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-63

Recommendation: Disconnect Means, (Lockable): A disconnecting means
with-previsiens—for capable of being locked in the open position by-eithera-
keyed-or-combinationtockettdevice--which-the with provisions for applying
a the lockout device that remains i-ptace on the disconnecting means whether
alock is installed or not. i i i i

Substantiation: The panel’s rejection of this new definition was based on 2.2.2
of the NEC NFPA Style Manual (Definitions shall not contain requirements

or recommendations.). | have revised the new definition to mimic the wording
of similar definitions that seem to have specific “requirements”. Such as
Bathroom, Cabinet, Ground Fault Protection of Equipment, Guest Room,
Guest Suite, In Sight From, Kitchen, etc. All of these items are specific in
nature and cannot be defined without using some terms that may be construed
as requirements. The same would hold true for Lockable Disconnecting
Means. This term would replace “Lockable Disconnect” and its many different
definitions throughout the NEC with one single codified definition that could
be understood and practiced by all.

This proposal would also provide a reduction in words from the current
NEC. An Example would be ROP 18-190 which is one of the many companion
proposals to this proposal.

Please reconsider and approve this proposal.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The proposed text places requirements in a definition that is
in violation of 2.2.2 of the NEC Style Manual.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-47 Log #1458 NEC-PO1
(100.Disconnecting Means)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 1-60
Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:

A device, or group of devices identified as suitable for the purpose of
isolating electric conductors or equipment from the electric supply.
Substantiation: Where not indicated to be “approved” or a specific type,
disconnecting means can include wire connectors, terminal lugs, attachment
plugs, links, etc.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The comment is not supported by substantiation as required
by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-48 Log #1460 NEC-P01 Final Action: Reject
(100.Disconnecting Means, Lockable)

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 1-63
Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:

A device, or group of devices provided with approved permanent provisions
for locking in the open (off) position or closed (on) position.
Substantiation: Acceptance would permit deletion of unnecessary similar
requirements throughout the NEC and provide specifics for the locking means.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The comment is not supported by adequate substantiation
and fails to justify why the term must be defined.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-49 Log #2478 NEC-PO1 Final Action: Hold
(100.Disconnecting Means, Lockable (New))

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee will appoint a Task
Group to study this issue for the 2014 Code cycle.

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-63

Recommendation: Accept the proposal in principle. Relocate this material
as 110.20 (now vacated as per the action on Proposal 1-172, so this location
is now a vacant location in Part | of the article), reworded as a requirement as
follows:

110.20 Disconnecting Means, Lockable. Where a disconnecting means with
provisions for being locked in the open position is required by a provision

in the NEC, unless otherwise modified by that provision, the disconnecting
function shall be accomplished by either a keyed or combination lockout
device in which the provision for applying the lockout device remains in place
on the disconnecting means and the disconnecting means remains operable
until the lockout device is applied.

Substantiation: This comment addresses the formatting errors in the original
proposal, which included requirements in a definition. CMP 1 was correct to
reject this formulation, as was it correct to suggest that it was within the scope
of Article 110. This requirement should fall within the general part of Article
110, and now there will be an open location. This rewording allows other
panels to address the unique issues that may apply to this concept within their
articles if required, and allows a default wording that will be accurate in the
overwhelming majority of cases. As an example of specialized requirements
which this wording would not disturb, 490.46 addresses some unique features
of drawout mechanisms for medium voltage circuit breakers; because this
wording slightly modifies the general requirement, the proposed wording in
this comment takes care to not interfere.

Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: The panel is holding the comment in accordance with
4.4.6.2.2 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

As pointed out in the submitter’s substantiation, the revised requirement
may have unintended consequences with “unique issues” that appear in other
articles. The Code-Making Panels with the responsibility for those other
articles have not had time to review this matter.

The panel is not holding Proposal 1-63 as it was rejected.

The panel requests that the Technical Correlating Committee appoint a Task
Group to review this as a general requirement.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-50 Log #2192 NEC-P01 Final Action: Reject
(100.Distribution Equipment (New))

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 1-64
Recommendation: Accept revised as follows:

Electrical apparatus such as switchboards, motor control centers, control
centers, switchers, circuit breakers, overcurrent devices, generators,
transformers, and the like where a branch circuit(s), or feeder(s) originate.
Substantiation: The term should be defined. Conductor, raceways, cable,
boxes, and fittings are equipment that “distributes” electrical power.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide a statement of an alleged
problem, or substantiate that the comment would resolve the problem, as
required by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

In addition, the substantiation fails to justify why the term must be defined.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-51 Log #1456 NEC-P0O1
(100.Enclosed)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-69

Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:
Surrounded by a case, housing, fence, or wall(s) designed and intended to

protect equipment, to deter accidental contact by persons, animals, or objects,

and prevent unauthorized access to equipment.

Substantiation: Enclosures may be designed and intended to prevent contact,

but do not always do so as shown by electrocutions of persons and animals that

climb or penetrate fences around high-voltage installations. Enclosures are also

used to deter or prevent unauthorized access.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter has not provided any technical substantiation

for the proposed change.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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1-52 Log #2193 NEC-P0O1
(100.Enclosed)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-69

Recommendation: Accept revised as follows: A case, housing, fence, wall(s),
screen, raceway, cable covering, or other means designed and intended to
prevent accidental contact with energized parts.

Substantiation: An enclosure can be designed and intended to prevent
accidental contact, but not necessarily actually prevent such contact, as
evidenced by reports of electrocutions where persons have cut or climbed
fences at high voltage installations or cut or drilled into raceways.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter has not provided any technical substantiation
for the proposed change.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-53 Log #47 NEC-PO1 Final Action: Reject
(100.Engineering Supervision (New) )

Submitter: Paul Guidry, Fluor Enterprises, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-72
Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Add new definition:

Engineering Supervision. The direct work by, or under the direct supervision
of a qualified, licensed, professional engineer who is engaged primarily in the
design or maintenance of electrical installations.

Substantiation: The term “Engineering Supervision” is used many places
throughout the Code. Per the Style Manual the term should be included in Art.

100. Ref. Style Manual Section 2.2.2.1: “Article 100. In general, Article 100
shall contain definitions of terms that appear in two or more other articles of
the NEC.”

There are several reasons | propose the term “engineering supervision” to
define that the person must be a qualified, licensed, professional engineer
engaged primarily in electrical work.

1) There are some states that do not state “Electrical Engineer” on the P.E.
stamp. 1’ve seen cases in the field where engineering work was stamped by a
P.E. yet after researching why the drawings were in error, it was discovered
that the P.E. was actually a civil engineer.

2) There are professional electrical engineers that do primarily electronic
circuit board design, for instance, that have no business designing a high
voltage substation, if they’re not experienced and qualified to do such.

3) Anybody, either qualified, licensed or not, can “engineer” something and
supervise the installation, but that doesn’t make it safe.

I believe that if the NEC tightens the definition on what “engineering
supervision” means, it’ll help the inspection community greatly and provide for
better, safer installations.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-55.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-55.

1-54 Log #1383 NEC-PO1 Final Action: Reject
(100.Engineering Supervision (New) )

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force

Comment on Proposal No: 1-69a

Recommendation: Change original proposed text as follows:

Engineering Supervision: The technical oversight by an individual having
practical skills for applying scientific principles and practices in the design,
construction, maintenance, operation and performance of an installation,
equipment, or system.

Informational Note: By law, many governmental jurisdictions require
individuals to be licensed to practice engineering.

Substantiation: Edison Electric Institute commends the panel for addressing
this definition of the term “engineering supervision”. We believe it is needed
and we recommend the proposed text contained in Mr. LaBrake’s negative
ballot statement as a recommended result of the panel discussion. This
definition is necessary as it recognizes the need for the term “engineering
supervision” to be defined for consistent and uniform application of its

meaning used throughout the NEC in such articles as 240, 250, 310, 500, 501,
505, 625, and 708.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-55.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-55.

1-55 Log #2864 NEC-PO1
(100. Engineering Supervision)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Louis Barrios, Shell Global Solutions / Rep. American Chemistry
Council

Comment on Proposal No: 1-71

Recommendation: The panel action should have been Accept in Principle with
“Engineering Supervision” defined as “Technical oversight by one thoroughly
familiar with seientifie engineering principles and practices in the design,
construction, maintenance, operation and performance of an installation,
equipment, or system.”

Substantiation: | agree with Mr. Floyd’s affirmative ballot comment that the
term “engineering principles” is more appropriate and more restrictive than
“scientific principles”.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: “Engineering Supervision” is highly situational. All
proposals relating to the A2010 NEC “Engineering Supervision”, including
Proposal 1-71 have one thing in common, none has substantiated that people or
property would be “more safe” if “Engineering Supervision” were defined than
if it were left undefined.

The term “Engineering Supervision” is more appropriately defined by
applicable jurisdictions.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: One of the desires of the electrical community is
the consistent application of any requirements such as the NEC. The Panel
statement that a term such as “Engineering Supervision” is “more appropriately
defined by [multiple] applicable jurisdictions” is a direct contradiction of the
need for consistency. The fact that some form of the term is used in several
locations in the NEC (e.g. 225.32, Exception #1, 230.72(C), Exception, Article
240, Part VI111) indicates that there is a need for a common term and a common
definition in Article 100 and avoid conflicts within the Code.

Comment on Affirmative:

BARRIOS, L.: During the past two code cycles, individual panels and
multi-panel task groups have struggled with establishing a definition for
“Engineering Supervision” that is acceptable for the NEC as a whole. CMP1’s
panel statement that the term “is more appropriately defined by applicable
jurisdictions” is an important statement which may explain why the panels
have failed to establish a single applicable definition.

1-56 Log #2860 NEC-P0O1
(100. Equipment)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Louis Barrios, Shell Global Solutions / Rep. American Chemistry
Council
Comment on Proposal No: 1-73
Recommendation: The panel action should have been to Accept in Part,
accepting the deletion of the word “material” and not accepting the remainder
of the proposal.
Substantiation: The term “material” is too vague and should not be considered
as “equipment”. For example, pulling compound used to simplify pulling
conductors and cable through a conduit could be referred to as material used in
the electrical installation, but I’m not sure the compound could be referred to
as “equipment”.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

HICKMAN, P.: We are concerned with the implications associated with the
removal of the word “material” from the definition in that its removal is too
broad and far reaching.
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17-1 Log #51 NEC-P17 Final Action: Accept
(100.Equipotential Plane (New) )

17-2 Log #52 NEC-P17 Final Action: Accept
(100.Equipotential Plane (New))

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 5-8

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panel’s 17 and 19 for action to
decide whether or not the definition should stay in the individual articles or be
moved to Article 100.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: CMP 17 accepts the direction of the TCC to act on Proposal
5-8, and the panel rejects the proposal.

A characterizing definition identifies cause and effect (objective). The
proposed definition addresses the cause (“difference in voltage”) but the
effect (safety objective), missing in the definition, differs from Article to
Article. Equipotential bonding in Articles 680 and 682 is concerned about
the LETHALITY of drowning due to loss of muscle control and of shock
due to stray earth currents. Equipotential bonding in Article 547 is concerned
about PRODUCTIVITY LOSSES in dairy operations and animal husbandry.
Equipotential bonding in Articles 501 and 505 (overlooked by the TCC
Comment but also contains equipotential bonding reference) is concerned about
IGNITION and EXPLOSION of combustibles. These differences in objectives
for equipotential bonding render a common definition in Article 100 for
“Equipotential plane” as inadequate and as misleading generalization.

“Equipotential plane” is used in Article 682. “Equipotential bonding” rather
than “Equipotential plane” is the term used throughout Article 680. A PLANE
is defined as a TWO-dimensional (i.e., flat) surface consisting of a point and
two vectors lying on the surface. Unlike floors in agricultural buildings, pool
surfaces (shells, walls, decks, etc.) are seldom flat and are frequently highly
contoured shapes (3-dimensional) other than planes.

Required equipotential bonding in Articles 680 and 682 is not limited to
CONCRETE surfaces or even to paved surfaces.

Equipotential bonding MITIGATES voltage gradients rather “PREVENTS a
difference in voltage” in absolute terms.

The mitigation of voltage gradients is not limited to WITHIN THE PLANE
but also benefits ADJACENT TO (above, aside of, below). If this were not the
situation, then the stepping or touch surfaces above (not “WITHIN the plane™)
the buried or embedded equipotential bonding method would not provide safety
benefits.

When the equipotential bonding method is a loop or ring of copper
conductor, “within the plane” is confusing and ambiguous at best. The same is
true relative to metal fittings [680.26(B)(5)] located outside of the plane and to
pool water [680.26(C)].

Number Eligible to Vote: 10
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10

19-1 Log #51a NEC-P19 Final Action: Accept
(100.Equipotential Plane (New) )

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 5-8

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panel’s 17 and 19 for action to
decide whether or not the definition should stay in the individual articles or be
moved to Article 100.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel accepts the TCC direction to take action on
whether or not the definition should stay in Article 547 or be moved to Article
100. Panel 19 reaffirms the Panel 5 action to Reject Proposal 5-8.

Number Eligible to Vote: 9

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 5-9

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panel’s 17 and 19 for action to
decide whether or not the definition should stay in the individual articles or be
moved to Article 100.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: CMP 17 accepts the direction of the TCC to act on Proposal
5-9, and the panel rejects the proposal. See panel action and statement on
Comment 17-1.

Number Eligible to Vote: 10

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10

19-2 Log #52a NEC-P19 Final Action: Accept
(100.Equipotential Plane (New))

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 5-9

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panel’s 17 and 19 for action to
decide whether or not the definition should stay in the individual articles or be
moved to Article 100.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel accepts the TCC direction to take action on
whether or not the definition should stay in Article 547 or be moved to Article
100. Panel 19 reaffirms the Panel 5 action to Reject Proposal 5-9.

Number Eligible to \Vote: 9

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9

1-57 Log #523 NEC-P01
(100.Exclusive Control)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)
Comment on Proposal No: 1-79
Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.
Substantiation: In the case of communications utilities, the facility under
“exclusive control” and “restricted access” may not necessarily be owned by
the communications utility. It is typically an area of a building (e.g., closet),
capable of being locked, that is set aside for communications equipment and
accessible only by authorized and qualified communications personnel. The
term “service point” is inappropriate in the context of communications.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:
ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.
LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-6.

1-58 Log #1384 NEC-P0O1
(100.Exclusive Control (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force
Comment on Proposal No: 1-79
Recommendation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-79 be
accepted and supports the proposed text in Mr. LaBrake’s negative ballot
statement for the change to include it as a new Informational Annex to describe
general information regarding utility electric supply to premises wiring.
Substantiation: Refer to the Informational Annex provided with companion
comment submitted on Proposal 1-12 that would contain this proposal’s
recommendation along with companion comments on Proposals 1-53, 1-101,
1-104, and 1-106.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: Since the panel has rejected the inclusion of the
Informational Annex, the addition of a definition is a moot point.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-6.
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14-1 Log #2194 NEC-P14 Final Action: Reject
(100.Explosionproof Apparatus (New) )

1-61 Log #2457 NEC-P01 Final Action: Reject
(100.Field Installed (Field Installation) (New) )

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 14-5
Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:

A listed enclosure or fitting designed and intended to withstand an explosion
of a specified gas or vapor that occurs within it and prevents the ignition of a
gas or vapor outside the enclosure or fitting.

Substantiation: Apparatus is defined as equipment. The proposal used the
word being defined, in the definition. (See panel statement for Proposal 1-75,
Article 100, Equipment. Most (or all explosionproof equipment is required to
be listed. For most equipment (other than some conduits and couplings) the
AHJ should not be responsible to determine if equipment is explosionproof.
Rigid metal conduit couplings, conduit unions, conduit bodies, boxes, are
enclosures but not “cases”. Listed apparatus for specified gas or vapor will be
evaluated for ignition of surrounding atmosphere. “May” is the term reserved
for discretionary use by the AHJ per the Style Manual.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: Section 4.4.5 of the Regulations Governing Committee
Projects requires that comments submitted on a Report on Proposals (ROP)
must “include the proposed text of the comment, including the wording to

be added, revised (and how revised) or deleted”. The submitter has failed to
indicate what is revised, how it is revised, and what is deleted. The Panel notes
that the standard form for submitting proposals and comments recommends the
use of underlines and strikethroughs (legislative text) as a method of indicating
recommended changes.

Number Eligible to Vote: 14

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 14

1-59 Log #1457 NEC-PO1
(100.Externally Operable)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 1-82
Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:

Having integral permanent provisions for being manually operated without
exposing the operator to contact with live parts.
Substantiation: Many definitions have requirements (necessarily), but they are
not requirements in the sense that they are NEC “rules”.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide a statement of an alleged
problem, or substantiate that the comment would resolve the problem, as
required by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: John R. Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-83

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: In addition to the substantiation submitted by Mr. Mello, it

is important to note that NFPA has undertaken a project to create standards

for field evaluations. The technical committee has been established and the
draft documents are being developed. The standards to be developed are NFPA
790, Standard for Competency of Third Party Field Evaluation Bodies, and
NFPA 791, Recommended Practice and Procedures for Unlabeled Electrical
Equipment Evaluation. The technical committee responsible for these standards
will report to the NEC Technical Correlating Committee. The proposed
definition is taken from the draft standards. Ultimately, the NEC will need to
recognize the existence of these standards since it uses the terms Field Installed
and Field Installation and coordination of definitions between the documents
will be necessary.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter has based the substantiation on two proposed
NFPA standards (790 and 791) that have not yet been approved. The fact that
the NFPA has undertaken a project to create standards for field evaluations
does not necessitate the need for this definition.

The panel reiterates that the proposed definition could have unintended
consequences as the term is used in several articles throughout the code and not
always intended to mean “assembled and installed” at the final utilization site
as proposed.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

BOYCE, K.: See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 1-60.

HICKMAN, P.: We continue to support the recommendation in Proposal
1-83 and agree that he addition of this definition would enhance the clarity
and usability and provide practical information related to the use of the terms
throughout the Code.

5-6 Log #2260 NEC-P05
(100.Ground Fault (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Scott Cline, Monterey Park, CA
Comment on Proposal No: 5-10
Recommendation: Revise as follows:

Ground Fault. An unintentional, electrically conducting connection between
ah ungrotneded any conductor of an electrical circuit and the any normally non-
current carrying eendueters, metallic enclosures, metallic raceways, metallic
equipment, or earth. conductor, such as: metallic electrical system components,
metallic piping, metallic structural elements, bodies of water, and earth. The

1-60 Log #2479 NEC-PO1
(100.Field Installed (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-83
Recommendation: Continue to reject the proposal.
Substantiation: This proposal, presumably unknowingly, invades the scope
of electrical qualifications and therefore local electrical licensing and/or
registration issues. One dramatic example is what is encompassed in the new
Article 606, now accepted (subject, of course, to actions following public
comments) for the 2011 code cycle. Is wiring accomplished at a remote
location and still under the control of a manufacturer, field assembled within
the meaning of the language submitted as part of this proposal? It will be
subject to listing, apparently. This is a very difficult question, and one better
left to local licensing authorities. The NEC should, to the extent possible, stay
out of this thicket for the foreseeable future.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

BOYCE, K.: Addition of the proposed definition would promote usability of
the Code.

HICKMAN, P.: See our explanation of negative on Comment 1-61.

fault mayor may not electrically connect to the source.
Substantiation: An unintentional connection from a grounded circuit
conductor to any alternate pathway which may connect back to the source’s
grounded connection is also a Ground Fault for NEC uses. The fault is a
connection which can present hazardous conditions through actual conduction,
or through presenting touch potential (pools, etc). Even a neutral ground fault
may result in a hazard, and possibly the tripping of a GFCI, or even a GFP. It
seems to me that movement to Article 100 requires a more inclusive definition.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The definition of “Ground Fault” as it appears in the 2008
Edition of the NEC is appropriate for the application of the requirements of the
NEC. See panel actions and statements on Proposal 5-10 and Comment 5-39.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16
Comment on Affirmative:

MOHLA, D.: The Comment has merit but the wording needs revision. A
ground fault should include a fault from a grounded conductor (whether neutral
or not) and any non current carrying grounded material.
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2-8 Log #1033 NEC-P02 Final Action: Reject
(100.Ground-Fault Circuit Interrupter (GFCI))

Submitter: James M. Daly, Upper Saddle River, NJ
Comment on Proposal No: 2-18
Recommendation: The Proposal should be Accepted in Principle in Part.

Renumber the existing Informational Note (formerly FPN) as Informational
Note No. 1.

Add: “Informational Note No. 2: This device will not provide personnel
protection from electrocution resulting from line-to-line contact since the
nature of line-to-line loads cannot be distinguished.”

Continue to Reject the remainder of the Proposal.

Substantiation: Addition of Informational Note No. 2 provides valuable safety
information.

The Panel is correct regarding the hyphenation and the retention of the
existing FPN.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The addition of the FPN is not necessary for the NEC, and
the function of the GFCI is well understood in the context of the NEC.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-9 Log #53 NEC-P02 Final Action: Accept
(100.Ground-Fault Circuit Interrupter (GFCI), Portable (as applied to
grund-fault circuit interrupters) (New) )

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 3-4

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panel 2 for action.

This action will be considered by Code-Making Panel 2 as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel accepts the direction of the Technical Correlating
Committee.

After consideration, the panel rejects the proposal as the addition of the
definition is unnecessary.

Portable GFCls are a subset of a specific type of GFCI and do not need to be
defined separately. The product standards have the appropriate requirements to
describe the functionality.

The submitter’s concern about the use of other devices for portable
applications would be better addressed by requiring a listed portable GFCI.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
Comment on Affirmative:

KING, D.: While | agree that the product standards have the requirements
to describe the functionality of portable GFCI devices, there are requirements
in the NEC for “portable” GFCI protection without clarifying to the installer
and the AHJ what is required above and beyond conventional GFCI protection
for hard wiring. GFCI protection that the user assumes is present is in fact
unavailable. As noted in the panel statement, | encourage the submitter to
continue to attempt to bring clarity to this issue by suggesting a requirement for
a listed portable device in those areas that require portable GFCI.

5-7 Log #520 NEC-P05
(100.Grounding Conductor)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 5-13

Recommendation: Reject this Proposal.

Substantiation: The term “grounding electrode conductor” (GEC) has
historically and traditionally both distinguished and identified the specific
conductor that connects the grounded conductor (neutral) and equipment
grounding conductor from within the power service equipment to the
grounding electrode/grounding electrode system at the premises. This
distinction must remain in place to identify the unique purpose of the GEC and
to avoid confusion and misapplication of the numerous grounding requirements
throughout the NEC.

There are very specific requirements for the material (250.62), installation,
sizing and accessibility (250.64) of the GEC that are not specific to other
‘grounding conductors’. It is often the access and connection point for other
systems/equipment required to be grounded to the premises grounding
electrode/grounding electrode system, and has the physical and electrical
attributes for this function. Connection of other systems/equipment to a
conductor designated as a GEC but not meeting the criteria of 250.62 and
250.64 may result is an unsafe installation.

The term “Grounding Conductor” is used over 120 times in Articles 770,
800, 810, 820 830, and proposed new Article 840. The term “Grounding

Conductor” has proven a useful and well understood term within the optical
fiber and communications articles and the definition should be retained in
Article 100.

Neither a technical rational nor electrical safety issue has been presented to
substantiate the proposed change. Without such substantiation the proposed
revision becomes editorial, does not enhance NEC usability and cannot be
justified.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel reaffirms its action taken at the ROP meeting
to delete the term grounding conductor. The panel understands the proposed
actions of Panel 16 at the ROC meeting have addressed the concerns about
the technical accuracy of terms and the issue of consistency across the code
by revising language in Article 770 and Chapter 8 and adding explanatory
information.

Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

Comment on Affirmative:

BOWMER, T.: Affirmative Comment ---- This affirmative ballot for the
Panel action on Comment 5-7 assumes that the coordinating changes under
Panel 16 proposed actions on ~70 other Comments are all accepted. In
particular, it is critical that the proposed Panel 16 action on 16-84a for addition
of an informational note be accepted along with affirmative votes be achieved
to Panel 16 proposed actions on comments 16-22, -32, -125, -135, -190, -194,
-197, -220, -224, -230, -277, -282, -290, -293 and -334. If these other actions
are not successful then the deletion of the definition of “grounding conductor”
will cause confusion and inconsistency within the code and for users.

5-8 Log #521 NEC-P05
(100.Grounding Conductor)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 5-15

Recommendation: Reject this Proposal.

Substantiation: The term “grounding electrode conductor” (GEC) has
historically and traditionally both distinguished and identified the specific
conductor that connects the grounded conductor (neutral) and equipment
grounding conductor from within the power service equipment to the
grounding electrode/grounding electrode system at the premises. This
distinction must remain in place to identify the unique purpose of the GEC and
to avoid confusion and misapplication of the numerous grounding requirements
throughout the NEC.

There are very specific requirements for the material (250.62), installation,
sizing and accessibility (250.64) of the GEC that are not specific to other
‘grounding conductors’. It is often the access and connection point for other
systems/equipment required to be grounded to the premises grounding
electrode/grounding electrode system, and has the physical and electrical
attributes for this function. Connection of other systems/equipment to a
conductor designated as a GEC but not meeting the criteria of 250.62 and
250.64 may result is an unsafe installation.

The term “Grounding Conductor” is used over 120 times in Articles 770,
800, 810, 820 830, and proposed new Article 840. The term “Grounding
Conductor” has proven a useful and well understood term within the optical
fiber and communications articles and the definition should be retained in
Article 100.

Neither a technical rational nor electrical safety issue has been presented to
substantiate the proposed change. Without such substantiation the proposed
revision becomes editorial, does not enhance NEC usability and cannot be
justified.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 5-7.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16
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5-9 Log #1819 NEC-P05
(100.Grounding Conductor)

Final Action: Accept

5-12 Log #1888 NEC-P05
(100.Grounding Conductor)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Michael J. Johnston, National Electrical Contractors Association
Comment on Proposal No: 5-13

Recommendation: Continue to accept this proposal.

Substantiation: Continue to accept the deletion of the defined term “grounding
conductor.” Two definition and terms for the same component of the grounding
and bonding system are unnecessary and lead to inconsistency. CMP-5 has
responsibility for words and terms related to grounding and bonding as
determined in the 2008 NEC cycle. Such words include bonding, grounding,
and intersystem bonding termination, which are defined in Article 100 and
used in Chapter 8. The term grounding conductor used in Chapter 8 should be
revised to “grounding electrode conductor” as recommended in coordinated
proposals. The revised definition of the term grounding electrode conductor
(resulting from accepted Proposal 5-18) provides additional justification for
changing the term “grounding conductor” to “grounding electrode conductor”
where it is used throughout the Chapter 8 Articles. This comment is part of

a broad effort to improve consistency in the use of defined terms related to
grounding and bonding throughout the Code. Coordinated proposals have been
provided to adjust rules within Chapter 8 and Article 770 where the term is
used.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-10 Log #1885 NEC-P05
(100.Grounding Conductor)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 5-13

Recommendation: Continue to delete the definition of “Grounding
Conductor” in Article 100.

Substantiation: The CMP-5 and CMP-16 Task Groups have prepared
comments for the individual sections of Articles 770, 800, 810, 820, 830, and
840, where the term “grounding conductor” is used in the 2008 NEC or 2011
ROP Draft and concludes the definition of “Grounding Conductor” should be
deleted in Article 100.

Those from CMP-5 who voted in favor of this comment were Paul
Dobrowsky, Phil Simmons, and Dave Williams. Those representing CMP-16
on the Task Group who voted against the comment were Jim Brunssen, Randy
lvans and Steve Johnson. Since this comment did not pass ballot of the Task
Group, it is endorsed by only the CMP-5 members of the Task Group.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-11 Log #1887 NEC-P05
(100.Grounding Conductor)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 5-14

Recommendation: Continue to reject the Proposal.

Substantiation: The recommendation for expanding the application of the
term “Grounding Conductor” is not appropriate as the term was deleted by
CMP-5 by its action on Proposal 5-13. CMP-5 also expanded the definition of
Grounding Electrode Conductor to include installations made in accordance
with Articles 770, 800, 810, 820, 830 and 840.

The CMP-5 and CMP-16 Task Group has prepared Comments for the
individual Sections of Article 770, 800, 810, 820, 830 and 840 where the
term “grounding conductor” is used in the 2008 NEC or 2011 ROP Draft and
concludes the definition of Grounding Conductor should be deleted in Article
100 Articles.

Those from CMP-5 who voted in favor of this Comment were Paul
Dobrowsky, Phil Simmons and Dave Williams. Those representing CMP-16
on the Task Group who voted against the Comment were Jim Brunssen, Randy
lvans and Steve Johnson. Since this Comment did not pass ballot of the Task
Group, it is endorsed by only the CMP-5 members.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 5-15

Recommendation: Continue to delete the definition of “Grounding
Conductor” in Article 100.

Substantiation: The CMP-5 and CMP-16 Task Group has prepared Comments
for the individual Sections of Article 770, 800, 810, 820, 830 and 840 where
the term “grounding conductor” is used in the 2008 NEC or 2011 ROP Draft
and concludes the definition of Grounding Conductor should be deleted in
Acrticle 100 Articles.

Those from CMP-5 who voted in favor of this Comment were Paul
Dobrowsky, Phil Simmons and Dave Williams. Those representing CMP-16
on the Task Group who voted against the Comment were Jim Brunssen, Randy
Ivans and Steve Johnson. Since this Comment did not pass ballot of the Task
Group, it is endorsed by only the CMP-5 members.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-13 Log #2090 NEC-P05
(100.Grounding Conductor)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: David A. Williams, Delta Township

Comment on Proposal No: 5-13

Recommendation: Continue to Accept this proposal.

Substantiation: The term Grounding Conductor has been misapplied mostly in
the Chapter 7 and Chapter 8 articles. Proposals have been submitted to CMP-
16 to correct the misapplied term Grounding Conductor that presently exists.
CMP-5 task groups have worked to change the instances in the code when the
term grounding conductor were improperly used. The change will make the
document and the many terms involving grounding easier to understand for the
user.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-14 Log #519 NEC-P05 Final Action: Accept
(100.Grounding Electrode Conductor)

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 5-18

Recommendation: Reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The panel action fails to accommodate all communications
hardware that may be encountered and fails to accommodate the listing
requirements associated with the communications grounding conductor. Neither
a technical rational nor electrical safety issue has been presented to substantiate
the proposed change. NEC usability is not enhanced. See my comment to
Proposal 5-13.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: See panel statement on Comment 5-16. The panel does not
necessarily agree with all the substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

Comment on Affirmative:

BOWMER, T.: Affirmative Comment - -- This affirmative ballot for the
proposed actions on Comments 5-14 returns the definition of “grounding
electrode conductor” to the 2008 NEC code language. The return to 2008
language is appropriate as long as the coordinating changes under Panel
5 actions on comments 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, and 5-18 as well as the Panel 16
proposed actions on other Comments are all accepted. In particular, it is critical
that the proposed Panel 16 action on 16-84a for addition of an informational
note be accepted to help avoid inconsistency within the code and confusion for
users.

5-15 Log #1820 NEC-P05 Final Action: Reject
(100.Grounding Electrode Conductor)

Submitter: Michael J. Johnston, National Electrical Contractors Association
Comment on Proposal No: 5-18

Recommendation: Continue to accept the proposal.

Substantiation: The revisions to the term “grounding electrode conductor”
clarify its use in connecting equipment and systems covered in Chapter 8 to a
grounding electrode. The term grounding conductor used in Chapter 8 should
be revised to “grounding electrode conductor” as recommended in coordinated
proposals. The revised definition of the term grounding electrode conductor
(resulting from accepted Proposal 5-18) provides justification for changing
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the term “grounding conductor” to “grounding electrode conductor” where

it is used throughout the Chapter 8 Articles and Article 770. Rules should
mean what they imply based on the defined terms in those requirements. This
comment is part of a broad effort to improve consistency in the use of defined
terms related to grounding and bonding throughout the Code. Coordinated
comments have been provided to adjust rules within Chapter 8 where the term
is used.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 5-16.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-16 Log #1889 NEC-P05 Final Action: Reject
(100.Grounding Electrode Conductor)

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee understands that the
term “Grounding Electrode Conductor” is to remain as defined in the
2008 NEC.

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 5-18

Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

Grounding Electrode Conductor (GEC). A conductor used to connect the
system grounded conductor, equipment, optical fiber cables and raceways,
communications system protectors, antenna discharge units, communications
cables, or network interface units to a grounding electrode or to a point on the
grounding electrode system.

Substantiation: It is recommended that “optical fiber cables and raceways” be
added to the list of applications for “grounding electrode conductor” as these
provisions are included in Article 770. We are not recommending adding new
Article 840 to the definition as a reference is made in 840.100 to 770.100,
800.100 and 820.100 for grounding methods.

The CMP-5 and CMP-16 Task Group has prepared Comments for the
individual Sections of Article 770, 800, 810, 820, 830 and 840 where the
term “grounding conductor” is used in the 2008 NEC or 2011 ROP Draft and
concludes the definition of Grounding Conductor should be deleted in Article
100 Articles.

Those from CMP-5 who voted in favor of this Comment were Paul
Dobrowsky, Phil Simmons and Dave Williams. Those representing CMP-16
on the Task Group who voted against the Comment were Jim Brunssen, Randy
lvans and Steve Johnson. Since this Comment did not pass ballot of the Task
Group, it is endorsed by only the CMP-5 members of the Task Group.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The term as presently defined in 2008 NEC covers a
conductor from any system grounded conductor or any equipment, including
all types of communications equipment, to the grounding electrode or a point
on the grounding electrode system.

The panel understands the proposed actions of Panel 16 at the ROC meeting
have addressed the concerns about the technical accuracy of terms and the
issue of consistency across the code by revising language in Article 770 and
Chapter 8 and adding explanatory information.

Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16
Comment on Affirmative:

BOWMER, T.: Affirmative Comment - --- This affirmative ballot for the
proposed action on Comments 5-16 along with Panel 5 action on Comment
5-14 returns the definition of “grounding electrode conductor” to the 2008
NEC code language. The return to 2008 language is appropriate as long as the
coordinating changes under Panel 5 actions on comments 5-14, 5-15, 5-17,
and 5-18 as well as the Panel 16 proposed actions on other Comments are all
accepted. In particular, it is critical that the proposed Panel 16 action on 16-84a
for addition of an informational note be accepted to help avoid inconsistency
within the code and confusion for users.

5-17 Log #2404 NEC-P05 Final Action: Reject
(100.Grounding Electrode Conductor)

Submitter: Marcus R. Sampson, Lysistrata Electric
Comment on Proposal No: 5-18
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

Grounding Electrode Conductor (GEC). A conductor used to connect the
system grounded conductor, equipment, communications system protectors,
antenna discharge units, grounding blocks, communications cables, or network
interface units to a grounding electrode or to a point on the grounding electrode
system.

Substantiation: “Antenna discharge unit” is defined in ANSI/UL 452

and consists of a gap, a fixed resistance or other discharge element, or a
combination of such features, connected between each antenna lead-in terminal
and a grounding terminal. While these devices may still be commercially
available, they are no longer used in the antenna industry — they use a simple
“ground block” (which technically is not an antenna discharge unit) and which
is connected to the grounding electrode system, via a GEC.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 5-16.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

1-62 Log #1454 NEC-PO1
(100.Guarded)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-88

Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:
Covered, fenced, enclosed, or otherwise protected by means of rails, screens,

posts, or other approved means, or located on platforms or heights to minimize

the likelihood of accidental contact by persons and objects.

Substantiation: Panel agrees guarding does not remove possibility of contact

to zero. Present wording removes the likelihood of close approach by qualified

and authorized persons for the purpose of adjustment, inspection, and servicing

of guarded equipment.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter has not provided sufficient technical

substantiation for the change according to the panel’s action and statement on

Proposal 1-88.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-63 Log #1453 NEC-PO1 Final Action: Reject
(100.1dentified (as applied to equipment))

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-90

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: Equipment may be suitable for more than one purpose,
function, or use. Application and environment should be covered in provisions
that are not NEC requirements, per se.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide a statement of an alleged
problem, or substantiate that the comment would resolve the problem, as
required by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
In addition, the panel reaffirms its position as stated in the panel statement of
Proposal 1-90.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-64 Log #1579 NEC-P0O1 Final Action: Accept
(100.Interrupting Capacity (New) )

Submitter: Ed Larsen, Square D Company/Schneider Electric
Comment on Proposal No: 1-93

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The action to reject this proposal was correct, but let me
suggest two additional reasons for doing so.

First, the words “interrupting capacity” were changed to “interrupting rating”
in 110.9 in the 1978 NEC, recognizing that this is the correct terminology.
Attempts were made in the 1993 and 1996 cycles to introduce a difference
between “interrupting rating” and “interrupting capacity” in Article 240. Both
attempts failed, with CMP10 stating, “The equipment is marked for its usage
with its interrupting rating, as defined and required in the Code. Ratings, as
marked, are developed by recognized testing requirements.”

Second, no overcurrent protective device (OCPD), with the exception of
those that have no “instantaneous” trip function, has the “capacity” to interrupt
currents at the level of its interrupting rating. This is especially true of current
limiting fuses. In order to test to see if an OCPD has an interrupting “capacity”
equal to its interrupting “rating,” the device would have to remain closed until
the test current reached its peak, then the circuit breaker contacts would have to
open or the fuse link melt. But of course this is not how OCPDs work, with the
exception of those circuit breakers that have a short time withstand rating equal
to their interrupting rating. In other words, a fuse with a 200kA interrupting
“rating” never actually interrupts 200kA, particularly if it is current limiting.
An examination of the peak current let-through curves for OCPDs makes this
obvious. What the interrupting rating of an OCPD actually means is that the
device has the capacity to interrupt a “prospective” fault current equal to its
interrupting rating, but with the previously stated exception, the actual peak
current interrupted will be less, and in most cases, far less.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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5-18 Log #54 NEC-P05 Final Action: Accept
(100.Intersystem Bonding Termination)

2-11 Log #1570 NEC-P02
(100.Kitchen)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 5-21

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that further consideration be given to the submitter’s proposed text that did not
intend to delete “bonding” from the definition.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 5-19.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-19 Log #522 NEC-P05 Final Action: Accept in Principle
(100.Intersystem Bonding Termination)

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 5-21

Recommendation: Revise CMP 5’s proposed text to read: “Intersystem
Bonding Termination. A device that provides a means for connecting
communications systems intersystem bonding conductors to the power
grounding electrode system.”

Substantiation: In revising the submitter’s original text, CMP 5 has lost

the concept of the bonding of communications systems to power to equalize
potentials in the event of lightning or power fault events to one or both
systems. Without the bond, it is possible for a difference in potential to exist
between the two systems during such events, posing a potential shock hazard.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Revise definition to read as follows:

Intersystem Bonding Termination. A device that provides a means for
connecting bonding conductors for communications systems to the grounding
electrode system.

Panel Statement: The panel accepts the recommendation in principle but
makes editorial revisions. The addition of the word “power” is not accepted as
the term “power grounding electrode systems” is not included in any Articles
under CMP 5’s jurisdiction.

Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

2-10 Log #1569 NEC-P02
(100.Kitchen)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Lorenzo Adam, City of Mason/Building-Electrical Inspector / Rep.
International Association of Electrical Inspectors

Comment on Proposal No: 2-22

Recommendation: Kitchens. An area with a sink and permanent facilities for
food preparation and/or cooking.

Substantiation: Understanding the Committee reasoning for rejecting

the proposal, the intention was to differentiate the relation between food
preparation and cooking. The food preparation or cooking areas will not
comply with the requirements of 210.8(B)(2), due to the fact that these areas
are for either “food preparation” or “cooking”, not both, as intended by the
NEC. Examples of these locations include, food packing facilities, industrial
cooking facilities (without food preparation), etc.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel reiterates the panel statement in Proposal 2-22
that the definition is intended to have “both” food preparation and cooking.
The panel does not intend to include the areas noted in the submitter’s
substantiation unless they include both cooking and food preparation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Comment on Affirmative:

BROWN, L.: What would constitute “food preparation”? A commercial
“food packing facilities” could include facilities where no food preparation
(cooking) takes place. These types of situations include areas where pre-
packaged food items are packed into smaller packages for grocery stores sales.

Submitter: Lorenzo Adam, City of Mason/Building-Electrical Inspector / Rep.
International Association of Electrical Inspectors

Comment on Proposal No: 2-22

Recommendation: Kitchens. An area with a sink and permanent facilities for
food preparation and/or cooking. Food preparation or cooking areas include,
but are not limited to, food packing facilities, industrial cooking establishments,
or similar areas.

Substantiation: Understanding the Committee reasoning for rejecting

the proposal, the intention was to differentiate the relation between food
preparation and cooking. The food preparation or cooking areas will not
comply with the requirements of 210.8(B)(2), due to the fact that these areas
are for either “food preparation” or “cooking”, not both, as intended by
theNEC. Examples of these locations include, food packing facilities, industrial
cooking facilities (without food preparation), etc.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-10.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Comment on Affirmative:

BROWN, L.: A commercial “food packing facilities” could include facilities
where no food preparation (cooking) takes place. These types of situations
include areas where pre-packaged food items are packed into smaller packages
for grocery stores sales.

1-65 Log #1459 NEC-PO1
(100.Lighting Outlet)

Final Action: Reject

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that this
definition be reassigned to Code-Making Panel 18.

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-94

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: The connection permitted by 410.62(C)(1), (2), and (3)
(attachment plug) is not a direct connection to a lighting outlet. Many
receptacle outlets in dwellings are considered outlets for general lighting (no
“direct” connection).

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: Receptacle outlets in dwellings used for general lighting
are not lighting outlets, but are receptacle outlets that are permitted in lieu of
lighting outlets in accordance with 210.70(A)(1), Exception No. 1. 410.62(C)
(1), (2), and (3) do not state that the receptacle to which the electric-discharge
fixture is connected by cord and plug is a “lighting outlet”. This outlet is a
switched receptacle outlet.

An outlet becomes a lighting outlet when a luminaire is directly wired to the
branch circuit at the outlet, i.e., not connected to the branch circuit through a
plug/receptacle connection.

The panel requests that the Technical Correlation Committee consider
reassigning this definition to the Code-Making Panel with more direct
responsibility for this definition.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-66 Log #2195 NEC-PO1
(100.Likely (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-95

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: “Likely” is a term used over 80 times in the NEC. Without a
definition, it is open to various subjective interpretations.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The NEC does not define commonly used terms.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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8-2 Log #2304 NEC-P08
(100.Multioutlet Assembly)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Mike Holt, Mike Holt Enterprises

Comment on Proposal No: 8-208

Recommendation: Please move all wiring method definitions from their
respective 3.xx.2 sections to Article 100.

Substantiation: If the definition of Multioutlet Assembly remains in Article
100, then all 3.xx.2 definitions should be in Article 100. Perhaps the panel can
“hold” this comment for next cycle and also forward to CMP-7? Of course, a
simpler solution would be to accept ROP 18-7.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 8-92. A
Multioutlet Assembly is a unique wiring method that serves code applications
other than the raceway function. The inclusion of “Multioutlet Assembly” in
Article 100 is appropriate. See 2.2.2.1 of the NEC Style Manual.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11

Ballot Not Returned: 1 Griffith, M.

5-20 Log #1018 NEC-P05
(100.Neutral Conductor)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: John Stuckwisch, Barth Electric / Rep. IEJATC Local 481
Comment on Proposal No: 5-23

Recommendation: Neutral Conductor. The conductor connected to the
neutral point of the system that is intended to carry unbalanced current under
normal conditions.

(The word unbalanced is added to the definition).

-0r-

Neutral Conductor. The conductor connected to and intended to carry
current away from the neutral point of the system under normal conditions.

(Rearranged current wording to accommodate the word away).
Substantiation: The problem with the current definition of a Neutral
Conductor is that it does not differentiate between a Grounded and a Neutral
conductor. If someone said: “The grounded conductor is the conductor
connected to the neutral point of a system that is intended to carry current
under normal conditions.” This statement is most certainly true, because
a grounded conductor can carry current to the neutral point under normal
conditions, it can be connected to the neutral point as well. It is also the 2008
NEC definition of a Neutral Conductor. Because the neutral conductor is a
grounded conductor the definition of a neutral conductor needs to further
define what makes a neutral conductor unique. The words “unbalanced current”
or “unbalanced load” found in 310.15(B)(4)(a) and in 220.61 define the
difference between a grounded and neutral conductor. A grounded conductor
cannot carry unbalanced current, it either carries all the current or none. Only a
Neutral Conductor can carry and unbalanced current under normal conditions.
This is why the word “unbalanced” should be added to this definition. The
other possible fix is to state that the neutral conductor is the conductor that
carries current away from the neutral point. This change would also clarify the
difference between the neutral and grounded conductor.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The addition of the term “unbalanced” is only correct in
parts of the application such as a home run in a multiwire circuit. In other
parts, the neutral conductor as defined carries the full circuit current. The
neutral current neither flows to or away from the neutral point. A/C current
flows alternately in the circuit based on the frequency.

The substantiation regarding differentiating the grounded conductor from the
neutral conductor is incorrect. The neutral conductor is generally a “grounded
conductor” but “grounded conductors” exist in systems that do not have a
“neutral”.

Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

1-67 Log #2480 NEC-PO1
(100.Nonlinear Load)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-99

Recommendation: The proposal should be rejected.

Substantiation: In today’s electrical environment, the majority of loads are
nonlinear to a greater or lesser degree, and any attempt to maintain a list will
result in ever increasing confusion as users draw improper inferences from
what will inevitably be omitted from such a list. The comment in the voting is
correct.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:
BOYCE, K.: The action taken in the ROP Phase was appropriate. Addition of
the proposed text would promote usability of the Code.

1-68 Log #2861 NEC-PO1
(100. Nonlinear Load)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Louis Barrios, Shell Global Solutions / Rep. American Chemistry
Council
Comment on Proposal No: 1-99
Recommendation: The panel action should have been to Reject the proposal.
Substantiation: Adding additional lighting examples are not necessary
to improve the understanding of the term “nonlinear loads”. The present
FPN includes “electronic equipment, electronic/electric-discharge lighting,
adjustable-speed drive systems, and similar equipment” as examples of non-
linear loads. The panel action on this proposal establishes a precedence that
the development of any new type of lighting or other non-linear load in the
future needs to be added to this list. Panel 1 tends to do a good job rejecting
the addition of lists when they do not add additional clarity to the Code. The
panel’s action on this proposal is an exception.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

BOYCE, K.: See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 1-67.

10-1 Log #1324 NEC-P10 Final Action: Hold
(100.Overcurrent Protective Device, Branch Circuit)

Submitter: Glossary of Terms Technical Advisory Committee / Marcelo
Hirschler,

Comment on Proposal No: 10-2a

Recommendation: Overcurrent Protective Device, Branch-Circuit. A
device capable of providing protection for service, feeder, and branch circuits
and equipment over the full range of overcurrents between its rated current
and its interrupting rating. tret i i

than5,0060-amperes:

FPN: Branch-circuit overcurrent protective devices are provided with
interrupting ratings appropriate for the intended use but no less than 5,000
amperes.

Substantiation: The NFPA Technical Advisory Committee on Glossary of
Terminology (GOT) was formed by Standards Council to ensure consistency in
definitions within the NFPA system.

The Manual of Style requires that definitions be in single sentences and that
they not contain requirements. The second sentence of this definition is further
clarification or discussion but should not be part of the definition. Moreover it
contains a requirement which should not be included in the definition.

CMP 10 might consider revising the definition to make it into a single
sentence while eliminating requirements.

It is understood by the commenter that the Technical Correlating Committee
changed the designation of “FPN” to “Informational Note”.

Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: The proposed revision was not suggested or addressed in the
proposal stage. In accordance with the RGCP 4.4.6.2.2, this comment is held
for process in the next cycle where it will receive the necessary public review.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

10-2 Log #1325 NEC-P10 Final Action: Hold
(100.Overcurrent Protective Device, Supplementary)

Submitter: Glossary of Terms Technical Advisory Committee / Marcelo
Hirschler,

Comment on Proposal No: 10-6

Recommendation: Overcurrent Protective Device, Supplementary.
A device intended to provide limited overcurrent protection for specific

FPN: This limited protection is in addition to the protection provided in the
required branch circuit by the branch circuit overcurrent protective device.
Substantiation: The NFPA Technical Advisory Committee on Glossary of
Terminology (GOT) was formed by Standards Council to ensure consistency in
definitions within the NFPA system.

The Manual of Style requires that definitions be in single sentences and that
they not contain requirements. The second sentence of this definition is further
clarification or discussion but should not be part of the definition. Moreover it
contains a requirement which should not be included in the definition.
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CMP 10 might consider revising the definition to make it into a single
sentence while eliminating requirements. An example follows:

Overcurrent Protective Device, Supplementary. A device intended to
provide limited overcurrent protection, beyond that provided by the branch
circuit overcurrent protection device, for specific applications and utilization
equipment such as luminaires and appliances.

—It is understood by the commenter that the Technical Correlating Committee
changed the designation of “FPN” to “Informational Note”.

Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: The proposed revision was not suggested or addressed in the
proposal stage. In accordance with the RGCP 4.4.6.2.2, this comment is held
for process in the next cycle where it will receive the necessary public review.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-69 Log #1455 NEC-P0O1
(100.Physical Damage (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-100

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: Physical damage is an often used term in the NEC but has no
defining criteria to establish what constitutes physical damage to allow uniform
conclusions, and allows for widely different interpretations. A slight nick,

dent, or scratch constitutes physical damage. Such minor damage that doesn’t
impair functional qualities, should not be considered physical damage for Code
purposes.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel reaffirms its original position of the action taken
on Proposal 1-100. The submitter has not provided any evidence that a problem
exists with the term as it is currently used in the code.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-70 Log #1495 NEC-PO1
(100.Physical Damage (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 1-100
Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:

An occurrence to equipment that impairs its functional qualities such as,
but not limited to, protection of conductors or equipment, grounding or
bonding, insertion or withdrawal of conductors or cables, proper operation,
watertightness, and other functions for which it is designed or intended.
Substantiation: Physical damage can be a nick, scratch, or slight dent. What
constitutes physical damage in the NEC sense is subject to wide interpretation,
criteria should be provided to promote uniform interpretation.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel reaffirms its original position of the action taken
on Proposal 1-100. The submitter has not provided any evidence that a problem
exists with the term as it is currently used in the code.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

4-1 Log #55 NEC-P04 Final Action: Accept
(100.Power Production Equipment (New) )

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee understands that
acceptance of this comment recognizes the panel’s acceptance of the
definition contained in Proposal 15-3 and concurs with its location in 705.2
per panel comment 4-124a.

The Technical Correlating Committee directs that the second sentence of
the definition become an Informational Note.

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 15-3

Recommendation: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that this
proposal be forwarded to Code-Making Panel 4 for action in Article 705.

This action shall be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 10
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10
Comment on Affirmative:

ROGERS, J.: | agree with the Panel’s action on this comment, however, after
further review it is my opinion that the second sentence of the original proposal
should either be deleted or moved to an Informational Note as it only provides
examples and does not include any enforceable language.

2-12 Log #2695 NEC-P02 Final Action: Reject
(100.Power Safe Protector (PSP))

Submitter: Michael Baxter, Energy Safe Technologies Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-27
Recommendation: Same as originally submitted.
Substantiation: The Underwriters Laboratory completed a study of problems
associated with receptacles that lead to fires as well as the effectiveness of an
advanced receptacle, such
as the PSP, to address these problems. This report shows that such a receptacle
has the potential to make a positive difference to the rate of fires and
consequent
injuries and loss. The result of this work is detailed in the accompanying UL
Report on Project 09CA32520 published 21 October 2009.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The claims associated with the product are related to the
construction of the receptacle itself and its ability to detect thermal failures
at the receptacle and related to the “power off” features functioning as a
way to meet the tamper resistant receptacle requirements. As such, unless
Code-Making Panel 18 accepts comments that would require receptacles be
constructed in this manner, the definition is unnecessary.

See the panel actions and statements on Comments 2-46 and 2-55.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-71 Log #1385 NEC-P0O1
(100.Premises (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force
Comment on Proposal No: 1-101
Recommendation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-101 be
accepted-in-principle and supports the proposed text in Mr. LaBrake’s negative
ballot statement for the change to include it as a new Informational Annex
to describe general information regarding utility electric supply to premises
wiring.
Substantiation: Refer to the Informational Annex provided with companion
comment submitted on Proposal 1-12 that would contain this proposal’s
recommendation along with companion comments on Proposals 1-53, 1-79
1-104, and 1-106.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: Since the panel has rejected the inclusion of the
Informational Annex, the addition of a definition is a moot point.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-6.

1-72 Log #2462 NEC-P0O1
(100.Premises Wiring (System))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael Hyland, American Public Power Association / Rep. IEEE
NESC Committee

Comment on Proposal No: 1-102

Recommendation: Maintain the proposed text of Proposal 1-102 to read as
follows:

“Premises Wiring (System). Interior and exterior wiring, including power,
lighting, control, communication and other signal circuit wiring together with
all their associated hardware, fittings, and wiring devices, both permanently
and temporarily installed. Fhis-retudes either (a) wiring from the service point
or premises power source to the outlets or (b) where there is no service point,
wirifg from and including the power source to the outlets i

service-point:

Such wiring does not include wiring internal to appliances, luminaires, motors,
controllers, motor control centers, and similar equipment, nor does it include
utility equipment and wiring on the utility side of the service point.”
Substantiation: Proposal 1-102 should have been accepted and the IEEE
NESC Committee supports Mr. LaBrake’s negative ballot statement. In
addition, the proposed new NESC definition (CP3476) for premises wiring
(system) for the 2012 NESC reads as follows:
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“premises wiring (system). Interior and exterior wiring, including power,
lighting, control, communication and other signal circuit wiring together with
all their associated hardware, fittings, and wiring devices, both permanently
and temporarily installed either (a) from the service point or premises power
source to the outlets or (b) where there is no service point, from and including
the nonutility power source to the outlets. Such wiring does not include wiring
internal to appliances, luminaires, motors, controllers, motor control centers,
and similar equipment, nor does it include utility equipment and wiring on the
utility side of the service point.”

The IEEE NESC Committee anticipates an altruistic approach in this regard
toward harmonization of the two codes. Like the NEC, the NESC is in the
process of a public comment period and comments from all concerned parties
are invited and needed. See the preprint draft of the 2012 NESC now available
for public comment at http://standards.ieee.org/nesc/nesc_preprint.html.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel reaffirms its action and statement taken on
Proposal 1-102.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2

Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: The comment and related proposal 1-102 do provide
clarity and usability for the Code relative to premises wiring beginning
where the utility supply ends at the service point. By accepting this comment,
there will be common definitions of this term in the NEC and NESC toward
harmonization of these ANSI documents.

8-5 Log #2481 NEC-P08
(100.Raceway)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 8-10

Recommendation: Continue to reject the proposal.

Substantiation: The panel statement is correct, and some historical
information may prove useful to readers. The clear implication presented by the
choice of wiring methods listed in the current definition is that raceways are
for extended lengths of run, and that more limited enclosed channels such as
those within equipment are not to be so classified. This interpretation has been
thoroughly tested. If any such enclosed channel were classified as a raceway,
then surely an auxiliary gutter would be so classified. In the 1993 NEC cycle
CMP 8 initially accepted a proposal to place “auxiliary gutters” into the list,
and then unanimously reversed course in the face of negative comments from
this comment submitter, NEMA, and others. The issues of auxiliary gutters
and panelboard gutter spaces is particularly pressing because 230.7 forbids the
sharing of raceways between service conductors and other conductors. If such
enclosures are deemed to be raceways, then much service wiring as we know it
could be construed as contrary to the NEC.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11

Ballot Not Returned: 1 Griffith, M.

8-3 Log #432 NEC-P08
(100.Raceway)

Final Action: Reject

1-73 Log #1386 NEC-P01
(100.Restricted Access (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Terry Peters, The Society of the Plastics Industry

Comment on Proposal No: 8-7

Recommendation: Accept this proposal.

Substantiation: SPI requests that the panel reconsider and accept this proposal
in order to incorporate changes that were made in the 2008 NEC. Specifically,
Article 352 has changed Rigid Nonmetallic Conduit to Rigid Polyvinyl
Chloride Conduit. Also please note the word “metal” appears to have been
omitted from Liquidtight Flexible Metal Conduit.

Acceptance of this proposal will correlate with the proper names for the
above mentioned raceways and in addition add mention of other raceways that
have not been included. Why would the panel want to mention only selected
(mostly metallic) raceways in its list of raceway types and not mention all the
newer plastic raceways?

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The change proposed does not improve usability or clarity.
It is not the intent of the definition to provide a list of every possible example
of a raceway. The definition clearly defines a raceway and provides some
examples to facilitate the users understanding of the definition.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11

Ballot Not Returned: 1 Griffith, M.

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force
Comment on Proposal No: 1-104
Recommendation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-104
be accepted and supports the proposed text in Mr. LaBrake’s negative ballot
statement for the change to include it as a new Informational Annex to describe
general information regarding utility electric supply to premises wiring.
Substantiation: Refer to the Informational Annex provided with companion
comment submitted on Proposal 1-12 that would contain this proposal’s
recommendation along with companion comments on Proposals 1-53, 1-79,
1-101, and 1-106.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: Since the panel has rejected the inclusion of the
Informational Annex, the addition of a definition is a moot point.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-6.

5-21 Log #1435 NEC-P05 Final Action: Accept in Principle
(100.Separately Derived System)

8-4 Log #1436 NEC-P08
(100.Raceway)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 8-10

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: Please reconsider the substantiation. The wiring methods are
or are not raceways since the definition of raceway is not limited to the items
listed, and interpretations whether these wiring methods constitute a raceway
can vary.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The change proposed does not improve usability or clarity. It
is not the intent of the definition to provide a list of every possible example of
a raceway. Additionally, attempting to list wiring methods that are not raceways
would create an unwieldy list that would likely generate more confusion than
clarity. The definition as it stands clearly defines a raceway and provides some
examples to facilitate the users understanding of the definition.

As stated in the panels response to ROP 8-10 while cablebus and auxiliary
gutters are used in some ways like raceways, their restriction of use prevents
them from automatically being grouped with raceways.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11

Ballot Not Returned: 1 Griffith, M.

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 5-28

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: Please reconsider the substantiation. Direct electrical
connections between separately derived systems and other systems are
provided by metal covered cables and metal raceways between the two

where connected to metal enclosures which are grounded and connected to a
grounding electrode which is an electrical connection between the two systems.
How can this provision be accomplished without requiring nonmetallic wiring
methods between systems and separate grounding electrode systems not
bonded together?

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Revise the definition of Separately Derived System, in Article 100, to read as
follows:

Separately Derived System. A premises wiring system whose power is
derived from a source of electric energy or equipment other than a service.
Such systems have no direct connection from circuit conductors of one system
to circuit conductors of another system, other than connections through the
earth, metal enclosures, metallic raceways, or equipment grounding conductors.
Panel Statement: The panel included the submitter’s concerns into the revised
definition to simplify it and add clarity.

Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16
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4-2 Log #1327 NEC-P04 Final Action: Accept
(100.Service Conductors, Underground)

4-5 Log #2257 NEC-P04
(100.Service Lateral)

Final Action: Accept

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee notes that the NEC
Style Manual does not require that definitions be a single sentence.
Submitter: Glossary of Terms Technical Advisory Committee / Marcelo
Hirschler,

Comment on Proposal No: 4-15

Recommendation: Service Conductors, Underground. The underground
conductors between the service point and the first point of connection to the
service-entrance conductors in a terminal box, meter or other enclosure, inside
or outside the building wall. Where-there-is-ho-terminal-boex,meter-or-other

FPN: Where there is no terminal box, meter, or other enclosure, the point of
connection is considered to be the point of entrance of the service conductors
into the building.

Substantiation: The NFPA Technical Advisory Committee on Glossary of
Terminology (GOT) was formed by Standards Council to ensure consistency in
definitions within the NFPA system.

The Manual of Style requires that definitions be in single sentences and that
they not contain requirements. The second sentence of this definition is further
clarification or discussion but should not be part of the definition. Moreover it
contains a requirement which should not be included in the definition.

CMP 4 might consider revising the definition to make it into a single
sentence while eliminating requirements.

It is understood by the commenter that the Technical Correlating Committee
changed the designation of “FPN” to “Informational Note”.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 10
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10

4-3 Log #2256 NEC-P04
(100.Service Drop)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Roger D. McDaniel, Georgia Power Company
Comment on Proposal No: 4-8
Recommendation: Revise as follows:

Service Drop. The overhead conductors between the utility distribution
electric_supply system and the service point.
Substantiation: The panel action should have been “Accept in Part in
Principle”, to change “utility distribution” system to “utility electric supply”
system

The term “distribution” restricts application of this definition to overhead
services supplied from utility distribution systems, which typically operate
at voltages up to an including 34.5 kV. The term “distribution” excludes
services operating at voltages above 34.5 kV. The term “electric supply” is
more general, and will include utility overhead services supplied from both
distribution and transmission systems.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows:

Service Drop. The overhead conductors between the utility distribution
electric supply system and the service point.
Panel Statement: The panel changed the comment text to reflect the original
intent of the submitter.
Number Eligible to Vote: 10
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10

4-4 Log #1809 NEC-P04
(100.Service Drop, FPN)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael P. Walls, American Chemistry Council
Comment on Proposal No: 4-5
Recommendation: Revise as follows:

FPN: For further information, see ANSI/UL 12032666 _1999
Substantiation: The panel action should have been to accept in part as there
was no justification presented in the proposal addressing the FPN document
update change from the 1999 referenced document to the 2006 referenced
document.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter did not submit material that relates to the
current edition of the Code.

Number Eligible to Vote: 10

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10

Submitter: Roger D. McDaniel, Georgia Power Company
Comment on Proposal No: 4-16
Recommendation: Revise as follows:
Service Lateral. The underground conductors between the utility eistribttion
electric supply system and the service point
Substantiation: The panel action should have been “Accept in Principle”, to
change “utility distribution” system to “utility electric supply” system. The
proposed definition of “Service Lateral” should read as follows:

The term “distribution” restricts application of this definition to underground
services supplied from utility distribution systems, which typically operate
at voltages up to and including 34.5 kV. The term “distribution” excludes
services operating at voltages above 34.5 kV. The term “electric supply” is
more general, and will include utility underground services supplied from both
distribution and transmission systems.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 10
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10

10-3 Log #1719 NEC-P10 Final Action: Reject
(100.Short-Circuit Current Rating)

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 10-5

Recommendation: Revise the text of the 2008 NEC as follows:
Short-Circuit Current Rating. The prospective symmetrical fault current
at a nominal voltage the to-which-an apparatus or system is identified abte
to be supplied by eenneeted without sustaining damage exceeding defined
acceptance criteria.

Substantiation: This Comment intends to respond to the Panel Statement in
rejecting the Proposal as well as include portions of the negative vote by Mr.
Cook and Hidaka with the effort to improve the definition.

The Panel states “A component, such as a contactor, or a system, such as an
industrial control panel, has a short-circuit current rating.” So, the proposed
revision is intended to recognize the information provided by the Panel. The
phrase “identified to be supplied by” seems much more correct than “able to
be connected.” Mr. Hidaka states the word “able” should be replaced with the
word “identified” as “able” suggests any application where a connection can be
made which ignores the rating of the device. | agree!

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The proposed use of the word “identified” introduces
confusion into the definition and the existing text adequately defines the
term. There are a number of components that are not “identified” with a short
circuit current rating such as those noted in the UL 508A SB Table 4.1. This
table is used by control panel builders to assign industry accepted ratings to
components that are not identified with a short circuit current rating. Panel
reaffirms their rejection and statement on proposal 10-5.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

COOK, D.: I disagree with Panel action and Panel Statement. Panel indicates
the use of the defined term “identified” introduces confusion based on the fact
that some components of a control panel are not identified with a short circuit
current rating. The UL White Book indicates “components” are incomplete
in construction or restricted in performance capabilities and not recognized
for use as field-installed components. The NEC is an installation code, not a
product standard. The components without short circuit current ratings appear
to become part of an overall product that will have a short circuit current
rating. In the NEC context, the submitted text proposed in Comment 10-3 is
clear and improves clarity.

1-74 Log #1387 NEC-P0O1 Final Action: Reject
(100.Supervised Installation (New) )

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power / Rep. Edison Electric
Institute/Electric Light & Power NEC Task Force

Comment on Proposal No: 1-106

Recommendation: Edison Electric Institute recommends Proposal 1-106 be
accepted-in-principle and supports the proposed text in Mr. LaBrake’s negative
ballot statement for the change to include it as a new Informational Annex

to describe general information regarding utility electric supply to premises
wiring.

Substantiation: Refer to the Informational Annex provided with companion
comment submitted on Proposal 1-12 that would contain this proposal’s
recommendation along with companion comments on Proposals 1-53, 1-79, 79,
1-101, and 1-104.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: Since the panel has rejected the inclusion of the
Informational Annex, the addition of a definition is a moot point.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
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Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:
ANTHONY, M.: Please refer to my statement on Comment 1-6.
LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment 1-6.

1-75 Log #2117 NEC-P01 Final Action: Reject
(100.Supervised Installation (New) )

Submitter: Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan / Rep. APPA.ORG -
Association of Education Facility Executives

Comment on Proposal No: 1-105a

Recommendation: Accept the proposal in Principle in Part. Define
“supervised installation” as follows:

Supervised installation. A facility, or portion of a facility where each of the
following conditions are met:

(1) Conditions of design and installation are provided under engineering
leadership and guidance.

(2) Qualified persons with documented training and experience provide
maintenance, monitoring, and servicing of the system.

(3) Where electric service and electrical maintenance is continuously provided
by a single building management.

Substantiation: The concept of a supervised installation is embedded in many
NFPA documents and needs to be integrated into the NEC in order for the NEC
users to balance risks across a broad array of installation types.

Our industry would like to leverage the advantage it has in its highly trained,
71241365 operations and maintenance staffs with respect to capital outlay; an
extension of the “constantly attended location” concept seen in other life safety
infrastructure.

A common understanding of a supervised installation will build the
foundation for harmonization between the NEC and NESC.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The proposed text in the comment places requirements in a
definition that is in violation of 2.2.2 of the NEC Style Manual.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: Even if | had suggested to the committee the revision
shown below-- to correct the self-referencing error in the proposed definition--
the committee would not have approved this proposal.

[(1) Conditions of design and installation construction are provided under
engineering leadership and guidance.]

The self-referencing error is minor in comparison to the opportunity lost.
The distinction between a supervised, and an unsupervised installation is a
significant concept--especially in a document where both prescriptive and
performance-based language appears.

We see “supervised industrial installation” explicitly defined in Article 240.
My proposal was intended to accumulate all the references to a more general
type of supervised installation that is not necessarily of an industrial nature.
We have appearances of the term in Section 215.2(B)(3), in Section 685.1, in
Section 396.10(B), and in many other places in the NEC.

The presence of supervision (i.e. hands-onmanagement) or absence of it, is
significant in mediating the trade-off between first cost versus operations and
maintenance; between a fully trained, on-site 7/24/365 maintenance staff and
an off-site, on-call contract maintenance staff. Users of the NEC, educational
facility managers among them, have to make decisions about staffing every
day. They need to know whether these staffing decisions cause them to fall
out of compliance with the NEC. Conversely, they need to know how NEC
requirements affect their staffing. A definition like this would have helped.

A version of this proposal will be submitted to the NFPA 70B technical
committee

12-1 Log #56 NEC-P12 Final Action: Accept
(100.Uninterruptible Power Supply (New) )

12-2 Log #1326 NEC-P12 Final Action: Accept
(100.Uninterruptible Power Supply)

Submitter: Glossary of Terms Technical Advisory Committee / Marcelo
Hirschler,

Comment on Proposal No: 12-3

Recommendation: Uninterruptible Power Supply. A power supply used to
provide power to a load for some period of time in the event of a power failure.

FPN: In addition, it may provide a more constant voltage and frequency
supply to the load, reducing the effects of voltage and frequency variations.
Substantiation: The NFPA Technical Advisory Committee on Glossary of
Terminology (GOT) was formed by Standards Council to ensure consistency in
definitions within the NFPA system.

The Manual of Style requires that definitions be in single sentences and that
they not contain requirements. The second sentence of this definition is further
clarification or discussion but should not be part of the definition.

CMP 12 might consider revising the definition to make it into a single
sentence while not including requirements.

It is understood by the commenter that the Technical Correlating Committee
changed the designation of “FPN” to “Informational Note”.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
Comment on Affirmative:

MARCOVICI, S.: The proposed definition must be revised to reflect the
definitions used by the industry and found in the technical literature. One
such definition, found in the Webster’s dictionary and in the PC Magazine
encyclopedia reads as follows: “A devise that provides battery backup when the
electrical power fails or drops to an unacceptable voltage level.”

12-3 Log #2458 NEC-P12 Final Action: Accept in Part
(100.Uninterruptible Power Supply (New) )

Submitter: John R. Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 12-3

Recommendation: Revise the definition in the Panel Meeting action as
follows inserting the words “alternating current” which were in the original
proposal.

Uninterruptible Power Supply. A power supply used to provide alternating
current power to a load for some period of time in the event of a power failure.
In addition, it may provide a more constant voltage and frequency supply to the
load, reducing the effects of voltage and frequency variations.

Substantiation: An Uninterruptible Power Supply, as defined in the scope

of UL 1778 and IEC 62040-1, Standards for Uninterruptible Power Systems,
provides only alternating current power. Products which provide DC power in
the event of a power failure are categorized as standby power supplies, and are
covered under UL 1012, the Standard for Power units Other Than Class 2 or
UL/IEC 60950-1, the Standard for Information Technology Equipment.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Part

Panel Statement: The panel accepts insertion of the words “alternating
current” as provided by the submitter.

The panel does not accept the remainder of the submitter’s text. This addition
of the text “alternating current” will modify the 1st sentence of the definition in
Comment 12-2.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 12-3

Recommendation: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that the
action on this proposal be rewritten to comply with 2.2.2 of the NEC Style
Manual.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel accepts the direction of the TCC to rewrite the
proposal to comply with 2.2.2 of the NEC Style Manual.

See panel action on Comment 12-2.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-76 Log #2878 NEC-P01
(100.Voltage Drop (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Paul A. Keleher, Paul Keleher Electrical Services
Comment on Proposal No: 1-108
Recommendation: Accept Proposal 1-108.
Substantiation: If the inclusion of common electrical terms is not needed
in the NEC, then why does it contain 3 separate definitions of the word,
“voltage”? Is there any more common electrical term than that? This proposal
would simply add a fourth definition to follow the other three
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The submitter has not cited any instances of persons being
confused over what voltage drop is.

In addition, the comment does not conform to 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA
Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

The panel also reiterates that the Scope of Article 100 excludes “commonly
defined” terms.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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1-77 Log #48 NEC-PO1 Final Action: Reject
(100.Voltage, Low; Voltage, Medium; Voltage, High (New) )

Submitter: Paul Guidry, Fluor Enterprises, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-109
Recommendation: Accept the proposal.
Add new definitions to Article 100 as follows:
Voltage, Low. A class of nominal system voltages less than 1,000 V.
Voltage, Medium. A class of nominal system voltages equal to or greater than
1,000 V and less than 100,000 V.
Voltage, High. A class of nominal system voltages equal to or greater than
100,000 V.
Substantiation: | agree with the panel that the terms for high voltage and
medium voltage are inconsistent within various standards. But, since the NEC
is expanding the scope to more medium voltage and high voltage applications,
I think Article 100 should define what these terms mean at least in the NEC.
I think anyone on the panel would agree that “high voltage” does not start at
600V as is defined in 490.2.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide a statement of an alleged
problem, or substantiate that the comment would resolve the problem, as
required by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
The panel reaffirms its panel statement on Proposal 1-2.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
Comment on Affirmative:
ANTHONY, M.: Woltage classifications--riddled with contextual paradoxes
as they are--can be regarded, if not justified, as “terms of art”.

ARTICLE 110 — REQUIREMENTS FOR ELECTRICAL
INSTALLATIONS

1-79 Log #498 NEC-PO1
(110.3(A), FPN )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Richard E. Loyd, Sun Lakes, AZ

Comment on Proposal No: 1-111

Recommendation: Reconsider and reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The term “may be” leads the inspector to believe he

must accept a certificate. This revised wording only confuses the present
requirements in 110.3(A)(1). Current language is better. Reject this proposal.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter has presented no evidence to support the
claim that “may be” leads an inspector to accept a certificate, or that it leads an
inspector to do anything at all.

The proposed FPN only states that special conditions of use may be found
on a certificate. This is certainly not new. Such conditions have been shown on
equipment, on certificates, and in user manuals for decades.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-80 Log #1587 NEC-POL
(110.3(A)(1), FPN 2)

Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part

Submitter: Jim Pauley, Schneider Electric
Comment on Proposal No: 1-111
Recommendation: Revise the second sentence of the informational note as
follows:

Special conditions of use or other limitations
may be marked on the equipment, included in the product instructions or
included in the appropriate listing and labeling guide information. er-onr-an-

Substantiation: As Mr. Boyce points out in his negative vote, the use of the
term “certificate” creates unneeded confusion because of how the term is used
with respect to some conformity assessment schemes. The suggested revision
in this comment would remove that term and replace it with the more direct
ways that limitations are provided. The following substantiates the changes:

- add “or other limitations” in place of “other pertinent information” to
follow “special conditions of use” to specifically note that the information
sources are important because they may contain limitations on the use of the
product that are not evident unless the sources are consulted.

- remove the words “or on an accompanying certificate” and replace them
with a reference to the product instructions and to the listing and labeling guide
information. These are the two additional sources (in addition to the product
markings) where the information on limitations can be found.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part

In the recommended wording, revise the second sentence of the

Informational Note as written in the comment to read as follows:

“Special conditions of use or other limitations and other pertinent
information may be marked on the equipment, included in the product
instructions or included in the appropriate listing and labeling information.”

The panel does not Accept the deletion of the wording “other pertinent
information”.

Panel Statement: The panel accepts the revision to add “included in the
product instructions or included in the appropriate listing and labeling
information”, and to delete “or on an accompanying certificate”.

The panel deleted the use of the word “guide” as it is too restrictive.

The panel rejects the deletion of “and other pertinent information”, because
this phrase includes conditions such as “limitations” and allowances that may
not be evident, unless the sources are consulted.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-81 Log #2455 NEC-PO1
(110.3(A)(1), FPN 2 (New) )

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: John R. Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-111

Recommendation: Reject the proposal.

Substantiation: The addition of new text in the FPN to address “certificates”
is not needed based on the existing text in the FPN and/or 110.3(B). The
proposed new FPN is extraneous and provides no added benefit to code users.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-80.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-82 Log #1262 NEC-POL
(110.3(B))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James W. Carpenter, International Association of Electrical
Inspectors

Comment on Proposal No: 1-118

Recommendation: We support the panel’s action of rejection of this proposal.
Substantiation: Removing the wording “listing and labeling” will have many
additional consequences.

An example of what could be at issue is found in Proposal 2-80, item six (6)
“Many manufactures continue to stipulate in their owner’s use and operation
manuals that the appliance is not to be connected to GFCI-protected outlet.”
This would allow a manufacture’s document to circumvent the National
Electrical Code section 210.8(A)(2).

Instructions for listed and labeled equipment are reviewed for compatibility
with the NEC. Code users are never “required” to violate Code requirements
and 90.4, 110.2 and 110.3(A) clearly support this. In the event an error
in instructions is identified, it should be brought to the attention of the
manufacturer, the listing or labeling body, and the standards developing
organization.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-83 Log #1263 NEC-PO1
(110.3(B))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James W. Carpenter, International Association of Electrical
Inspectors

Comment on Proposal No: 1-117

Recommendation: We support the panel’s action of rejection this proposal.
Substantiation: Removing the wording “listing and labeling” will have many
additional consequences.

An example of what could be at issue is found in Proposal 2-80, item six (6)
“Many manufactures continue to stipulate in their owner’s use and operation
manuals that the appliance is not to be connected to GFCI-protected outlet.”
This would allow a manufacture’s document to circumvent the National
Electrical Code section 210.8(A)(2).

Instructions for listed and labeled equipment are reviewed for compatibility
with the NEC. Code users are never “required” to violate Code requirements
and 90.4, 110.2 and 110.3(A) clearly support this. In the event an error
in instructions is identified, it should be brought to the attention of the
manufacturer, the listing or labeling body, and the standards developing
organization.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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1-84 Log #1434 NEC-PO1
(110.3(B))

Final Action: Reject

1-87 Log #1053 NEC-PO1
(110.9, FPN )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-118

Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:
Equipment covered by this Code shall be installed and used in accordance

with the listing or labeling or manufacturers’ instructions, if any, provided they

do not constitute a violation of Code provisions.

Substantiation: This provision should also apply to unlisted and unlabeled

equipment, provided there is no code violation.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide a statement of an alleged

problem, or substantiate that the comment would resolve the problem, as

required by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
See the panel action on Comments 1-82 and 1-83.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-85 Log #1433 NEC-PO1
(110.8)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 1-123
Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:

The wiring methods covered in this Code if identified for the uses shall be
permitted to be installed in or on any type of

(1) Building or other structure

(2) Occupancy

(3) Premises, except as otherwise provided in this Code.
Substantiation: “Recognized” is not NEC defined. Many of the “recognized”
(covered in this Code, presumably) are not suitable or permitted for all
installations. Structures other than “buildings” should be noted, also, “on”
buildings or other structures, and on premises where there is no occupancy or
structures.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide a statement of an alleged
problem, or substantiate that the comment would resolve the problem, as
required by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-86 Log #1720 NEC-PO1
(110.9)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 1-126

Recommendation: Revise the text of the 2011 NEC ROP Draft as follows:
110.9 Interrupting Rating. Equipment intended to interrupt current at

fault levels shall have an interrupting rating not less than the current that is
available, at the nominal circuit voltage, ane-the-eurrent-thatis-avatable at
the line terminals of the equipment. Equipment intended to interrupt current at

other than fault levels shall have an interrupting rating not less than the current
that must be interrupted at the nominal circuit voltage notess-than-the-eurrent

Informational Note: See 240.86 that permits the downstream circuit breaker
in a series combination to have a rating lower than the available short-circuit
current.
Substantiation: Since the Panel objected to including the permitted application
of the lower rated circuit breaker installed in a series combination, the concept
is included in a proposed Informational Note. The suggested reorganization
of the sentences is intended to give emphasis to the current that must be
interrupted rather than the voltage. When short circuit studies are performed, it
is the current, at the operating nominal voltage, that requires emphasis.

Note also that the definition of “Interrupting Rating” in Article 100
emphasizes the current at the rated voltage.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The proposed change does not enhance clarity or usability.
In addition, the submitter has not adequately substantiated a need for revising
the language.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: The submitters’s definition of interrupting rating is more
accurate--though all Ohmic quantities during a fault vary along a continuum.
For practical purposes, this is a better definition, in my view.

Submitter: Gregory P. Bierals, Samaritan’s Purse World Medical Mission
Comment on Proposal No: 1-128
Recommendation: Accept this proposal to add text as follows:

Providing devices that are capable of interrupting current at fault levels does
not assure conductor and equipment protection.

Substantiation: The present wording of 110.9 first paragraph is very
misleading. Even though the NEC is not intended as a design specification,
this section indicates, that providing equipment which has an interrupting
rating that is sufficient for the voltage and current that is available at the

line terminals of the equipment is acceptable. This does not assure proper
protection.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The comment is not supported by adequate substantiation.

In addition, the panel directs the submitter to the stated purpose of the NEC

as it appears in 90.1(A).

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

HICKMAN, P.: We agree with the submitters substantiation in Proposal
1-128. To achieve proper conductor and equipment protection, it is necessary to
have a detailed system analysis of fault current, the operating characteristics of
the overcurrent protective device and provide equipment and conductors with
suitable short-circuit ratings. The addition of the FPN would alert the user of
the Code that more factors must be in place to assure a safe installation that is
stated in 110.9.

1-88 Log #42 NEC-POL
(110.10)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Code-Making Panel 5,

Comment on Proposal No: 1-129
Recommendation: Revise the text of 110.10 by modifying the second sentence
of 110.10 as follows (first and third sentences remain as is): The overcurrent
protective devices, the total impedance, the component short-circuit current
ratings, and other characteristics of the circuit to be protected shall be selected
and coordinated to permit the circuit-protective devices used to clear a fault
to do so without extensive damage to the electrical components of the circuit.
This fault shall be assumed to be either between two or more of the circuit
conductors or between any circuit conductor and the equipment grounding
conductor(s) permitted in 250.118. i . Listed
products applied in accordance with their listing shall be considered to meet the
requirements of this section.

Substantiation: CMP-5 concurs with the CMP-1 action to accept the

addition of term “equipment” in the second sentence and not to include the
added phrase “or metal cable tray” as proposed by the submitter. CMP-5
recommends making the term “conductor” dual plural by adding “(s)” as there
may be more than one equipment grounding conductor involved in the circuit
and return ground fault current path.

CMP-5 recommends deleting the existing code text “or enclosing metal
raceway” and replacing it with “permitted in 250.118”. 250.118 states “The
equipment grounding conductor run with or enclosing the circuit conductors
.... “and includes enclosing raceways and cable trays as well as others such as
auxiliary gutters.

Addition of reference to 250.118 eliminates the need to create a list of menu
items such as enclosing metal raceway or metal cable tray in this section since
these are already included in 250.118 along with listed auxiliary gutters and
metal tubing.

CMP-5 notes that the proposal as submitted and accepted in principle by
CMP-1 appears to create a perception of deleting the first and third sentences.
CMP 1 intent seems to be to modify current sentence two only. There was no
technical substantiation provided in the proposal 1-129 by the submitter for
deletion of the first and the third sentence in 110.10.

The proposed text by CMP 5 is complete for section 110.10 to ensure that first
and third sentence remain in the NEC as is and only the second sentence is

modified based on proposal 1-129 Log# 617.

This Comment was developed by a CMP-5 Task Group and balloted through
the entire panel with the following ballot results:

16 Eligible to Vote

14 Affirmative (Alternate P.J. LeVasseur for Principal D. Hammel and
Alternate P.R. Picard for Principal R. Temblador)

2 Ballots Not Returned (D. Brender and G.S. Harding)

No Comments on Affirmative Vote were received.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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1-89 Log #2189 NEC-PO1
(110.10)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

1-92 Log #8 NEC-PO1
(110.12)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 1-129
Recommendation: Accept revised as follows:

This fault shall be assumed to be between two or more circuit conductors,
or between any circuit conductor, grounding or bonding conductor, grounded
metal raceway, grounded metal cable, or other grounded metal enclosures.
Substantiation: A ground fault can occur to other grounded equipment.
Overcurrent devices do not detect a fault to ungrounded equipment.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action on Comment 1-88.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-90 Log #2812 NEC-P01
(110.10)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Jay Tamblingson, Rockwell Automation
Comment on Proposal No: 1-130
Recommendation: Revise accepted new text as follows:

110.10 Circuit Impedance, Short-Circuit Current Ratings, and Other
Characteristics. The branch circuit protective devices, the total impedance, the
eempenent equipment short-circuit current ratings, and other characteristics
of the circuit to be protected shall be selected and coordinated to permit the
branch circuit protective devices used to clear a fault to do so without extensive
damage to the electrical eempenents_equipment of the circuit. This fault shall
be assumed to be either between two or more of the circuit conductors or
between any circuit conductor and the grounding conductor or enclosing metal
raceway. Listed produets-equipment applied in accordance with their listing
shall be considered to meet the requirements of this section.

Substantiation: The present use of the term “component” and “product” may
be interpreted as requiring evaluation of individual internal components of
equipment even when the equipment is marked with an overall short circuit
current rating as required by other articles or product standards. Changing to
the defined term “equipment” provides needed clarity and consistency.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-91 Log #7 NEC-PO1
(110.12)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Stanley Kaufman, CableSafe Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-139

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: Panel 12 rejected similar proposals 12-114, 12-146 with

the statement. “The requirement is unenforceable. Disposition of removed
materials is not a code responsibility. The remaining installation is required to
be in accordance with 110.3, which is enforceable.”

Panel 3 rejected similar proposals 3-173 and 3-253 with the statement. “The
submitter has not provided technical substantiation for the proposed change,
and compliance with this requirement would be unenforceable. This is already
covered under 90.4 and 110.2.

Panel 16 rejected similar proposals 16-24, 16-122, 16-241 and 16-305 with
the statement. “This is an unenforceable requirement. Removing abandoned
cable involves pulling unused cable and wiring from conduit, raceways,
ducts, shafts and drop ceilings. The objective of the original text is directed
at the final installation, that it be “neat and workmanlike”, not necessarily the
installation (in this case, removal) process. The submitter has provided no
substantiation for additional requirements during the removal process.”

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: Stanley Kaufman, CableSafe Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-146

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: Panel 12 rejected similar proposals 12-114, 12-146 with

the statement. “The requirement is unenforceable. Disposition of removed
materials is not a code responsibility. The remaining installation is required to
be in accordance with 110.3, which is enforceable.”

Panel 3 rejected similar proposals 3-173 and 3-253 with the statement. “The
submitter has not provided technical substantiation for the proposed change,
and compliance with this requirement would be unenforceable. This is already
covered under 90.4 and 110.2.

Panel 16 rejected similar proposals 16-24, 16-122, 16-241 and 16-305 with
the statement. “This is an unenforceable requirement. Removing abandoned
cable involves pulling unused cable and wiring from conduit, raceways,
ducts, shafts and drop ceilings. The objective of the original text is directed
at the final installation, that it be “neat and workmanlike”, not necessarily the
installation (in this case, removal) process. The submitter has provided no
substantiation for additional requirements during the removal process.”

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-93 Log #525 NEC-PO1
(110.12)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 1-139

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: Removing abandoned cable involves pulling unused cable
and wiring from conduit, raceways, ducts and drop ceilings that, by its very
nature, cannot realistically be performed in a “neat” manner. The objective of
the original text is that the final installation be “neat and workmanlike”, not
necessarily the installation process. The affirmative comment by Mr. Anthony
encouraging the submitter to consider proposing a new NEC section to deal
with “... demolition hazards, workmanlike electrical demolition with emphasis
on abandoned cables ...” is inappropriate. The NEC “... covers the installation
of electrical conductors, equipment ...” [see 90.2(A)] for the purpose of “...
safeguarding of persons and property from hazards arising from the use of
electricity” [see 90.1(A)]. It is not intended as an instruction manual [see
90.1(C)] for either the installation or the demolition processes.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-94 Log #1432 NEC-PO1
(110.12)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-135

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: “Neat and workmanlike” are not NEC defined, are subjective,
and per the NEC Style Manual to be avoided without further specifics. If an
installation fully complies with the NEC, it is presumed to be safe which is the
stated purpose in 90.1. Aesthetics should not be a safety code requirement.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel reaffirms its action and statement on Proposal
1-135.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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1-95 Log #1204 NEC-PO1
(110.12(A))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

Comment on Proposal No: 1-141

Recommendation: This proposal should have been Rejected.

Substantiation: This comment supports the “Explanation of Negative Vote” by
panel members Mr. Hickman, Mr. Hittinger, and Mr. Labrake for this proposal.
Panel 1 removed language for 110.12(A) that protected the user from electrical
shock without any substantiation to ensure a safe installation. Metal plugs or
metal plates can become energized by incidental contact when installed in
nonmetallic enclosures.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-96 Log #2357 NEC-PO1
(110.12(A))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Marcus R. Sampson, Lysistrata Electric

Comment on Proposal No: 1-141

Recommendation: The panel should continue to reject this proposal.
Substantiation: Metal covers and cover plates on non-metallic boxes are
required to be bonded to the equipment grounding conductor because of the
possibility of becoming energized by a conductor or splice failure within the
enclosure. If metal plugs or plates are used to close unused openings and
they are not bonded to the equipment grounding conductor, they need to at a
minimum, be recessed ‘/4-inch to help avoid shock hazard.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The intent of the submitter is unclear. The recommendation
is to continue to reject Proposal 1-141, however, the action on this proposal
was to accept.

See the panel action on Comment 1-95.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-97 Log #2482 NEC-P01
(110.12(A))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-141

Recommendation: The proposal should be rejected.

Substantiation: The comments in the voting are correct. Until the 2002 NEC
the requirement was within the scope of CMP 9, and has actually been in the
NEC for over 72 years. When CMP 9 entrusted this requirement to CMP 1,

it did so because the centralization in one location of a general requirement
served code usability. It never imagined that provisions would be unraveled
without technical substantiation. This particular requirement is reflected in the
relevant product standards, and directly applies to the common usage of metal
cable clamps in fiberglass boxes; if no cable enters the box at such an opening,
the metal clamp secures the opening and must not be exposed to routine
contact because it would be liable to become energized (defined as capable of
energization upon the failure of a single element of insulation). There are many
NEC requirements that have stood the test of time and therefore are not the
subject of proposals for change; to suggest that a requirement be removed for
this reason stands the usual understanding that code changes follow technical
substantiation on its head.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-98 Log #2483 NEC-PO1
(110.12(A))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-142

Recommendation: The proposal should be accepted.

Substantiation: How can a proposal that adds an additional permission (to
add weep holes in the field) be “too restrictive” when such proposals are
necessarily less restrictive than the existing text? The panel statement makes
no sense. Electricians have added weep holes in the field since electrical
enclosures were first used in wet locations, and will continue to do so. Their
use improves the safety and durability of electrical installations. How many
times have we seen the inside of cast aluminum boxes thoroughly degraded
over time when moisture condensed within the enclosure; experienced
electricians routinely provide weep holes in the underside that provide enough

ventilation to avoid such damage. The rule in 230.53 is merely one example,
albeit one with an express code mandate. The Code should say what it means
and mean what it says.

As noted in the comment by this submitter on Proposal 1-141, this section
was originally within the scope of CMP 9. In the 1996 code cycle (Proposal
9-33) CMP 9 limited the unused opening provision to cable and raceway
openings precisely to accommodate weep holes. The submitter of that proposal,
the late Creighton Schwan, was one of the greatest participants in the code
process in the history of the document. He correctly pointed out that such
opening should be clearly permitted, and it is frankly astonishing that CMP
1 is now resisting fixing this oversight. If this is not done, this submitter will
seriously consider restoring this allowance through proposals directed at
Articles 312 and 314 in the 2014 code making cycle.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: Acceptance of the proposed text without any parameters
placed on field installed drain holes would result in inconsistent or impossible
enforcement of 110.12, e.g.: a 1/2 in. hole could be drilled into an enclosure
and called a drain hole by the installer.

In addition, adding a blanket allowance for weep holes in enclosures could
inadvertently encourage violation of other code provisions regarding drainage,
such as 501.15(F).

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-99 Log #524 NEC-P01 Final Action: Accept

(110.12(C) (New) )

Submitter: James E. Brunssen, Telecordia Technologies Inc. / Rep. Alliance
for Communications Industry Solutions (ATIS)

Comment on Proposal No: 1-146

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: Removing abandoned cable involves pulling unused cable
and wiring from conduit, raceways, ducts and drop ceilings that, by its very
nature, cannot realistically be performed in a “neat” manner. The objective

of the original text is that the final installation be “neat and workmanlike”,
not necessarily the installation process. The affirmative comment by Mr.
Anthony (see his comment to Proposal 1-139) encouraging the submitter to “...
consider proposing a new NEC section to deal with “... demolition hazards,
workmanlike electrical demolition with emphasis on abandoned cables ...” is
inappropriate. The NEC “... covers the installation of electrical conductors,
equipment ...” [see 90.2(A)] for the purpose of “... safeguarding of persons
and property from hazards arising from the use of electricity” [see 90.1(A)]. It
is not intended as an instruction manual [see 90.1(C)] for either the installation
or the demolition processes.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-78 Log #1431 NEC-POL
(110.13)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-147

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: This provision should also apply to equipment which is not
surface mounted, e.g., flush mounted, chain supported, suspended pushbuttons
and other control stations. Firmly attached is not necessarily the same as firmly
supported.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide a statement of an alleged
problem, or substantiate that the comment would resolve the problem, as
required by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-100 Log #2484 NEC-PO1
(110.14)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-148

Recommendation: Accept the proposal in principle, using the text as proposed
but changing the word “listed” to “identified.”

Substantiation: This wording improves on the panel action taken under
Proposal 1-149 in two ways. First, it is correctly located as part of the parent
text in 110.14, ahead of 110.14(A). This is because the guide card limitations
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apply to both “terminal connectors” and “splicing wire connectors” and there
is no technical reason to limit the application of this rule to one or the other.
Second, the proposed language expressly cites the stranding to be addressed, as
requested (correctly) in the NEMA comment in the voting.

CMP 1 may want to consider a delayed effective date for this, the fact
that these rules are already enforceable under 110.3(B) notwithstanding. The
electrical industry is not remotely prepared for routine enforcement. There are
almost no mechanical connectors that meet the guide card limitations, only
crimping connectors or ferrules. Most motor leads use finer stranding than
Class C concentric, and they are made up by the millions with mechanical
connections in the terminal housings. Flexible cords exclusively use fine
stranding for obvious reasons and when they land in cord caps and receptacle
bodies, they do so in devices that do not have the required markings for
stranding class, even on the boxes they come in. All of this can be fixed, and
the panel action to go to “identified” as the standard of product acceptance
helps in this regard, but it will take some time to get everything in place.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-101.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

MONIZ, G.: See My Explanation of Negative to NEMA vote on 1-101.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

The panel accepts the placement of the additional text to address fine
stranded conductors.

The panel moves the text of the comment from 110.14(A) to the parent
paragraph of 110.14 following the existing paragraph.

In addition, the existing FPN will follow the newly recommended text.

Table 10 will be placed in Chapter 9 as proposed by the submitter.
Panel Statement: The recommended text improves clarity and enhances
usability.

The placement of this information in 110.14 is more appropriate as it pertains
to electrical connections generally.

The panel notes that “Table 10 - Conductor Stranding” is the copyrighted
property of UL, and permission for usage has been requested.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

MONIZ, G.: Both the comment and the proposal to which it refers should be
rejected. ANSI class designations can include more than one stranding count,
and this can create confusion.

1-102 Log #2485 NEC-P01
(110.14(A))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

1-101 Log #1588 NEC-PO1
(110.14(A))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Jim Pauley, Schneider Electric

Comment on Proposal No: 1-149

Recommendation: Replace the 3 paragraph of 110.14(A) in the ROP draft
with the following:

“Connectors and terminals for conductors more finely stranded than Class B
and Class C stranding as shown in Chapter 9, Table 10 shall be identified for
the specific conductor class or classes and the number of strands.”

Add a new Table 10 in Chapter 9 as follows:

Table 10 — Conductor Stranding

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-149

Recommendation: Accept the panel action in principle. Use the location and
wording from this submitter as set forth the companion comment on Proposal
1-148.

Substantiation: This is a housekeeping comment correlating the panel action
in 110.14(A) with that suggested for 110.14.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-101.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Substantiation: The term “fine stranded conductor” has no meaning in the
NEC or in the product standards. If the panel is intent on adding a rule for
specification of terminals for other than the standard conductor stranding, it
will be necessary to use the same terminology as the product standard. This
comment would revise the added paragraph to specifically reference Class B
and C stranding. The added paragraph is consistent with 10.12 of UL 486A-B
which requires that connectors for other than Class B or C stranding be marked
with the conductor class and the number of strands.

In order to define Class B and C stranding, it is necessary to add a table
to the NEC that is consistent with the product standards. A new Table 10 to
Chapter 9 is proposed. This table comes from UL 486A-B - Table 14. Without
this table, Class B and C stranding will have no meaning unless you have a
copy of the product standard.

Without providing the full details that can be applied in the field and by the
AHJ, the requirement should not appear at all in the NEC.

Conductor Size Number of strands
Copper Aluminum 1-103 Log #716 NEC-PO1 Final Action: Accept
AWG or kemil (mm?) ClassB | ClassC Class B (110.14(C)(1))
24-30 0.20-0.05 @ - - - -
Submitter: James M. Daly, Upper Saddle River, NJ
22 0.32 7 - - Comment on Proposal No: 1-153
20 052 10 p = Recommendation: The Proposal should be accepted in principle and “Table
18 08D 6 — — 310.16” should be revised to read “Table 310.15(B)(16)”.
) Substantiation: Panel 6 Accepted in Principal Proposal 6-52 and renumbered
16 13 26 - - Table 310.16 as Table 310.15(B)(16). Acceptance of this Comment will provide
14=7 721-336 7 19 70 correlation.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
1-4/0 424 -107 9 37 19 Number Eligible to Vote: 12
250 -500 127-253 37 61 37 Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
600 — 1000 304 -508 61 91 61
1250 — 1500 635 -759 91 127 91
T750=2000 886 =1016 107 7T o7 1-104 Log #1049 NEC-P0O1 Final Action: Reject
. (110.14(C)(1)(0)(3))
Number of strands vary.
® Aluminum 14 AWG (2.1 mm?) is not available. Submitter: Gregory P. Bierals, Samaritan’s Purse World Medical Mission

Comment on Proposal No: 1-155
Recommendation: Accept this proposal to add the following new text t:
Conductors extended between devices that have terminals which have
differing temperature ratings shall have an ampacity that is based on the lowest
temperature rating.
Substantiation: The revised wording is definitely more direct than the present
wording and easier to understand and apply.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide a statement of an alleged
problem, or substantiate that the comment would resolve the problem, as
required by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:
ANTHONY, M.: This is a clean cut, “silver bullet” statement, in an industry
that is in need of silver bullets.
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1-105 Log #57 NEC-PO1
(110.16)

Final Action: Accept

1-108 Log #2486 NEC-PO1
(110.17 (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 1-164

Recommendation: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that the panel
clarify the panel action and statement on this proposal.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Per the actions taken on Comments 1-106 and 1-107, the final wording of
110.16 is to read as follows:

“110.16 Arc-Flash Hazard Warning. Electrical equipment, such as
switchboards, panelboards, industrial control panels, meter socket enclosures,
and motor control centers, that are in other than dwelling units, and are likely
to require examination,
adjustment, servicing, or maintenance while energized shall be field marked
to warn qualified persons of potential electric arc flash hazards. The marking
shall be
located so as to be clearly visible to qualified persons before examination,
adjustment, servicing, or maintenance of the equipment.”

Panel Statement: The panel accepts the direction of the Technical Correlating
Committee. The term “dwelling unit” refers to a single dwelling that may be
within a two-family or multifamily dwelling.

The panel reaffirms its action on Proposal 1-162. Thus, Proposal 1-164 was
“Accepted in Principle”.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-106 Log #438 NEC-P01
(110.16)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Michael J. Johnston, National Electrical Contractors Association
Comment on Proposal No: 1-166
Recommendation: Recommendation is to Accept in Part Proposal 1-166.
Revise the title of the section to “Arc-Flash Hazard Warning” as proposed for
subdivision (A) in this proposal.
Reject the remainder of the proposal for the reasons stated by CMP-1 in their
original action.
Substantiation: The current title of this section is not accurate. This section
does not deal with all aspects of Flash Protection. This section provides a
requirement for a warning label on equipment. The proposal introduced a more
accurate term in subdivision (A) that is consistent with the requirement in this
section.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-107 Log #1721 NEC-P01
(110.16)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 1-165

Recommendation: Revise the existing text of the 2008 NEC as follows:
110.16 Flash Protection. For other than one and two-family dwellings,
electrical Eteetrieat equipment, such as switchboards, panelboards, industrial
control panels, meter socket enclosures, and motor control centers, that are-
in-otherthan-dweting-oceupancies,and are likely to require examination,
adjustment, servicing, or maintenance while energized shall be field marked to
warn qualified persons of potential electric arc flash hazards. The marking shall
be located so as to be clearly visible to qualified persons before examination,
adjustment, servicing, or maintenance of the equipment.

Substantiation: This section, as revised in the ROP by replacing the term
“dwelling occupancies” with “dwelling units,” can still lead to varying
interpretations. The term “dwelling units” can be interpreted to include, one-
family, two-family, and multifamily dwellings as all contain one or more
dwelling units. Thus, the phrase “For other than one and two-family dwellings”
should be used as shown in the Proposal and in this Comment. These terms are
defined in Article 100 and thus the application of the rule is much less likely to
be misinterpreted.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel reaffirms its action on Proposal 1-162. The term
“dwelling unit” refers to a single dwelling that may be within a two-family or
multifamily dwelling.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-167

Recommendation: Continue to reject the proposal.

Substantiation: In addition to the panel statement, this subject is fully covered
in 300.12 and need not be duplicated in Article 110. As general provision
covering wiring methods it does belong in Article 300, the opening article in
Chapter 3.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-109 Log #494 NEC-PO1
(110.22(B))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Code-Making Panel 10,

Comment on Proposal No: 1-177

Recommendation: CMP-10 supports the CMP-1 action to Accept in Principle
in Part Proposal 1-177.

Substantiation: The Accepted editorial revisions add clarity to the text.

This comment was developed by a CMP-10 Task Group and balloted through
the entire panel with the following ballot results:

12 Eligible to vote

12 Affirmative (S.E. Townsend for D.M. Darling)

The following Affirmative Comment on \Vote was received:

D.R. Cook stated: “The proposed text from the submitter, nor the CMP-1
action, addressed the substantiation related to questions about what value is
required to be provided in the existing blank. A review of NEC text; panel
statements, and substantiation for the evolving text since the 1990 NEC, seems
to indicate the ampere value that should be included in the blank, is that of
the “series combination system”. | agree with the submitter, based on field
experience as an AHJ, that it is not apparent what is to be field marked in the
blank.”

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-110 Log #1722 NEC-PO1
(110.22(B))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services
Comment on Proposal No: 1-177
Recommendation: Revise the text of the 2011 NEC ROP Draft as follows:

CAUTION — ENGINEERED SERIES COMBINATION SYSTEM._
COMPLY WITH ENGINEER’S INSTRUCTIONS DATED-RATED
AMPERES. IDENTIFIED REPLACEMENT COMPONENTS REQUIRED.
Substantiation: The marking requirements of engineered series-combination
systems need to be clarified. The previously accepted markings are far too
general to be of value to those who are likely to be replacing components after
the original installation or modification.

The engineer will include a requirement for a specific overcurrent device,
often by make and model or operating characteristic that must be used at
both ends of the series-combination. The simple “RATED __ AMPERES”
does not require or provide the information needed for proper replacement of
component(s) to ensure the safety contemplated in this rule.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The proposed additional language would be redundant to
“Identified replacement components required”.

The prescriptive requirements for documentation and marking of the rating
are contained in 240.86(A).

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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1-111 Log #493 NEC-PO1
(110.22(C))

Final Action: Accept

1-114 Log #487 NEC-PO1
(110.24)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Code-Making Panel 10,

Comment on Proposal No: 1-178

Recommendation: CMP-10 supports the CMP-1 action to Accept in Principle
in Part Proposal 1-178.

Substantiation: The Accepted editorial revisions add clarity to the text.

This comment was developed by a CMP-10 Task Group and balloted through
the entire panel with the following ballot results:

12 Eligible to vote

12 Affirmative (S.E. Townsend for D.M. Darling)

The following Affirmative Comment on Vote was received:

D.R. Cook stated: “The proposed text from the submitter, nor the CMP-1
action, addressed the substantiation related to questions about what value is
required to be provided in the existing blank. A review of NEC text; panel
statements, and substantiation for the evolving text since the 1990 NEC, seems
to indicate the ampere value that should be included in the blank, is that of
the “series combination system”. | agree with the submitter, based on field
experience as an AHJ, that it is not apparent what is to be field marked in the
blank.”

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-112 Log #648 NEC-PO1 Final Action: Hold

(110.23)

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee will appoint a Task
Group to study this issue for the 2014 Code cycle.

Submitter: Edward G. Kroth, Verona, WI

Comment on Proposal No: 1-62

Recommendation: Renumber existing 110.23 as 110.24, and install new
110.23 to read as follows:

110.23 Lockable Disconnecting Means. If a disconnecting means is required
to be lockable in the open (off) position it shall have the provision for locking
or adding a lock to the disconnecting means remain in place at the switch or
circuit breaker whether the lock is installed or not. Portable means for adding
a lock to the switch or circuit breaker do not meet the standard of this rule and
shall not be permitted.

Substantiation: | have to agree with the Code-Making Panel 1’s statement
that the proposed definition is not appropriate for Article 100. | believe that
the present wording and location in Article 110 should be accepted as held for
the 2014 NEC code cycle. It is still my opinion that this will allow elimination
of repetition in at least 27 code sections over three chapters. Article 110 and
its Part | are both titled “General” so including this rule here would allow it to
apply to Chapters 1 through 7 inclusive, unless otherwise modified by Chapters
5,6, and 7.

Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-49.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Comment on Affirmative:

FISKE, W.: The comment is being held. This action by CMP-1 makes the
comment a proposal for NEC 2014 Code cycle. We note that the proposed
Code rule - as expressed in Comment 1-112 - conflicts with the OSHA lockout/
tagout rule, as expressed in 29CFR1910.147. In employee workplaces, 29CFR
is national law. A different proposal, better aligned with 29CFR1910.147,
would better serve Code users.

1-113 Log #1713 NEC-PO1
(110.23)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-179

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: For safety reasons, current transformers that are not being
used should be short-circuited; personnel may not be aware when a circuit may
be energized. Refer to the statement by Mr. McMahill.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: It is clear that “potentially” refers to the possibility of
becoming energized.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: Pete Baldauf, City of Vandalia

Comment on Proposal No: 1-183

Recommendation: CMP-1 should reject Proposal 1-183 in its entirety.
Substantiation: Proposed 110.24 as written does not increase electrical safety.
Fault current is not a static value for two primary reasons:

1. Electrical utilities seldom inform the end user of changes to the distribution
system. Routine utility maintenance procedures will often change the available
fault current, invalidating a previously posted value.

2. Relatively minor changes to the premises wiring system will often change
the available fault current, invalidating a previously posted value.

The proposed text is not retroactive and doesn’t address utility changes or
changes in the premises wiring. Without provisions requiring re-calculating and
re-posting when these types of changes are made, the posted value of the
available fault current will often be inaccurate providing a false sense of
security. This severely compromises electrical safety.

The ROP for the 2005 edition of the NEC contained a proposal (1-172a) for a
similar label to be field applied. This labeling, if it had been approved, would
have required that it contain the incident energy available or the level of PPE to
be selected to perform work on electrical equipment. The change was proposed
to 110.16. It was rejected by the CMP at that time.

Here are some of the explanations for the negative from the panel members at
that time:

TROGLIA: EEI agrees that this proposal does identify a safety issue for the
electric industry. However, the proposed approach is flawed in that it requires
equipment to be marked based on a particular calculation of incident energy
made at one moment in time and then expect it to be valid at some future time.
This proposed labeling is not reasonable, practical, nor does it provide for
adequate personnel safety. In addition, it may result in a false sense of security
and a safety hazard in the future. In fact, any calculation or determination of
work conditions, as required by the proposal, actually needs to be made and
assessed each time and immediately prior to conducting work on energized
equipment if personnel safety is to be assured. The current proposal raises
several critical questions, for example.

1. Who is responsible for ensuring accurate calculations are made initially and
in the future (i.e., AHJ)?

2. Is relabeling required each time the utilities or the customer’s system is
modified?

3. Is the customer responsible for recalculating the value every time they want
to work on an energized system?

4. What obligation does the qualified worker have to verify that the posted
values are current and accurate?

5. What obligation does the employer or the qualified worker have to verify
their safety and the accuracy of the label?

The issue that is actually raised by this proposal is Safe Work Practices and
Procedures; something the utility industry is readily familiar with and for
which it has adopted standards for its employees who may be subject to similar
or the same work conditions. The millions of existing electrical installations
worldwide will not benefit from the labeling of incident energy. Only safe work
practice and procedures will assure the safety of the qualified worker for both
new and existing installations. While some persons may advocate prohibiting
the practice of working on energized equipment, it is realized that it is not
practical as there will be some situations where that practice is unavoidable. It
is time for the electric industry to establish a good and reasonable set of Safe
Work Practices and Procedures for personnel working on energized equipment;
practices that, based on evidence provided by the proposer; it has evidently
failed to do. The requirements are identified in NFPA 70E and it is a good
document to provide and to enforce to accomplish the recognition and use of
these Safe Work Practices and Procedures. Some may argue that the work
practice requirements would not be applicable for all cases, or may be extreme
for some cases, but a good field standard needs to be developed and used. It
should be considered reasonable and appropriate to develop a general standard
practice to be used instead of trying to “tailor” requirements on a specific basis.
While it may be considered extreme for some situations, it would provide a
general level of safety for all situations. This is similar to what utilities have
done for some time. For example, utility work practices and procedures are the
same for its personnel whether they are working on an urban or rural
installation of the same type. Therefore, the use, application, reference to or
extraction of the requirement of NFPA 70E is recommended either as a stand-
alone document or for development of industry wide safe work practices and
procedures, especially for working on energized equipment.
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STAUFFER: Requiring detailed arc-flash hazard information on electrical
distribution equipment is not practical because the incident energy available
depends on many factors. It is also subject to change over time due to
modifications of the electrical distribution system, or changes by the supplying
utility. | addition, the proposed revisions to 110.16 do not specify who is
responsible for calculating the incident energy, labeling the equipment, and
verifying the available incident energy and labeling. This proposal creates
potential legal liability problems for designers, installers, owners, and
authorities having jurisdiction.

MINICK: NEMA is a strong supporter of NFPA 70E and safe work
practices. However, the proposed revision will create an untenable situation in
the context of the NEC. NFPA 70E is only useful if the ENTIRE document is
understood and followed. Adding a label to equipment will only serve as a
means for individuals to “short-cut” the process and assume they know more
than they really do about proper work practice.

The NEC is an installation code and NOT a work practice document.
Inspectors cannot reasonably inspect to this requirement. Is the value of the
label correct? Which calculation is acceptable? What if the value is wrong? Has
the installing contractor and approving inspector taken on the liability for a
work practice issue that is not normally in their domain? What if the
transformer is changed and the fault current goes up?

Proper work practice requires that the worker understand the present situation
he or she is faced with and develop a work plan that is appropriate. Part of that
work practice is to do analysis and calculations before you perform the work.
The information proposed for the label may make sense for a large industrial
that has complete control over their system and has procedures in place to
properly utilize the information. But the NEC is not a document just for large
industrials, it is applied everywhere. It is difficult to understand, what a typical
installer is going to do for the panelboard installed at a convenience store to
apply the proper labeling, or if that labeling will mean anything to the
individual that may do maintenance work in such a location.

The revision is not appropriate for the NEC.

Although Incident Energy and Available Fault Current are two separate
considerations it should be recognized that neither value is static. The values
are subject to change and the change can, and usually does, take place without
anyone’s knowledge.

The logic applied by the panel members in their explanation of the negative
vote for the proposal to 110.16 for the 2005 NEC is synonymous to the logic
that the panel members should apply to the proposed 110.24. The concerns for
safety haven’t changed.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel continues to support the concepts in Proposal
1-183 as evidenced by its action on Comment 1-115.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-117.

Comment on Affirmative:
ANTHONY, M.: See my statement on Comment 1-115.

1-115 Log #605 NEC-PO1
(110.24)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Donald R. Cook, Pelham, AL
Comment on Proposal No: 1-183
Recommendation: Accept this proposal in principle.

The task group identified in the following substantiation recommends
rejection of Proposal 10-72 to achieve correlation with Proposal 1-183. The
task group recommends the proposal be accepted in principal as follows:

110.24 Available Fault Current.

(A) Marking. Service equipment in other than dwelling units shall be legibly
marked in the field with the maximum available fault current. The field
marking(s) shall include the date the fault current calculation was performed
and be of sufficient durability to withstand the environment involved.

(B) Modifications. When modifications to the electrical installation occur,
that affect the maximum available fault current at the service, the maximum
available fault current shall be verified or recalculated as necessary to ensure
the service equipment interrupting ratings are sufficient for the maximum
available fault current at the line terminals of the equipment. The required field
markings(s) in (A) above shall be adjusted to reflect the new level of maximum
available fault current.

Exception: The field marking requirements in (A) and (B) shall not be
required in industrial installations where conditions of maintenance and
supervision ensure that only qualified persons service the equipment.

Substantiation: Proposals 1-183 and 10-72 propose an available short circuit
current marking requirement for electrical equipment. Both were Accepted in
Principle by CMP-1 and CMP-10, respectively. The Technical Correlating
Committee directed a Task Group be formed to determine if comments could
be submitted to correlate the two actions. The Task Group was made up of Neil
LaBrake, Michael Anthony, Mike Johnston, Vince Saporita, Alan Manche, Carl
Fredericks, Jim Dollard, Gil Moniz, and Donny Cook. The task group
compared the two Panel Actions and developed Public Comments for each
action. The Task Group recommends the marking requirement be located in
110.24 rather than 240.35 based on short circuit current requirements that
currently exist in 110.9 and 110.10 and marking requirements that currently
exist in 110.22. Based on that consensus, the Task Group recommends Proposal
1-183 be accepted with recommended modifications. The word “maximum”
was added in an attempt to clarify the requirements as an equipment rating
consideration and not for use in conjunction with arc flash hazard analysis. The
other revisions suggested are an attempt by the Task Group to include areas of
general agreement into this section after reviewing the actions of both CMP-1
and CMP-10. The Task Group encourages CMP-1 to take all public comments
and the CMP-10 action on Proposal 10-72 (copy provided) into consideration
in developing this section. See the companion comment for Proposal 10-72.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-117.

Comment on Affirmative:

ANTHONY, M.: Considerable thought has been given to the consequences of
our industry’s acceptance of this proposal. Educational facility electrical
professionals have been polled on this issue several times over the past 10
years. APPA.ORG has entered abstentions for the past three code cycles and
now the time is right to submit a clear Yes or No.

These previous abstentions were significant because our vote was the
determining vote in forestalling the mandatory requirement for calculating
incident energy numbers and placing them on every piece of electrical
equipment over 50V, in every building, in every school and campus in
America. Even if we could afford it, and electrical safety was the only safety
issue we had to deal with, the undertaking was incomprehensibly large.

We also found electrical professional in our industry divided; with opinions
lining up pretty much along the same 7-4-1 voting pattern as the interest groups
on CMP-1 itself. Flash hazard analysis, asserted through NFPA 70E and carried
through on a label required in 110.16, was appreciated -- if for no other reason
than it was a way to justify a budget for get circuit diagrams drawn and
maintained.

Now comes a proposal with more modest aims (i.e., scalable, more
affordable) but with pitfalls of its own. We have had plenty of time -- since
about 1999 -- to adjust to the budget impact. It is our hope that acceptance of
this proposal will serve the purpose of accelerating development of real-time
impedance instrumentation that can be a point on a smart grid just as easily as
ammeters and voltmeters. Please refer to the attachment, and IEEE paper,
authored by Thomas L. Baldwin, Michael J. Hittel, Lynn F. Saunders and Frank
Renovich Jr. titled, “Using a Microprocessor-Based Instrument to Predict the
Incident Energy From Arc-Flash Hazards”. In case the attachment cannot be
duplicated in the ROC document itself, the abstract of this paper is reproduced
below:

“To assess the potential arc hazards of a workspace, workers must rely on
engineering fault studies to provide vital fault-current data. An instrument,
based on a network impedance analyzer, determines the maximum flash-arc
incident-energy exposure at a worksite within a few seconds. The digital
analyzer measures the power system source impedance, ratio, and the system
voltage to predict the bolted fault current and incident energy, while the power
distribution system is energized and in normal operation. The instrument
computes the incident energy for standard electrical workspaces of an open-air
arc and an enclosed box with one open side. Experiments have been conducted
to verify the accuracy of the impedance and ratio measurements.”

How many of these instruments do we need to build before they become
economical enough to include in a standard metering package? Related to the
matter or scale is whether an impedance measuring instrument, applied where
fault current varies widely, is more cost effective than IEEE 1584 calculation
methods. As a respected voice in our industry writes in Comment 119
regarding the practicality of a label for fault current that varies widely: “...The
single group of users that might actually be able to have a full understanding of
system changes over time is the large industrial users — yet, the panel has
exempted them from the requirement. They are actually the ONLY group that
could benefit from a label...”
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This is an accurate observation, one that applies to many of 100+ small and
medium sized district energy cogeneration systems run by the education and
health care facilities industry. In other words, where dynamic impedance
measuring instrumentation would be most likely to be applied is where it may
least be needed because of the knowledgeable staffs that run low and medium
voltage installations of about 1-100 megawatts.

The relevance of the NEC as an asset to our industry can be no greater than
the new ideas we try to drive through it every three years. The “impedance
meter” seems credible enough for a broader industry discussion. We have seen
solutions-looking-for-problems in the past. Zone-selective interlocking (ZSI),
for example. ZSI’s first applications were intended to reduce fault current stress
on a bus. Applications were generally sparse. In retrospect, it seems that ZSI-
variants have been more widely adapted to solve the electrician safety problem.

In prospect, the NFPA 70-series of documents are on the verge of needing to
adapt to greater public focus on the last mile of power distribution, so-called
smart grid technology, a re-scaling of the normal and backup power system
availability on either side of what, for the moment, is agreed as the
demarcation point between serving utility and building premises wiring.

The electrical industry needs to roll in these innovations at greater pace. We’ll
still need a budget for keeping circuit diagrams up to date, though.

The IEEE document has been submitted to the NFPA 70 staff as part of this
proposal is available for public review.

BARRIOS, L.: Although a label will not ensure compliance with the
requirements of 110.9, the ACC supports this comment because it includes
necessary changes to the language accepted in Proposal 1-183 during the
proposal stage. Failure of this comment, developed by a TG consisting of
CMP1 and CMP10 members, would result in acceptance of the language
approved during the proposal stage, which is not desirable. Additional
modifications that would address some of the concerns stated in the numerous
comments on this proposal include 1) locating the proposed language in 110.9,
which would clarify that the labeled fault current applies to the interrupting
rating of equipment only and therefore not appropriate to use in arc flash
calculations, and 2) limiting the scope to services 600V nominal or less.

NEWMAN SCEARCE, S.: While | support the work of the task group, | also
feel there is a need to specify the label type, size and location of the
information required.

1-116 Log #1222 NEC-P01
(110.24)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Ron Shapiro, HP Critical Facilities Services Delivered by

EYPMCF

Comment on Proposal No: 1-183

Recommendation: Delete text as follows:
H16-24-AvatableFatit-Current

avattable-fatttedrrent
Substantiation: If available fault current is marked on equipment, it will
almost always be established conservatively, so that the value is artificially
high. Often it will be calculated using an infinite primary transformer
calculation. This is satisfactory for interrupting capacity and withstand
comparisons for equipment selection, but could result in death to an electrical
worker that uses this information to determine incident energy values. When
marked fault current is artificially high, it will often result in theoretically
faster acting inverse time overcurrent protective device; lower incident energy
and eventually a lower PPE requirement will result. An electrical worker
performing testing or other energized work may be hurt or killed from
inadequate PPE selection stemming from the use of artificially high fault
current values.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel continues to support the concepts in Proposal
1-183 as evidenced by its action on Comment 1-115.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-117.
Comment on Affirmative:

ANTHONY, M.: See my statement on Comment 1-115.

1-117 Log #1322 NEC-P01
(110.24)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Neil F. LaBrake, Jr., National Grid USA

Comment on Proposal No: 1-183

Recommendation: Reject this proposal and delete suggested text.
Substantiation: This proposal should be rejected based on the following
rationale.

1. Some utilities publish tables of available fault current at the secondary
terminals of the lowest impedance transformers they provide based on an
infinite supply bus of radial distribution systems. These are usually for service
voltages below 600 volts. For example, see Section 9.3 of our Company’s ESB
750 (http://www.nationalgridus.com/electricalspecifications). Higher voltage
services, i.e. greater than 1000 volts are engineered where the utility would
provide available characteristics at the time of design/installation from the
supply at the service point. These two provisions can change, as the utility
system is dynamic. Those described for under 600 volts are now being changed
in our Company to reflect the new efficiency standards of distribution
transformers.

2. With the advent of Smart Grid systems, the available fault current can
change very quickly. Posting of the maximum available fault current supports
the mistaken belief that that is the worst case. While it is for equipment ratings,
it is not for arc hazard analysis. It can be likely that posted values on the
equipment would be used for arc hazard energy calculations rather than
equipment upgrades. It is better for a customer to be talking with the utility
when upgrades are planned rather than assuming the posted values on the
equipment can be used.

3. A customer is responsible to consult with their serving utility when
working on their service connection that includes the premises service
equipment. There are just too many variables that can change when making
fault current calculations.

4. For equipment ratings, the maximum available fault current at any location
would need to be considered and include motor and parallel generator
contributions from the connections to premises wiring on the load side of the
service point. This is something the premises owner will need to calculate
based on their connected equipment.

5. Field marking equipment whether at the service equipment or elsewhere in
the premises wiring would need to consider points 1 and 4 above.

6. Since NEC sections 90.8, 110.9, and 110.10 apply whether it is a new
installation or altering of premises wiring, it should be sufficient for
enforcement and examination under 90.4 and 90.7 to ensure equipment meets
the capability of the maximum available fault current at any location within.
Dated field marking is not necessary in this regard and its information could be
misapplied in the future if values are not verified or used for other purposes
than the intent of the equipment’s withstand rating.

Although the concept of the proposal is plausible, it appears this field
marking requirement is a design and/or work practice issue that is not covered
by the NEC (see 90.1(C) and 90.2(A)).

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel continues to support the concepts in Proposal
1-183 as evidenced by its action on Comment 1-115.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: This Comment should have been accepted. There are
too many variables for this number to be consistently calculated. As was stated
in the Comment and during the Panel discussion, the maximum value of the
fault current can change moment to moment. Consider also momentary
interrupting and short time duty ratings of equipment. In addition, this is a
work practice issue that is not covered by the NEC.

Comment on Affirmative:

ANTHONY, M.: The submitter raises important points about the variability
of fault current but the prospect for innovation is worth the risk, in my view.
Acceptance of the proposal takes us up onto the other side of the service point;
into the realm of that richly interconnected last mile of power distribution,
under the purview of state utility commissions, which is part of the present
smart metering and energy security zeitgeist. See my statement on Comment
1-115 and Comment 1-118.

Additionally, | have provided the following:

(a) an IEEE paper titled, “Impact of Available Fault Current Variations on
Arc-Flash Calculations”, and

(b) NEMA's Publication: “Arc Flash Analysis -- Utility System Parameters
Critical for Accurate PPE”, as part of this comment.

Note: Supporting Material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
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1-118 Log #1492 NEC-P01
(110.24)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy M. Croushore, Allegheny Power

Comment on Proposal No: 1-183

Recommendation: Please reconsider these two proposals and reject them.
Substantiation: | would like to commend both CMP-1 and CMP-10 for trying
to resolve this issue. We agree that the issue of incident energy poses a
potential hazard for electrical workers working on exposed and energized
electrical components of electrical equipment. However, marking of the
equipment will not resolve this issue. This is because the electrical supply
system is a dynamic electrical system and source fault current will not be a
constant. With the pressure on the electric utility to have dynamically
reconfigurable supply systems through “smart-grid” technologies, the dynamics
of the electrical supply system and the resultant changes in source fault current
will be occurring. Rather than a marking, which will be wrong and will lead
the qualified person into a false situation, we recommend the electrical industry
develop a dynamic fault current and incident energy measuring device.

This device could be portable or permanently wired and work very similarly
to a SureTest branch circuit analyzer (example Model 61-165). It can measure
available short circuit current on a branch circuit without tripping a circuit
breaker or operating a fuse. Rather than relying on a “marking” on the
equipment, a device such as this one at the service will tell the actual available
short circuit current available. Knowing the actual short circuit current
available will provide the qualified electrical person the correct information
about the potential hazard the individual situation poses.

A companion comment has been sent to Code-Making Panel 10 regarding the
rejection of Comment 10-72 to section 240.35.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel continues to support the concepts in Proposal
1-183 as evidenced by its action on Comment 1-115.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-117.

Comment on Affirmative:

ANTHONY, M.: See my statement on Comment 1-115 and 1-117

In my research on proposal 1-183 | wanted to explore a hunch -- described in
my abstention in the ROP -- that dynamic impedance information required to
conform to the intent of Proposal 1-183 a requirement may cause “staffing up”
at many serving utilities; a cost claim which would then be conveyed into
public utility commissions. The following is a summary of how some of them
handle engineering specifics for building a new, or altering, an existing service:

1. Florida Power & Light - Utility will inform Customer of fault current
availability.

2. Pacific Gas & Electric - Customer shall inform the Utility of the service
equipment interrupting rating.

3. Gulf Power - Utility will inform Customer of available short circuit current

4. Electrical District No. 3 (Arizona) - Fault Current Tables + Utility
Guidance

5. City of Fort Collins (Colorado) - Tables + Customer shall inform Utility
using Tables

6. City of Mountain Lake Terrace (Washington) - Customer shall compute
service equipment interrupting rating assuming Utility infinite bus.

7. Nova Scotia Power - Tables + Utility Consultation assuming Utility
infinite bus

8. Arizona Power (APS) - Customer shall request available fault current from
the Utility but some tables provide some data assuming Utility infinite bus.

9. Progress Energy (Carolina Service Area)- Utility provides short circuit
information for limited class of cases. Utility supplies information to Customer
for all others.

10. Ameren Energy - Utility shall inform Customer

It should be plain from this limited sample, that utility practice in delivering
fault current information spans across three distinct possibilities depending
upon the characteristics of the utility and the customer load. In all cases, its
appears that an NEC requirement for fault current availability will raise utility
costs -- but the cost for documenting the last mile of distribution would have to
have been done anyway in light of regulatory and market initiatives to advance
progress of the Smart Grid.

1-119 Log #1589 NEC-POL
(110.24)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Jim Pauley, Schneider Electric

Comment on Proposal No: 1-183

Recommendation: Reject the proposal.

Substantiation: The panel is accepting a marking that will have no meaning
and not serve a useful purpose. Consider the following:

- As the utility members have pointed out on numerous occasions, the
marking is only as good as the information being supplied. A marking that
states 22,000A today could easily be 30,000A or 15,000A a year later. As such,
what good does a specific marking do for the installer, the inspector or the

user? What is more important is that the equipment has a proper rating for the
available fault current at the time of installation. If the system parameters
change later, then everything has to be re-evaluated, including the new
available fault current.

- The value provided on the label WILL end up being used in arc flash
analysis. As the panel is well aware, using an inaccurate value in the arc flash
calculation can result in assumptions regarding personnel protective equipment
being wrong. Utilities will generally provide fault current values and
parameters that are almost always higher than what is available. In an arc flash
calculation, having a lower than expected fault current can actually result in
higher arc flash energies due to the longer opening times for the overcurrent
devices.

- What value does the label serve? If the inspector is relying on what is
written on the label to determine whether the equipment is properly rated, then
he/she still has no confidence in the actual value. Why couldn’t an installer just
write in a value that is always under the equipment rating? If the answer is that
the inspector will need to check the calculations that result in the value, then
why does it have to be put on a label? The inspector simply needs to check the
equipment rating against the calculations. The label serves no value to any
“future” user or installer. Why? Because there is absolutely no way for the
future person to know if the system parameters are still the same. Even though
the label requires an installation date, it still doesn’t change the fact that the
label may or may not be correct. If the user has to re-verify the fault current a
year later in order to add a breaker or do some other work, then what purpose
does the label serve?

- The single group of users that might actually be able to have a full
understanding of system changes over time is the large industrial users — yet,
the panel has exempted them from the requirement. They are actually the
ONLY group that could benefit from a label.

| am concerned that the panel may not have a full understanding of the
implications of adding these types of labels to products. It exposes the installer,
the inspector and the utility to significantly increased liability — and it increases
that exposure in a documented manner. Are the numbers correct? Who says
they are correct? If they are on the label, the utility, the installer and the
inspector have all had a hand in the number and are on the hook for the
documented value. Consider a label that says 40,000A because that is what the
contractor believed to be correct. Further assume that the actual fault current is
48K. Since the equipment is rated 50K, the installation is actually safe.
However, the 40K marking on the equipment can create a decision path that
leads to increased exposure. If a future installer relies on the 40,000A marking
and installs a device into the equipment that meets 40K, but is under the 48K.
That inaccurate marking has now created the path of liability for the utility,
inspector and installer.

The marking adds no value to the system. It provides nothing to the initial
installer or inspector and its lack of presumed accuracy makes it of no value to
the future user or installer.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel continues to support the concepts in Proposal
1-183 as evidenced by its action on Comment 1-115.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-117.

Comment on Affirmative:
ANTHONY, M.: See my statement on Comment 1-115.

1-120 Log #1714 NEC-PO1
(110.24)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: John Hiller, Omaha, NE

Comment on Proposal No: 1-183

Recommendation: Delete Section 110.24 in its entirety.

Substantiation: 1) Sections 110.9 & 110.10 already address determining the
fault current and matching that fault current to the electrical distribution
equipment.

Marking the fault current at a given date would decrease safety with respect to
future installations, maintenance, and analysis that would use this value as a
starting point.

2) What role does the Authority Having Jurisdiction (AHJ) have in verifying
the fault current is correct? The AHJ would not have the information or the
ability to make these calculations. Enforcement of this proposal would be
nearly impossible.
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3) There was some question it appears among the CMP as to what fault
current should be marked - the available fault current from the utility or the
calculated fault current. If this marking can have multiple answers, what value
does the marking provide?

4) The marking will represent the fault current on a specific date only and
may not truly represent the fault current at another time due to changes to the
utility system. What reward does a correct marking provide? What safety risk
does an incorrect marking cause? Is the risk worth the reward?

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel continues to support the concepts in Proposal
1-183 as evidenced by its action on Comment 1-115.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-117.

Comment on Affirmative:
ANTHONY, M.: See my statement on Comment 1-115.

proposal practicable, unfortunately. There is no substitute for contemporaneous
application of 110.9 and 110.10, which in turn requires communication with
the utility.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel continues to support the concepts in Proposal
1-183 as evidenced by its action on Comment 1-115.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-117.

Comment on Affirmative:

ANTHONY, M.: See my statement on Comment 1-115. The submitter’s
comment about un-enforceability is not to be taken lightly. When set against
the prospect for innovation in predicting flash hazard with cost-effective
instrumentation, acceptance of Comment 1-115 is worth the risk in the short
run, in my view.

1-121 Log #2266 NEC-PO1
(110.24)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

1-123 Log #2885 NEC-P01
(110.24 (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael J. Farrell, 111, Lucas County Building Regulations
Comment on Proposal No: 1-183

Recommendation: Continue to Proposal accept 1-183 as modified by the
panel.

Substantiation: There has been “discussion” about the potential of people
incorrectly using the maximum available short-circuit current for arc-flash
hazard calculation purposes. A recent IEEE paper introduced new calculation
methods so that this potential is no longer an issue.

An |EEE paper, “Impact of Available Fault Current Variations on Arc-Flash
Calculations”, by Eaton Electrical, was presented at the Petrochemical
Industries Committee (PCIC) meeting in September, in Anaheim, CA. The
point of the paper is that accurate arc-flash hazard calculations can be
performed without knowing the precise available short-circuit current from the
utility. In fact, the calculations work well without knowing anything about the
availability from the utility. (This very powerful paper may very well change
the way NFPA 70E approaches arc-flash hazards).

As far as Proposal 1-183 is concerned, and with the procedures introduced by
this paper, available short-circuit current marking can easily be utilized for
equipment ratings only, without worry that someone will mistakenly use the
values for arc-flash calculations.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-115.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-117.

Comment on Affirmative:
ANTHONY, M.: See my statement on Comment 1-115.

1-122 Log #2487 NEC-PO1
(110.24 (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-183

Recommendation: Reject the proposal.

Substantiation: The proposed text is beyond the scope of the NEC because it
addresses grandfathered installations. This is one of the areas where NFPA 70E
diverges in scope, and properly so, from the NEC. No NEC provision requires
an action to be taken on an electrical installation simply because some external
actor (in this case an electrical utility, presumably) changes a parameter. Even
406.3(D)(2), covering receptacle replacements where current NEC rules require
GFCI protection, does not invade the domain of grandfathered requirements
because the site electrical installation is being worked on in the process
covered. The rule proposed here as 110.24(B) would require an action to be
taken on an electrical installation even if no activity, by reason of simple
maintenance or otherwise, were performed on site. As such, the proposed rule
does not fall within 90.1(B), where it is recognized that that the initial
installation will be “essentially free from hazard” but that a compliant
installation will not be “necessarily efficient, convenient, or adequate for good
service or future expansion of electrical use.”

This wording is also unenforceable because the labeling that it will require
may or may not become obsolete after it is applied, through no fault of any
party to the process. The most frequent source of increased available fault
currents is utility activities on their networks. If the day after the final
inspection the utility upgrades its transformers and primary distribution outside
the facility, the labeling will be obsolete from that day forward.

In this case, the obsolescence of the labeling creates a direct hazard, because
those servicing the equipment will tend to believe the label; they will have
entered a fool’s paradise. There does not appear to be any way to make this

Submitter: Timothy D. Curry, Curry Electric, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-182
Recommendation: PLEASE REJECT THIS PROPOSAL.
Substantiation: WAY TOO COSTLY TO IMPLEMENT ON A MINOR
MODIFICATION OR SIMPLE ADDED CIRCUIT TYPE JOB. IT CAN BE
UpDATED WITHOUT EVEN KNOWING IT, IF THe UTILITY CHANGES
A TRANSFORMER. A NEW LOWER FAULT CURRENT COULD IN
FACT -PRODUCE A HIGHER RATED ARC FLACH BECAUSE OF THE
LENGTH OF TIME NEEDED FOR A DEVICE TO SENSE THE PROBLEM
AND OPEN. WHETHER WE LIKE IT OR NOT, OTHERS WILL SEE THIS
AND USE IT TO (WRONGLY) CALCULATE ARC FLASH PROTECTION
NEEDED, WHEN IT COULD BE VERY VERY WRONG, ALMOST AS
SOON AS IT WAS POSTED.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel continues to support the concepts in Proposal
1-182 as evidenced by its action on Comment 1-115.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: See my explanation of negative ballot on Comment
1-117.

1-124 Log #2883 NEC-PO1
(110.24, FPN )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Timothy D. Curry, Curry Electric, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-183
Recommendation: ADD A FPN to read as follows:
FPN: THIS VALUE SHALL NOT BE USED TO CALCULATE PROPER
PPE, PER NFPA 70E.
Substantiation: WHETHER THE PANEL ACCEPTS IT OR NOT, THIS
VALUE WILL BE USED TO CALCULATE “A PARTICULAR LEVEL OF
PPE”.
THE FPN MAKES IT CLEAR THAT THIS IS NOT THE CASE.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide a statement of an alleged
problem, or substantiate that the comment would resolve the problem, as
required by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
In addition, the comment does not conform with 3.1.3 of the NEC Style
Manual that states that Fine Print Notes cannot contain requirements or be
written in mandatory language.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-125 Log #2274 NEC-P01 Final Action: Reject

(110.24(A))

Submitter: Harold F. Willman, Colorado Code Consulting
Comment on Proposal No: 1-183
Recommendation: Revise to read as follows:

(A) Marking. Electrical equipment such as switchboards, panelboards,
industrial control panels, motor control centers, and HVAC equipment, that are
in other than dwelling occupancies, shall be field marked with the available
short-circuit current and the date the label was applied. The label shall include
the available short-circuit as stated by the utility company and the size of the
transformer.
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Substantiation: Transformers are changed out by the utility company for
various reasons. When someone works on the electrical equipment and the
transformer has been changed, the label will identify the short-circuit rating
and size of the old transformer. Those working on the electrical equipment
should realize that the short-circuit rating has also changed for the electrical
equipment.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The intent of the submitter’s recommendation was unclear
to the panel.

In addition, see the panel action and statement on Comment 1-115.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
Comment on Affirmative:

FISKE, W.: We are in complete agreement with CMP-1 vote to Reject
this comment, but make one additional observation about the comment and
Proposal 1-183 on which it is based. Proposal 1-183 adds “HVAC equipment”
to the originally-proposed list of items needing arc-flash warning, i.e. the same
equipment list as appears in 110.16. Neither the proposal nor the comment
contains a single word of substantiation for adding HVAC equipment to the list
of equipment that could present an arc-flash hazard. Items identified in 110.16
are devices, but HVAC equipment is utilization equipment. That part of the
proposal puts an apple into a bowl of oranges, so to speak.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: | do not think NEC Handbook purchase should be necessary
to understand the NEC and the workspace/dedicated space rules of this Article
are not easy to visualize without the NEC Handbook. Some argue that because
the NEC is not a document for persons untrained in its use, its writers are
under no obligation to make such rules easy to visualize. | think a compromise
is possible with judicious use of illustrations in Chapter 1.

Some states want to make consensus documents like the NEC “freeware”
wherever consensus documents are adopted as public law. They argue that all
laws -- even those that promulgate such laws by reference to ANSI consensus
documents -- should be available at no cost to the citizenry. Anyone familiar
with ANSI processes understands the enormous costs involved in preparing
any ANSI-conforming document. New revenue models would have to be put in
place. New document, development, delivery and enforcement models would
have to be invented.

In the intervening time, it seems that a fair argument can be made that
judicious use of illustrations in the NEC could forestall advancement of the
freeware position because the laws that reference the NEC would not require
yet another document to understand the NEC itself. Rejection of this proposal
is an opportunity missed.

1-126 Log #1703 NEC-P01
(110.26)

Final Action: Reject

1-128 Log #1981 NEC-POL
(110.26(A))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-186

Recommendation: Delete text.

Substantiation: Access and working space is covered by specific provisions
elsewhere in the NEC, including equipment to which it applies. This provision
is general, nonspecific, and applies to all equipment such as raceways and
cables which do not require personnel access and working space for safe
operation.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide the proposed text to be
deleted as required by 4.4.5(c) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-127 Log #2118 NEC-PO1
(110.26 (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan / Rep. APPA.ORG -
Association of Education Facility Executives

Comment on Proposal No: 1-192

Recommendation: Accept the Proposal in Principle. Integrate the illustration
into the text as a Fine Print Note at the end of Section 110.26(A) and Section
110.26(A).

FPN: The two distinct indoor installation spaces required by 110.26(A) and
110.26(F): the working space and the dedicated electrical space.
Substantiation: Of the four proposals submitted to this committee suggesting
the use of some illustrations for this article, this is the one illustration that
would have the most impact illustrating the concepts of working and dedicated
space. The submitter and the committee should bear an equal burden of proof
for technical substantiation. As the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects makes plain in Section 4.4.4.d, “technical substantiation” is, itself,
unsubstantiated.

The NEC Style Manual permits the addition of illustrations as long as they
are identified as a Fine Print Note. For the convenience of the Committee, the
rules for using illustrations is reproduced below:

2.3.2 Nonmandatory. When the NEC is adopted into law, graphics in the
text of the document become mandatory. If a Code-Making Panel wishes to
use a table or figure to illustrate only a typical situation, not a mandatory
requirement, that table or figure shall be identified as a fine print note or be
placed in an annex. Each table shall have a title and each figure shall have a
caption.

As stated in the original proposal, users should not have to purchase the
NEC Handbook in order to understand the NEC. Quite possibly, judicious use
of one or two illustrations in this section, leavening the look and feel of the
NEC, might provide technical substantiation in terms of market penetration.
Illustrations are already present in Figure 410.2, illustrating closet storage
space and Figure 515.3, illustrating Marine Terminal Handling Flammable
Liquids, for example.

An illustration from the NEC Handbook has been provided.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: No substantiation has been provided as to why this
information is necessary in the code. The submitter has indicated that the
information is available in the NEC Handbook.

Submitter: Donald A. Ganiere, Ottawa, IL

Comment on Proposal No: 1-196

Recommendation: This proposal should be accepted.

Substantiation: The issue is the use of the word “require” in the existing text.
This word limits the enforcement of the working space rules as there is nothing
that “requires” someone to “examine, adjust, service, or maintain” electrical
equipment while it is energized. In fact there are standards and safety rules
that prohibit doing most types of work on energized electrical equipment. The
elimination of the word “require” will improve the enforceability of this very
important code rule.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter misunderstands use of the word “require”

as it is used in 110.26(A). In this context, “require” means “need”. If it is
probable that examination, adjustment, servicing or maintenance will need to
be performed on energized equipment, then 110.26 applies.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-129 Log #2190 NEC-POL
(110.26(A))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 1-195
Recommendation: Accept revised as follows:

Working space required by 110.26 for switches, (except snap switches),
circuit breakers, contactors, motor starters, transfer switches, panelboards,
switchboards, motor control centers, control panels, service equipment, and the
like, operating at 600 volts, nominal, or less, shall comply with dimensions of
110.26(A)(1)(2) and (3,) unless required or permitted otherwise in this Code.
Substantiation: “Equipment” includes motors and other types of equipment.
The equipment in the proposal is almost certain to require examination,
adjustment, or maintenance while energized, to check for line voltage,
load voltage (open fuses), conductor and terminal temperature, etc. “While
energized” has apparently been used to avoid compliance with work
space requirements where disconnecting means have been installed for air
conditioners, heat pumps with very little space between the two, with an
assertion that they can be deenergized by the branch circuit, feeder, or service
disconnecting means. This assertion can be applied to service disconnecting
means since they can be deenergized by removing a plug-in watt hour meter or
a call to the serving utility. “To ground” is superfluous.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: Listing examples of the equipment requiring examination,
adjustment, servicing, or maintenance while energized does not enhance clarity
or usability, but may lead the user of the Code to believe equipment not so
listed are not included.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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1-130 Log #2743 NEC-P01
(110.26(A)(2))

Final Action: Reject

1-133 Log #1702 NEC-P01
(110.26(C)(1))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Randal Hunter, City of Las \Vegas
Comment on Proposal No: 1-203
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

(2) Width of Working Space. The width of the working space in front of the
electrical equipment shall be the width of the equipment or 762 mm (30 in.),
whichever is greater. In all cases, equipment doors or hinged panels shall open
at least 90 degrees and the work space shall permit at least a 90 degree opening
of equipment doors or hinged panels.

Substantiation: This has been brought forward again at the suggestion of
some of the UL staff, after they had expressed disagreement amongst their own
staff as to whether or not a door actually has to open 90°. After receiving the
official interpretation from the UL PDE that doors don’t actually have to open
90 degrees, only the UL standard and the code require the “space” to allow a
door to open 90 degrees, | felt the language needed to be made clearer, and less
interpretive. The changes above leave no doubt as to the requirement that we
must have the doors open 90 degrees.

As to the panel’s statement that this requirement belongs in product
standards, | agree. However, the basic requirement for 90 degrees should
appear in the NEC to allow safe working space for electricians, and the product
standard should contain specific information about how the equipment will
comply with this requirement.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The requirements in 110.26 address working space rather
than product features. The equipment requirement issue is being actively
addressed in applicable product standards.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:
ANTHONY, M.: Product features are implicit in other parts of NEC.

1-131 Log #58 NEC-P0O1
(110.26(A)(3) Exception)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 1-208

Recommendation: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that the panel
reconsider the panel action to comply with the NEC Style Manual regarding
the word “allowed”.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 1-132 that
meets the request of the Technical Correlating Committee.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-132 Log #2488 NEC-P01
(110.26(A)(3) Exception (New) )

Final Action: Accept in Part

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 1-208
Recommendation: Accept the proposal in principle. Reword as follows:
Exception: Electric meters shall be permitted to extend into a vertical
working space more than 150 mm (6 in.).
Substantiation: This wording is simple, resolves the TCC complaint regarding
the word “allowed”, and corrects another Style Manual issue in that “this
section” cannot be used. A meter socket enclosure, covered in Article 312,
plainly is subject to the normal requirements in this section, and the verb
chosen accentuates this because although a meter might “extend” into a vertical
working space (its base would always be within such a space) a meter socket
enclosure would not customarily be understood in the field as something that
extended or projected in this context. Note that electric meters are plainly
“associated with the electrical installation” and therefore this exception only
applies to meters that extend more than 6 inches from the face of the meter
socket enclosure (or other electrical equipment in a given installation space).
The proposed wording makes this context clear.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Part
The panel accepts changing “allowed” to “permitted” and rejects the
remainder of the proposed wording.

Panel Statement: “Shall be permitted” is the preferred language for permissive

rules per 3.1.4.1 of the NEC Style Manual. With the exception of the word
change, the panel reaffirms its action on Proposal 1-208.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-210

Recommendation: Accept revised as follows: At least one entrance not less
than 610 mm (24i.n) wide and 2 m (6%/2 ft) high shall be provided to provide
access to and egress from the required working space.

Substantiation: The provision should relate to the required space covered by
this section. All electrical equipment does not require personnel working space,
such as raceways and cables after installation. Working space requirements
should apply as specified in the first paragraph of 110.26 (A).

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide adequate technical
substantiation for the change.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-134 Log #1754 NEC-POL
(110.26(C)(3))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: James T. Dollard, Jr., IBEW Local 98

Comment on Proposal No: 1-218

Recommendation: This proposal should be accepted in principle as follows:
110.26(C)(3) Personnel Doors. Where equipment rated 800 A or more that
contains overcurrent devices, switching devices, or control devices is installed
and there is a personnel door(s) intended for entrance to and egress from the
working space less than 7.6 m (25 ft) from the nearest edge of the working
space, the door(s) shall open in the direction of egress and be equipped with
panic bars, pressure plates, or other devices that are normally latched but open
under simple pressure.”

Substantiation: This comment and associated proposal seek to reduce the
ampere threshold in 110.26(C)(3) for personnel doors. This comment does not
constitute new material as the proposed action is seen in the ROP negative
statement of Mr. Hickman. As stated by Mr. Hickman there are serious safety
concerns due to the personnel door requirement being tied to the equipment
threshold of 1200-amps.

As illustrated in the ROP by Mr. Hickman:

Consider two separate installations; (1) a 277/480-volt, 1200-amp feeder
supplying a switchboard and (2) a 277/480-volt, 800-amp feeder supplying a
switchboard. The present text would require personnel door(s) to open in the
direction of egress and be equipped with panic bars, pressure plates, or other
devices that are normally latched but open under simple pressure for the 1200-
amp feeder but not the 800-amp feeder. The 277/480-volt, 1200-amp feeder
would require ground-fault protection of equipment in accordance with 215.10
but the 277/480-volt, 800-amp feeder would not.

It is well understood that the above scenario is a serious safety concern. It is
prudent to recognize the GFP provisions of 230.95 and 215.10 at 1000 amps
and reduce the personnel door threshold to the next smaller standard OCPD
size in 240.6. Reducing this value from 1200-amps to 800-amps enhances
safety for the installer/maintainer and is not overly restrictive.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter has not substantiated that there is a need to
lower the existing 1200 A threshold, or that, if so, 800 A is the correct
threshold.

In addition, the substantiation does not include reports of accidents or near-
misses involving switchgear rated less than 1200 A.

The submitter cited 215.10 and 230.95 as precedent for a 1000 A threshold,
then without further explanation, recommends 800 A.

The submitter has not established the need for linking the requirement for
panic hardware with the need for ground fault protection.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 3
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Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: The submitter has raised two points worth repeating:

1. It is “common knowledge” that serious injuries and fatalities occur from
arc flash/blast in equipment rated 30 to 1000 amps.

2. While the trigger of 1200 amps may be appropriate for the need for two
doors, it is not substantiated with respect to personnel safety. Serious injury and
fatalities have, and continue to occur in equipment rated at levels far below
1200 amps.

The 800A ampere limit is a reasonable threshold because it tends to be the
ampere rating designers select when they want to avoid the cost of ground fault
protection. | personally like building distribution feeders in 400A and 800A
runs because | have a sense that feeders of this size are most economical. This
tendency, not documented but frequently seen, meets the substantiation
criterion, in my view.

The committee is asking the submitter to produce data on near-misses. Near
misses are hard to count; bodies are not. The Common knowledge that forms
the bedrock of the NEC is hardly estimable. It is the sum total of each other’s
experience that we have to count on when evaluating proposals and comments
and | would put the submitter’s experience ahead of my own.

One other fine point that was not raised in either the proposal or comment
phase is the mounting style of equipment 1200A and below; i.e. free-standing
switchboard or wall mounted. For 480V equipment, for example, 800A is the
upper limit for wall-mounted equipment. The enclosure construction, the
physical space occupied by the enclosure differs, and thus the hazards, differ.

HICKMAN, P.: We believe that this comment should have been accepted. The
submitter of Proposal 1-134 and this comment has correctly identified a serious
safety concern. Panel 1 correctly asked that additional substantiation be
presented in a comment and the submitter has done so.

We agree with the substantiation recognizing the reduction of the 1200-amp
threshold to the next level below the industry-recognized 1000-amp threshold
for ground-fault protection of equipment (to the next smaller standard OCPD
size below 1000 amp in 240.6; 800-amps). This recommendation does not
specifically tie the need for panic hardware to the need for GFP but rather
identifies an example of a level of equipment ampacity size that is a logical
balance between always requiring panic hardware at any ampacity level of
equipment (such as on 30 amp equipment) and an ampacity level modestly
below the present level of 1200 amps.

HITTINGER, D.: This comment should have been accepted. The submitter
has identified a serious safety concern in the original proposal and did submit
substantiation in the comment. The Panel can debate the merit of the
substantiation and what amperage would be appropriate but listing any
amperage may be the problem. To provide a safer work space for building
owners, maintenance personnel and employees, door panic hardware would be
a benefit to any work space regardless of the amperage threshold so removing
this value would make the work space safer. This cannot happen at this stage of
the Code development process but establishing the 800 ampere threshold would
be a step in the right direction.

Comment on Affirmative:

BOYCE, K.: The concept of reducing the current rating value may have
merit. We look forward to reviewing additional technical substantiation to
identify and support the reduced value.

NEWMAN SCEARCE, S.: While supporting the work of the committee, |
agree with the “Recommendation” and “Substantiation” provided by the
submitter of the ROC.

1-135 Log #1701 NEC-P01
(110.26(D))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-225

Recommendation: Accept the proposal revised as follows: A fixed lighting
outlet(s) shall be installed to provide illumination for all working spaces about
service equipment, switchboards, panelboards, motor control centers, and
industrial control panels.

Substantiation: Working space is required for safety; how can it not be
required for outdoor equipment when it is required for indoor equipment?
Potential hazards would be greater for non-illuminated servicing/maintenance
during darkness or inadvertently operating the wrong switching or
disconnecting devices.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: Adequate technical substantiation has not been provided.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Comment on Affirmative:

HICKMAN, P.: We are in general agreement with the recommendation in the
Proposal 1-225 and Comment 1-135, but recognize that adequate technical
substantiation has not been provided. In addition, the substantiation that was
provided primarily discusses the importance of work space rather than
illumination (the topic of (D)).

1-136 Log #2382 NEC-PO1
(110.26(D)(1) (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan / Rep. APPA.ORG -
Association of Education Facility Executives

Comment on Proposal No: 1-188

Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following modifications:

Illumination Emergency Power. In the event of power supply failure, an
emergency system shall automatically illuminate the areas

around electrical service panels greater than 200 amperes. The emergency
power system shall provide power for a duration of not less than 90 minutes
and shall consist of storage batteries, unit equipment, or an on-site generator.
This requirement is for buildings that are required to have emergency egress
illumination by the building code.

Substantiation: The submitter’s original proposal has been modified to restrict
its application to service panels only. To repeat the submitter’s original
substantiation for the convenience of the Panel:

“The safety of the electrician has been overlooked in the electrical panel
areas in the past. Emergency lighting needs to be installed in the areas where
electrical panels are located for egress of someone that may have been injured
from an electrocution. The building code has not addressed this location and
the safety of those working on this type of equipment needs to be addressed by
the electrical code.”

To repeat the Panel 1 statement answering Mr. Williams’ proposal:

“It is not reasonable to require emergency lighting of all the equipment listed
at a particular facility. There is insufficient substantiation for this major change.
The panel concludes that the proposed requirement for areas to be provided
with illumination by emergency power is under the scope of the building codes.
The panel refers the submitter to Article 700 of the NEC.”

Another, similar proposal, submitted to Panel 13 (covering Article 700) came
back rejected with the following Panel Statement:

“There was no technical substantiation provided justifying the foot-candle
level for all electrical service equipment and emergency switchgear. There was
no indication of whether these requirements applied to indoor or outdoor
locations. There was no technical explanation for the required illumination for
the service switchgear. Service switchgear is covered in Article 230, not in
Article 700.”

What this substantiation intends to document is that emergency illumination
for electrical switchgear rooms has been placed before two committees, four
Articles, for over three NEC cycles. With the submission of this concept to
NFPA 110 and NFPA101, the concept will have traveled among the committees
of three NFPA document committees, thus forming what appears to be a near-
perfect circle of fingers

The video showing the electrician killed while racking out a breaker is
available on YouTube with the search term: “Arc Flash while racking a
breaker”. Note that the switchgear installation did not have emergency
illumination. Did it not turn on within 10 seconds? Was it because the space in
front of the switchgear was not on the primary or secondary egress path? Was
the concept of “ingress” ever discussed? Did the codes permit emergency
illumination for electricians’ as a “design choice”?

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide adequate substantiation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: The submitter thanks Panel 1 for its respectful and detailed
consideration of this proposal. A version of it has since been submitted to the
NFPA 70E committee and the outcome of the NFPA 101 committee’s work on
the same safety concept will be known later in 2010. We already know that the
International Code Council has rejected it. If the concept of mandatory
emergency illumination for electricians working on switchgear does not find a
place in either NFPA 101, NFPA 70E, NFPA 70B, or in any building code, it
will be re-submitted to this committee during the 2014 NEC revision cycle.

1-137 Log #1700 NEC-POL
(110.26(F)(2))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-239

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: The proposal appears to comply with 4.3.3 of the NFPA
Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide a statement of an alleged
problem, or substantiate that the comment would resolve the problem, as
required by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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1-138 Log #1707 NEC-P01
(110.26(F)(2))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 1-244

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: The proposal appears to comply with 4.3.3(d) of the NFPA
Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter did not provide a statement of an alleged
problem, or substantiate that the comment would resolve the problem, as
required by 4.4.5(d) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-139 Log #2119 NEC-P01
(110.26(0) (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan
Comment on Proposal No: 1-249
Recommendation: Accept the Proposal.
Substantiation: The Panel Statement, “Emergency illumination requirements
are a function of the building codes and NFPA 101, Life Safety Code”, ignores
the fact that NFPA 101 does not recognize electrical switchgear rooms as an
occupancy type. Nevertheless, at the suggestion of the committee, the submitter
submitted a proposal covering this issue to the applicable NFPA 101 technical
committee on July 31, 2009. NFPA 101 is now in the middle of its 2012 update
cycle and that proposal will be available for public review on the NFPA web
site in the near future.

The only existing section of NFPA 101 that came close to applying to the
electrical equipment space that is the subject of this proposal has been
reproduced below:

EXTRACT FROM NFPA 101-2009 ===========
Chapter 9 Building Service And Fire Protection Equipment
9.1 Utilities.
9.1.1 Gas. Equipment using gas and related gas piping shall be in accordance
with NFPA 54, National Fuel Gas Code, or NFPA 58, Liquefied Petroleum Gas
Code, unless such installations are approved existing installations, which shall
be permitted to be continued in service.
9.1.2 Electrical Systems. Electrical wiring and equipment shall be in
accordance with NFPA 70 , National Electrical Code, unless such installations
are approved existing installations, which shall be permitted to be continued in
service.
9.1.3 Emergency Generators and Standby Power Systems. Where required
for compliance with this Code, emergency generators and standby power
systems shall comply with 9.1.3.1 and 9.1.3.2.
9.1.3.1 Emergency generators and standby power systems shall be installed,
tested, and maintained in accordance with NFPA 110, Standard for Emergency
and Standby Power Systems.
9.1.3.2 New generator controllers shall be monitored by the fire alarm system,
where provided, or at an attended location, for the following conditions:

o (1) Generator running

® (2) Generator fault

® (3) Generator switch in nonautomatic position
9.1.4 Stored Electrical Energy Systems. Stored electrical energy systems
shall be installed, tested, and maintained in accordance with NFPA 111,
Standard on Stored Electrical Energy Emergency and Standby Power Systems.

See anything here in NFPA 101 that resembles the space around service/
transfer/generator control switchgear that an electrician might need to get to in
diagnosing an outage? See anything here in NFPA 101 that requires lighting an
ingress path to a darkened room from, say, the parking lot where an ambulance
might be waiting for a downed electrician? | found nothing in Chapter 7 of
NFPA 101 or in NFPA 110 either. That may because this requirement belongs
in the National Electric Code.

To restate the original substantiation: This proposal provides both an
illuminated egress and ingress path for a) the electrician who is working in the
service equipment area without a flashlight, b) for the maintenance mechanic
who may neither be an electrician nor familiar with the electric service
equipment to work on it in the dark. Electric service panels are not always
installed along either the primary or secondary egress path required by the Life
Safety Code and this panel should not leave it to Architects to remember that
there may be someone stuck in the dark in the electrical room, or that the path
to the electrical room ought to be illuminated in order to diagnose a power
outage. This should be a General Requirement as much as marking of
disconnects or the guarding of live parts. The 3 footcandle requirement matches
the illumination levels required in 7.3.1 of NFPA 110 for Level 1 emergency
power systems and follows NESC practices for vertical illumination.

Because the lack of electricity is as great a hazard to the built environment as
the presence of electricity was 100 years ago, this proposal really does belong
in a document that states its purpose as related to the practical and safe use of
electricity arising when it is not there at all.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The information provided is relative to NFPA 101, Life
Safety Code, as stated in to the panel’s action and statement on Proposal 1-249.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

ANTHONY, M.: The submitter thanks Panel 1 for its respectful and detailed
consideration of this proposal. A version of it has since been submitted to the
NFPA 70E committee and the outcome of the NFPA 101 committee’s work on
the same safety concept will be known later in 2010. We already know that the
International Code Council has rejected it. If the concept of mandatory
emergency illumination for electricians working on switchgear does not find a
place in either NFPA 101, NFPA 70E, NFPA 70B, or in any building code, it
will be re-submitted to this committee during the 2014 NEC revision cycle.

1-140 Log #1955 NEC-PO1
(110.28)

Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part

Submitter: John R. Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-251

Recommendation: Revise the recommendation for Proposal 1-251 to move the
proposed new text from the body of the NEC to a new Annex and add a Fine
Print Note to Table 110.20 to reference this Annex.

SUMMARY of REVISIONS

1. Revise existing Fine Print Note to Table 110.20 from “FPN:” to “FPN No.
1.

2. Add the following new Fine Print Note No. 2 to Table 110.20.

FPN No. 2: Ingress Protection (IP) ratings are not a substitute for Enclosure
Type Ratings. See Annex X for an explanation of IP Ratings which may be
marked on enclosures or enclosing parts of electrical equipment.

3. Add new Annex as follows.
Annex X (NEW) Ingress Protection (IP)

This annex is not a part of the requirements of this NFPA document but is
included for informational purposes only.

Tables X.1, X.2 and X.3 provide the basis for determining the protection
provided by products marked with Ingress Protection (IP) ratings. Ingress
Protection ratings classify the degrees of protection provided by enclosures and
enclosing parts of electrical equipment for two conditions: 1) the protection of
persons against access to hazardous parts and protection of equipment against
the ingress of solid foreign objects and 2) the ingress of water. The degree of
protection against these two conditions is designated by an IP Code. Products
claiming ingress protection are marked with the letters IP followed by two
characteristic numerals, either of which may be replaced by an “X”, with or
without suffix letters. The first characteristic numeral indicates the degree of
protection provided by the enclosure or enclosing part with respect to persons
and solid foreign objects entering the enclosure. The second characteristic
numeral indicates the degree of protection provided by the enclosure or
enclosing part with respect to the harmful ingress of water. The optional suffix
letters indicate protection of persons against access to hazardous parts if higher
than that indicated by the first characteristic numeral.

IP ratings do not specify degrees of protection against damage of equipment,
risk of explosions, or conditions such as moisture (produced for example by
condensation) or corrosive vapors.

IP ratings are not to be used as a substitute for Enclosure Type Ratings speci-
fied in Table 110.20.
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Table X.1 IP Rating - First Characteristic Numeral

Numeral Protection against Human/Tool Contact Pro
No protection

Back of hand, Fist

Finger ] ] ]

Tools and wires with a thickness greater
than 2.5mm

Tools and wires with a thickness greater

than 1mm

ol N w NFkO

mitted

6 Comp?ete protection Dust-proof

Table X.2 IP Rating - Second Characteristic Numeral

Ingress of Water

Numeral Protection against the ingress of water
0 No special protection ]
1 Water dripping/falling vertically ]
2 Water sprayed at an angle (up to 15° degrees from the vertical)
3 Water sprayed at an angle (any direction up to 60° degrees from the
vertical)
4 Water sprayed from all directions, (limited inFregs permitted)
5 Low pressure water jets from all directions, (limited ingress permitted)
6 High pressure jets from all directions, (limited ingress permitted)
7 Temporary immersion, 15 cm to 1m
8 Permanent Immersion, under pressure

Table X.3 IP Rating — Optional Suffix Letters

Letter  Protection against Human/Tool Contact
A Back of hand, Fist
B Finger . . .
C  Tools and wires with a thickness greater than 2.5mm
D Tools and wires with a thickness greater than 1mm

Notes to Tables X.1, X.2 and X.3

1. Where a characteristic numeral is not specified, it is replaced by the letter
“X7 (“XX” if both numerals are omitted).

2. Additional letters may be omitted without replacement.

3. An enclosure or enclosing part marked with a first characteristic numeral
indicating a degree of protection also complies with all lower degrees of pro-
tection for the first characteristic numeral.

4. An enclosure or enclosing part marked with a second characteristic numeral
of 6 or lower indicating a degree of protection complies with the requirements
for all lower degrees of protection for the second characteristic numeral. An
enclosure or enclosing part designated with second characteristic numeral 7 or
8 may be unsuitable for exposure to water jets (designated by second character-
istic numeral 5 or 6) and may not comply with requirements for numeral 5 or 6
unless it is dual coded such as IPX5/IPX7.

5. If an enclosure or enclosing part provides different degrees of ingress pro-
tection for different intended mounting arrangements, the relevant degrees of
protection related to the respective mounting arrangements are indicated in the
instructions provided with the product.

6. Where one part of an enclosure has a different degree of protection to that
of another part of the same enclosure, the enclosure is marked to indicate the
degree of protection for the specific parts of the enclosure.

7. For products marked with the second characteristic numeral 8, the maximum
immersion depth and time are indicated in the instructions provided with the
product.

Ingress of Human Bod%/ Parts, Tools and Solid Objects ] ] ]
ection against the ingress of solid objects (foreign bodies)

Large foreign bodies, diameter greater than 50mm
Medium-sized foreign bodies, diameter greater than 12.5

Small foreign bodies, diameter grater than 2.5mm

Granular foreign bodies, diameter greater than 1mm

Complete protection, (limited ingress per- Dust protected; dust deposits are permitted, but their volume must not affect
the function of the equipment

Protection for a Specific Condition

Condensation/Light rain
Light rain with wind
Heavy rainstorm
Splashing R
osedown, residential
Hosedown, industrial

Temporary immersion in water
Continuous immersion in water,

Substantiation: In the panel statement for the rejection of Proposal 1-251,
CMP 1 stated that this information (the proposed new text) might be suitable
for inclusion in an Annex. Following this advice, the proposal has been
revised to recommend that the text be included as a new Annex to the NEC.
This should remove any doubt from a Code user that the added text is not

a requirement. Annexes are not a part of the requirements of the NEC and

are included for informational purposes only. This new Annex would be no
different. The lead in sentence at the beginning this new Annex will clearly
state that it is not part of the NEC and provided for informational purposes
only. As Annex material the information provided does not mandate the
marking of an IP rating on any product. It is intended to provide guidance in
understanding the meaning of IP ratings and to raise the level of awareness of
the existence of the IP rating system. The information proposed to be added
will provide Code users an explanation of the protection afforded by products
and equipment marked with IP ratings. It is understood US standards which
require enclosed products to be marked with an enclosure type rating specify
that the rating shall be from the NEMA/UL enclosure type rating system
covered in 110.20 and Table 110.20 of the NEC.

Further substantiation which was provided with proposal 1-251 is stated
below.

The number of products and equipment being marked with Ingress
Protection (IP) ratings has increased significantly over the past few years.
Although there are few products which are required to be marked with an IP
rating, manufacturers are optionally applying an IP rating to many industrial,
commercial and residential products, in most cases to satisfy customer needs.
The IP rating system not only applies to enclosures, but also any enclosing part
of electrical equipment. This translates into the opportunity to specify a level
of ingress protection for open products. This system can designate a degree
of protection against contact with live electrical parts, for example, contact by
human body parts such as a fist, back of hand or a finger and contact by tools
or wires. The IP rating system is defined in the ANSI/NEMA Standard 60529.
This standard was adopted as a US National Standard in 2004. It is an adoption
of IEC 60529, Degrees of protection provided by enclosures (IP Code). The
ANSI/NEMA standard contains no deviations from the IEC version. However,
it is understood that US standards which require enclosed products to be
marked with an enclosure type rating specify that the rating shall be from the
NEMAV/UL enclosure type rating system covered in 110.20 of the NEC.
Ingress Protection (IP) ratings has increased significantly over the past few
years. Although there are few products which are required to be marked with
an IP rating, manufacturers are optionally applying an IP rating to many
industrial, commercial and residential products, in most cases to satisfy
customer needs. The IP rating system not only applies to enclosures, but also
any enclosing part of electrical equipment. This translates into the opportunity
to specify a level of ingress protection for open products. This system can
designate a degree of protection against contact with live electrical parts, for
example, contact by human body parts such as a fist, back of hand or a finger
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and contact by tools or wires. The IP rating system is defined in the ANSI/
NEMA Standard 60529. This standard was adopted as a US National Standard
in 2004. 1t is an adoption of IEC 60529, Degrees of protection provided by
enclosures (IP Code). The ANSI/NEMA standard contains no deviations from
the 1EC version.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part

In the recommended text, the panel Rejects the addition of the Annex and
Accepts in Principle the addition of the FPN to read as follows:

“FPN: Ingress protection (IP) ratings may be found in ANSI/NEMA 60529,
Degrees of Protection Provided by Enclosures. IP ratings are not a substitute
for Enclosure Type ratings.”

The revised FPN is to be placed immediately after the existing FPN in Table
110.28.

Panel Statement: The text of the proposed Informational Annex contains
mandatory language that is not permitted per the NEC Style Manual.

In addition, the proposed Annex does not enhance usability and could create
confusion with respect to the requirements for Enclosure Type designations for
specific protection from various environmental conditions identified in Table
110.28.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-141 Log #2 NEC-POL
(110.31(A))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Palmer L. Hickman, National Joint Apprentice & Training
Committee

Comment on Proposal No: 1-253

Recommendation: Accept Proposal 1-253 which will, in turn, modify the
accepted action on Proposal 1-252. In addition, the “(A)” of 110.31(A) should
not have been deleted (as shown by the recommended strike through by the
submitter in Proposal 1-252 and as accepted by Code Panel 1). This comment
is to have 110.31(A) and 110.31(A)(1) read as follows (remainder of Proposal
1-252 is not shown and is not intended to be changed by this comment):

(A) Electrical Vaults. Where an electrical vault is required or specified for
conductors and equipment operating at over 600 volts, nominal, the following
shall apply.

(1) Walls and Roof. The walls and roof shall be constructed of materials that
have adequate structural strength for the conditions, with a minimum fire rating
of 3 hours. For the purpose of this section, studs and wattbeards wallboard
construction shall not be considered acceptable.
Substantiation: The recommendation in Proposal 1-253 should have been
accepted and integrated into the action of Proposal 1-252. Panel 1 rejected
Proposal 1-253 by saying that it was not substantiated. The recommendation
in Proposal 1-252 is substantiated. The recommended text is used in 450.42
as the submitter of 1-253 pointed out. In addition to providing the benefit of
consistency of terminology for related information, it would appear that the
term “wallboard construction” (rather than “wallboards”) is really the intent of
the term and is, in fact, more technically correct.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

See the panel action on Comment 1-142.
Panel Statement: The panel understands that “(A)” remains.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-142 Log #2005 NEC-P0L
(110.31(A))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Leo F. Martin, Jr., Martin Electrical & Technical Training Services
Comment on Proposal No: 1-252
Recommendation: Revise last sentence to read as follows:

For the purpose of this section, studs and wallboard construction shall not be

permitted.
Substantiation: The term “studs and wallboard construction” is more

consistent with language used in building codes. 450.42, last sentence,
provides parallel wording and should be incorporated in 110.31(A). The term
“acceptable” is unenforceable and vague and should be replaced with the term
“shall not be permitted” which is consistent with 90.5(A), mandatory rules.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel understands that the sentence to be revised is the
last sentence of proposed 110.31(A)(1) in Proposal 1-252.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-143 Log #2006 NEC-PO1
(110.31(A))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Leo F. Martin, Jr., Martin Electrical & Technical Training Services
Comment on Proposal No: 1-253
Recommendation: Accept the proposal and revise the last sentence to read as
follows:

For the purpose of this section, studs and wallboard construction shall not be
permitted.
Substantiation: The term “studs and wallboard construction” is more
consistent with language used in building codes. 450.42, last sentence,
provides parallel wording and should be incorporated in 110.31(A). The term
“acceptable” is unenforceable and vague and should be replaced with the term
“shall not be permitted” which is consistent with 90.5(A), mandatory rules.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel understands that the sentence to be revised is the
last sentence of proposed 110.31(A)(1) in Proposal 1-253.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-144 Log #2862 NEC-POL
(110.34(A))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Louis Barrios, Shell Global Solutions / Rep. American Chemistry
Council

Comment on Proposal No: 1-197

Recommendation: Please note that NFPA incorrectly stated the
recommendation in this proposal, which was a HOLD on Comment 1-77 from
the 2008 Code Cycle.

The panel action should have been Accept in Principle. The second sentence in
the exception to Article 110.34(A) should read as follows: “Where rear access
is required to work on de-energizee-nonelectrical parts on the back of enclosed
equipment, a minimum working space of 762mm (30in.) horizontally shall be
provided.”

Substantiation: The recommendation in this proposal was incorrectly stated
from NFPA. Proposal 1-197 was a HOLD on Comment 1-77 from the 2008
Code Cycle. Comment 1-77 proposed to change “de-energized” to “non-
electrical” in the Exception to 110.34A in order to correct an inconsistency

in the requirements for safe work clearance behind electrical equipment

that presently exists between equipment operating 600V and below, and
equipment operating above 600V. The panel considered the proposed change in
Comment 1-77 as new material and acted to HOLD this comment for the 2011
Code cycle. Justification for change: Section 110.26(A)(1)(a), which covers
equipment rated 600V nominal and less states, “Where rear access is required
to work on nonelectrical parts on the back of enclosed equipment, a minimum
horizontal working space of 762 mm (30 in.) shall be provided”. The exception
to Section 110.34A, which covers equipment rated over 600V nominal states,
“Where rear access is required to work on de-energized parts on the back of
enclosed equipment, a minimum working space of 762mm (30 in.) horizontally
shall be provided. Changing “de-energized parts” to “nonelectrical parts” will
remove the inconsistency between the two requirements.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

HICKMAN, P.: Changing “de-energized parts” to “nonelectrical parts” is a
significant change that has not been adequately substantiated. De-energized is
not the same as locked and tagged and/or electrically safe. Adequate technical
substantiation has not been provided to support changing from electrical non
nonelectrical, that there is not a need for this work space, or that the technical
committee did not intend that the requirements be different at different voltage
levels.
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1-145 Log #717 NEC-PO1
(110.40)

Final Action: Accept

1-148 Log #2863 NEC-PO1
(110.74)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: James M. Daly, Upper Saddle River, NJ

Comment on Proposal No: 1-258

Recommendation: The Proposal should be accepted in principle and revise
“Table 310.67 through Table 310.86” to “Table 310.60(C)(67) through Table
310.60(C)(86)".

Substantiation: Panel 6 Accepted in Principal Proposal 6-123 and renumbered
“Table 310.67 through Table 310.86” to “Table 310.60(C)(67) through Table
310.60(C)(86)”. Acceptance of this Comment will provide correlation.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-146 Log #59 NEC-PO1
(110.74)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 1-260
Recommendation: The Technical Correlating Committee directs Code-Making
Panel 1 to add titles to the first level subdivisions as required by the NEC Style
Manual.

This action shall be considered as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: See the panel action on Comment 1-147 that satisfies the
direction received from the Technical Correlating Committee.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-147 Log #2489 NEC-P01
(110.74)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 1-260

Recommendation: The proposal as modified in the ROP should be accepted in
principle. Rearrange the material and add headings as follows:

110.74 Conductor Installation. Conductors installed in manholes and other
enclosures intended for personnel entry shall be cabled, racked up, or arranged
in an approved manner that provides ready and safe access for persons to enter
for installation and maintenance. The installation shall comply with 110.74(A)
or (B) as applicable:

(A) 600 Volts, Nominal, or Less. Wire bending space for conductors operating
at 600 volts or less shall be provided in accordance with the requirements of
314.28.

(B) Over 600 Volts, Nominal. Conductors operating at over 600 volts shall be
provided with bending space in accordance with 314.71(A) and 314.71(B), as
applicable.

Exception: Where 314.71(B) applies, each row or column of ducts on one wall
of the enclosure shall be calculated individually, and the single row or column
that provides the maximum distance shall be used.

Substantiation: The racking requirement applies to all installations, regardless
of voltage, and therefore belongs in the parent language. The panel ROP
wording would have it apply only “as applicable” which is completely unclear
in the context provided in the ROP. In addition, the ROP wording located

the medium voltage exception after the racking requirement. In the interest

of clarity, exceptions should directly follow the rule under exception, and if
otherwise, they must contain explicit language pointing to the language they
modify (See the Style Manual at 2.6.1). The wording in this comment correctly
locates the material and provides the subheadings as directed by the TCC and
the NEC Style Manual.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: Louis Barrios, Shell Global Solutions / Rep. American Chemistry
Council

Comment on Proposal No: 1-260

Recommendation: Revise the committee wording for 110.74(B) as follows:
“Wire bending space for conductors operating over 600 volts shall be
provided in accordance with the requirements of 314.71(A) and 314.71(B), as
applicable.”

Substantiation: The change is editorial in nature to make the statements in
110.74(A) and 110.74(B) parallel in structure.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action on Comment 1-147.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

ARTICLE 200 — USE AND IDENTIFICATION OF GROUNDED
CONDUCTORS

5-22 Log #2191 NEC-P05
(200.1)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 5-29

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: The panel is correct that a grounded conductor is connected to
earth, which includes equipment grounding conductors and grounding electrode
conductors, which are not “circuit” conductors. They are covered by Article
250; Article 200 is limited to circuit conductors.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel reaffirms the panel statement to Proposal 5-29.
By definition a grounded conductor is a circuit or system conductor.

Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-23 Log #603 NEC-P05
(200.2)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Robert J. Walsh, City of Hayward
Comment on Proposal No: 5-31
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

“All premises wiring systems, other than circuits and systems specifically
exempted or prohibited by other sections of this Code 246:30,215-7-250:2%-
250:22,-250-162,-430.21, 430.25,-503:155,517-63;668-11,-668-21-ant-686-41-
Exeeption, shall have a grounded conductor that is identified in accordance
with 200.6. The grounded conductor shall comply with 200.2 (A) and (B). For
premises wiring systems. a grounded conductor shall not be required to be
installed with the ungrounded conductors of a feeder or branch circuit where it
is unnecessary based upon the load served.”

Substantiation: | agree with Mr. Harding’s comments on ROP 5-31 Log 315#
NEC-P05 and the new sentence should be provided.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 5-25.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-24 Log #1823 NEC-P05
(200.2)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: G. Scott Harding, F. B. Harding, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 5-31

Recommendation: Continue to Accept in Principle and add a new sentence to
read as follows:

For premises wiring systems, a grounded conductor shall not be required to
be installed with the ungrounded conductors of a feeder or branch circuit where
it is unnecessary based on the load served.

Substantiation: Removal of the list in 200.2 does not completely address the
concerns of the submitter. The submitter is concerned that this requirement, as
currently indicated in the NEC, could be misconstrued to require a grounded
conductor in applications whether it is required by the load or not.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 5-25.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16
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5-25 Log #2332 NEC-P05
(200.2)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

5-29 Log #2091 NEC-P05
(200.6(B))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Mike Holt, Mike Holt Enterprises
Comment on Proposal No: 5-31
Recommendation: Delete as follows:

Substantiation: This section can be deleted in its entirety, as it is already
covered and dealt with in 250.24(C). With the acceptance of proposed 5-31,

this section really becomes quite useless—“All systems must have a grounded
conductor unless they don’t have to” isn’t helpful and doesn’t seem to contain
any requirement that isn’t found elsewhere.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Revise 200.2 General to read as follows:

200.2 General. Grounded conductors shall comply with 200.2(A) and (B).
Panel Statement: There is no substantiation to remove subsections (A)
and (B). CMP 5 has reconsidered the general requirement in 200.2. The
requirement to install a grounded conductor is adequately covered in 250.24
(C) and 250.30 (A).

This action does not remove subsections (A) and (B).
Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-26 Log #2275 NEC-P05
(200.2(B), FPN (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: David A. Williams, Delta Township
Comment on Proposal No: 5-39
Recommendation: Accept the proposal as originally submitted:

(B) Sizes 4 AWG or Larger Fhan6-AWE. An insulated grounded conductor
targer-than-6-AWGS 4 AWG or larger shall be identified by one of the following
means:

Substantiation: The panel rejected the proposal because it neglected to include
a5 AWG conductor. The proposal used the normal size of conductors that are
covered and used in the general rules of the Code. If Article 610 needed to
amend the general rules, that could be accomplished. A5 AWG is only used in
Article 610 for Cranes and Hoists. This section has seen similar proposals from
others over the years to indicate that this issue needs to be made clearer. The
proposed wording would clear up this requirement and make the code more
user friendly. Why would we say that the rule applies to conductors larger than
a 6 AWG when we mean for conductors 4 AWG or larger.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-30 Log #2744 NEC-P05
(200.6(D))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Randal Hunter, City of Las Vegas
Comment on Proposal No: 5-42
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
(D) Grounded Conductors of Different Systems. Where the premises wiring
system has grounded conductors of different systems are-instated-in-the-safe-

Submitter: Joseph A. Hertel, Safety and Buildings / Rep. State of Wisconsin
Comment on Proposal No: 5-32
Recommendation: Revise to read as follows:

(B) Continuity. The continuity of a grounded conductor shall not depend on a
eennection-te-a-metallic enclosure, raceway, or cable armor.
Substantiation: Removal of the words (connection to a) eliminates the
ambiguity where a threaded fastener connected to a panelboard holds the
components of the grounded conductor bus system together, providing
mechanical and electrical continuity. The word “connection” adds no value
to the statement. The continuity of a grounded conductor may depend on the
connection to a metallic enclosure but not use the enclosure as a conductor.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: No evidence of a problem was provided in the
substantiation. Accepting this comment would restrict the use of currently
listed products with no evidence of a problem. A significant portion of
this requirement includes the concept of a connection to an enclosure. The
continuity of the grounded conductor must be made by using something other
than just the enclosure. A connection to the enclosure is not prohibited.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-27 Log #1447 NEC-P05
(200.6(A) and (B))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 5-37
Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:

Add: “individually covered” after “insulated” in the first sentence.
Substantiation: Where permitted, individually covered conductors should be
included.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The substantiation provided is not adequate.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-28 Log #1953 NEC-P05
(200.6(B))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: David A. Williams, Delta Township

Comment on Proposal No: 5-39

Recommendation: Revise the proposal as follows: (B) Sizes 5 AWG or Larger
Fhan-6-AWGS. An insulated grounded conductor targer-than-6-AWES 5 AWG or
larger shall be identified by one of the following means:

Substantiation: The original proposal used the normal size of conductors that
are covered and used in the General Rules. The proposal was rejected because
it restricted 5 AWG from the requirement. This comment has made the change
the code panel requested.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 5-29.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

- ; ; ; , each grounded
conductor shall be identified by system. Identification that distinguishes each
system grounded conductor shall be permitted by one of the following means:
Substantiation: This was presented originally due to the fact that we are
currently having to accept jobs which have different voltages both with
the same colored neutrals. The current code language allows the same
color neutrals within the same premise as long as they are not in the same
raceway(120/208 and 277/480 within the same building both with white
neutrals). This has lead to confusion for both the inspectors and the contractors,
especially when performing service work at a later date. This proposal will
match the language in 210.5 and 215.12
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: If the grounded conductors of different systems are not in
the same enclosure then connecting to one from a different system is not likely
to occur. In each application one can differentiate the grounded conductor from
the ungrounded conductor(s).

Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 15 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

BRETT, JR., M.: | agree with the submitter, although the committee has
moved towards marking requirements based on good substantiation. | feel we
still fall short of providing the safe guards available to us. We still permit white
and gray to be used interchangeably, for example a facility with three systems
480/277, 208/120 and 240/120 could all use white or gray in each system as
long as they don’t share the same enclosure, raceways etc. this | believe is
unsafe. During the initial installation separation can be controlled however,
revisions to the original installation may unintentionally mingle these systems.
For this reason | believe requiring the identification of each system grounded
conductor is an appropriate safety issue that needs to be addressed.

5-31 Log #2490 NEC-P05
(200.7(C))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 5-44
Recommendation: The proposal should be rejected.
Substantiation: The panel action diminishes safety. A cable with a white (or
gray) wire reidentified in a switch loop, as it must be in the current wording,
still presents a generally white or gray finish at the outlet. It is crucial on
grounded circuits where the grounded conductor is used at the outlet that the
actual grounded conductor be used for this purpose. The current requirement,
dating back many generations, assures that where outlet connections are made,
the ungrounded wire connected at the outlet is an unambiguously black (or
other color) wire, because the white wire went to the switch. This provides
additional contrast with the white (or gray) wire to be connected to the other
side of the equipment supplied. It the ROP wording stands, the two wires
arriving at a typical luminaire could be white and white with a piece of black
tape to reidentify it. This is simply not as clear and will lead to confusion.
CMP 5, over this submitter’s adamant objections, required some time back
that the white wire in a cable assembly be reidentified if used in a switch loop.
The sole substantiation for this change was based on field confusion by a
manifestly untrained installer who didn’t understand the function of the white
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wire in such a switch loop. Very well, now the NEC avoids this problem, to the
extent an installation code can be written for untrained individuals. It makes no
sense to first (1999 NEC) add the requirement for reidentification of a white
wire in a switch loop, to reduce confusion among inadequately trained persons,
and then (Proposal 5-44) subtract the requirement that the real black wire
actually arrive at the outlet connection, thereby increasing confusion among the
same individuals.

The proposal substantiation mentioned the acceptance (also dating back
generations) of reidentified white wires in other applications, such as electric
heat and water heaters. These applications seldom involve the simultaneous
terminations of grounded circuit conductors to terminals where the improper
connection point could lead to disastrous results, such as could easily happen
with an energized screw shell of a luminaire. In addition, these applications
clearly deserve some relief where the only practical alternative would be the
use of cable with an additional conductor (white or gray) that would not be
used except as a waste of good copper. A switch leg does not involve such
problems, only care in making the conductor selection. CMP 5 should continue
the present requirement.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 5-32.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-32 Log #2333 NEC-P05
(200.7(C)(1)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Mike Holt, Mike Holt Enterprises
Comment on Proposal No: 5-44
Recommendation: Revise 200.7(C)(1) as follows:

(1) If part of a cable assembly that has the insulation permanently reidentified
to indicate its use as an ungrounded conductor by marking tape, painting,
or other effective means at its termination and at each location where the
conductor is visible and accessible. ldentification shall encircle the insulation
and shall be a color other than white, gray, or green. Where used for single-
pole, 3-way or 4-way switch loops, the conductor with white or gray insulation

or a marking of three continuous white stripes shall be used for the supply to

5-34 Log #2334 NEC-P05
(200.8 (New) )

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Mike Holt, Mike Holt Enterprises

Comment on Proposal No: 5-49

Recommendation: Accept the proposal as originally submitted.
Substantiation: Having spoken with the submitter of this proposal, it seems
the panel action does not address the concerns of the submitter. This proposal
is intended to prohibit the practice of using two ungrounded conductors of the
same phase or line from sharing a grounded conductor. As currently written,
the only rule that comes close to addressing this is 310.10, which basically just
requires a larger grounded conductor for this type of scenario.

The text that was modified by the panel refers only to multiwire branch
circuits, which does not include the type of circuit discussed in this
substantiation, as the ungrounded conductors do not have a voltage between
them.

Alternatively, the panel could accept the following text:

Neutral conductors shall not be permitted to be used for more than one
mttttiweire-branch circuit or for more than one set of ungrounded feeder
conductors unless specifically permitted elsewhere in this Code.

This proposed text removes the word “multiwire”, because a multiwire
branch circuit is a single circuit, per the definition. By accepting this changed
language, the concern of the submitter is met, and the requirement is bit more
obvious.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See panel action and statement on Comment 5-33.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

ARTICLE 210 — BRANCH CIRCUITS

2-13 Log #1200 NEC-P02
(Table 210.2)

Final Action: Accept

the switch but not as a return conductor from the switch to the switched outlet.
Substantiation: The submitter is correct that (previous) (C)(2) is not necessary,
but by removing it altogether the requirement for the white conductor to be
the supply to the switch has been lost. That provision had merit and should
be retained. This proposed text borrows language from previous editions of
the Code, but modifies it very slightly in order to make a more appropriate
sentence in the context of the new paragraph.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Revise text to read as follows:

(1) If part of a cable assembly that has the insulation permanently reidentified
to indicate its use as an ungrounded conductor by marking tape, painting,
or other effective means at its termination and at each location where the
conductor is visible and accessible. Identification shall encircle the insulation
and shall be a color other than white, gray, or green. If used for single-pole,
3-way or 4-way switch loops, the reidentified conductor with white or gray
insulation or three continuous white stripes shall be used only for the supply to
the switch but not as a return conductor from the switch to the outlet.
Panel Statement: The panel makes only editorial revisions to the
recommended language.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

5-33 Log #1987 NEC-P05
(200.8 (New) )

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Donald A. Ganiere, Ottawa, IL

Comment on Proposal No: 5-49

Recommendation: The proposal should be accepted as submitted.
Substantiation: There are cases where multiple ungrounded conductors having
no potential between them are being installed with a single oversized grounded
conductor. (example: Two #12s on 20 amp breakers both installed on A phase
with a #8 grounded conductor. There is no code rule that prohibits this practice
in the 2008 code. The two specific provisions that use the currently undefined
term of “common neutral, only apply to multi-wire type circuits. If this
proposal is accepted proposal 5-7 must also be accepted.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Revise the ROP draft text to read as follows:

200.4 Neutral Conductors. Neutral conductors shall not be used for more
than one branch circuit, multiwire branch circuit, or for more than one set of
ungrounded feeder conductors unless specifically permitted elsewhere in this
Code.

Panel Statement: The revised text clarifies that the restriction on use of the
neutral in more than one branch circuit is prescriptive and not permissive. The
panel concludes these changes resolve the issues raised by the submitter.
Number Eligible to Vote: 16

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 16

Submitter: Michael Flegel, Reliance Controls Corporation

Comment on Proposal No: 2-29

Recommendation: Reject the proposal.

Substantiation: Paragraph 445.20 has no reference or information pertaining
to branch circuits and should not be referenced in this table. People may
mistakenly interpret this to mean the circuit on the generator with GFCI
protection is a branch circuit.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2

Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: This comment should have been rejected. All 125 volt receptacles
installed in locations that are required to have GFCI protection under 210.8
should be provided with GFCI protection regardless of the power source or the
designation of the circuit which supplies the receptacle outlet. Rejecting this
comment would ensure that the same level of safety is provided for persons
utilizing 125 volt receptacles supplied by generators as those supplied from
branch circuits as required by 210.8.

LAROCCA, R.: The receptacles contained on the generator are provided
with over current protection that very easily could be the only as well as the
final over current protective device. This fits within the definition of a branch
circuit.

Additionally, in the 1975 NEC, Section 210-8(b) required “all 120-volt single
phase 15 and 20 ampere receptacle outlets which are not part of the permanent
wiring of the building or structure, to have ground fault circuit interrupters
for personnel protection.” An exception was inserted into 210-8(b)in the 1975
NEC that permitted “receptacles on a portable generator rated not more than 5
kW, where the circuit conductors of the generator are insulated from earth and
the generator frame is insulated from earth and all grounded surfaces.” The
original text requiring GFCI protection and the exception for 5 kW and smaller
generators was covered as a branch circuit within Article 210.

The text was only transferred to Panel 3 for inclusion in Article 305 since
Panel 3 had jurisdiction over temporary power on construction sites. The
text in the 1983 TCR stated that the NEC Technical Correlating Committee
was transferring GFCI requirements and the exception for 5 kW and smaller
generators for construction sites to Article 305 and Panel 3. This section
and exception was moved to 305-4(a) in 1984 and the text in the exception
was changed to “receptacles on a 2-wire, single-phase portable or vehicle-
mounted generator rated not more than 5 kW, where the circuit conductors of
the generator are insulated from the generator frame and all other grounded
surfaces” need not be GFCI protected.”
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2-14 Log #2330 NEC-P02
(210.2)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Mike Holt, Mike Holt Enterprises
Comment on Proposal No: 2-29
Recommendation: Reject this Proposal.
Substantiation: Mr. Pauley’s comment is in the ROP is quite correct. The
provisions in 445.20 do not have anything to do with specific branch circuits,
rather they address receptacles. Rules such as these do not belong in 210.2.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:
KING, D.: See my explanation of negative on Comment 2-13.
LAROCCA, R.: See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 2-13.

2-15 Log #2521 NEC-P02
(Table 210.2)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James Jongkind, American Honda Motor Co., Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-29
Recommendation: Please do not accept the proposal.
Substantiation: As explained in a related comment to proposal 13-19, adding
a GFCI requirement for all portable generators could have serious unintended
consequences. As such | this proposal to add section 445.20 to table 210.2
should be rejected.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:
KING, D.: See my explanation of negative on Comment 2-13.
LAROCCA, R.: See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 2-13.

2-16 Log #2083 NEC-P02
(210.4(A))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Jim Davis, Electrical Education Services, LLC

Comment on Proposal No: 2-30

Recommendation: Add a new last sentence as follows:

210.4 Multiwire Branch Circuits.

(A) General. Branch circuits recognized by this article shall be permitted as
multiwire circuits. A multiwire circuit shall be permitted to be considered as
multiple circuits. All conductors of a multiwire branch circuit shall originate
from the same panelboard or similar distribution equipment. Multiwire circuits
shall be permitted only in supervised industrial installations as defined in
240.2.

Substantiation: The code panel is respectfully asked to reconsider its action on
this proposal. The items identified as potential sources of hazard to personnel
in the proposal substantiation are not addressed in the panel statement. Beyond
that, in some states, licensing (“qualified installers”) of electrical workers is not
required for residential property owners, so the impact of this proposed change
has little effect on those workers. In any occupancy, the pressure on electrical
workers to minimize disruption to building users (by not turning off three
circuits) during routine maintenance work is the primary issue that could lead
to increased equipment damage, injury, or death.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter’s recommendation is not practical. Adding
such a sentence would eliminate the ability to supply any device that needed

a multi-wire circuit such as a dryer or range in a dwelling unit. The revisions
made by the panel in the 2008 Edition of the NEC to require common
disconnect of the ungrounded conductors as well as the grouping requirements
for the conductors address many of the concerns stated in the submitter’s
substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-17 Log #60 NEC-P02
(210.4(B), FPN (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 2-37
Recommendation: The Technical Correlating Committee directs the panel
to reconsider the panel action on this proposal and consider deleting the
mandatory phrase “required by this section” to comply with 3.1.3 of the NEC
Style Manual.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations

Governing Committee Projects.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Revise the text from the proposal to read as follows:
“Informational Note: See 240.15(B) for information on the use of single pole
circuit breakers as the disconnecting means.”
Panel Statement: The revision addresses the issue raised by the Technical
Correlating Committee.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-18 Log #486 NEC-P02
(210.4(C) Exception No. 2)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Pete Baldauf, City of VVandalia

Comment on Proposal No: 2-40

Recommendation: CMP-2 should reconsider deleting exception #2 to
210.4(C).

Substantiation: Exception No. 2 to 210.4(C) is redundant to 210.4(B). Exhibit
210.2 from the 2008 NEC Handbook gives a pictorial example of where
Exception No. 2 to 210.4(C) is applicable. The requirement for simultaneous
disconnection of all ungrounded conductors of a multi-wire branch circuit
found in 210.4(C) Exception No. 2 is the same as that of 210.4(B).

The last sentence of the panel statement to Proposal 2-39 reinforces this
point. | quote: “The second exception permits multiple pieces of utilization
equipment that may be line-to-line connected to be supplied, but ONLY
WHERE THE OVERCURRENT DEVICE IS COMMON TRIP.” (Emphasis
added).

The requirement found in 210.4(B) covers this adequately without
undermining the importance of 210.4(C) as it relates to line-to-neutral loads for
multi-wire branch circuits.

Based upon these facts, the panel should support the deletion of exception
No. 2 to 210.4(C).

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: Elimination of the exception would require that multi-wire
branch circuits supply only line to neutral connected loads. The exception is
necessary to have the ability to supply more than one line-to-line utilization
equipment from a multi-wire branch circuit. The submitter is incorrect in that
210.4(B) provides the necessary text.

The main rule in 210.4(C) limits multi-wire circuits to line to neutral only, an
exception is necessary for other than line-to-neutral loads.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-19 Log #480 NEC-P02
(210.4(D))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Pete Baldauf, City of Vandalia
Comment on Proposal No: 2-42
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

The ungrounded and grounded conductors of each multi-wire branch circuit
shall be grouped by wire-ties-or-simitar-means approved means in atteast-one-
toeation each location that terminations, connections or splices are made.
Substantiation: The original Proposal 2-42 lacked substantiation for the
addition of the phrase “approved means” to accomplish the grouping of multi-
wire branch circuits as contemplated in 210.4(D). This was pointed out in the
panel statement for Proposal 2-42.

The term “approved” is a defined term in Article 100. It states: “Acceptable
to the authority having jurisdiction.”

There is no supporting verbiage for the terms “wire ties” or “similar means”.
Both of these terms would be subject to be “approved”. The terms “wire ties”
and “similar means” are subjective without defined parameters. Further, the
word “similar” is an unenforceable term in accordance with Table 3.2.1 of the
NEC Style Manual.

The addition of the phrase “approved means” as shown in Proposal 2-42
utilizes verbiage that is currently defined and applied in various locations
throughout the NEC.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: As stated in 110.2, all conductors and equipment must be
“approved”. As such, whatever method is used is already subject to approval.
The panel specifically mentions cable ties as one means because it is the most
common method of meeting the rule. Changing the rule to “approved” only,
does not add clarity.

See the panel action on Comment 2-22.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:
KING, D.: See my explanation of negative on Comment 2-22.
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2-20 Log #1621 NEC-P02
(210.4(D))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael L. Last, Ocean View, HI

Comment on Proposal No: 2-44

Recommendation: Accept Proposal 2-44.

Substantiation: Further consideration of this proposal is indicated by the
Explanation of Negative vote by panel member King, D. Member King
represents a labor organization concerned with safety in the workplace. He
states, “The Submitter of this proposal has identified a common installation
practice that in many cases compromises this important safety requirement.”
In addition, he states, “The submitter has clearly substantiated that grouping
alone is not sufficient and proposes an effective and practical means to

ensure that the intent of 210.4(D) is met.” These statements are attributed to a
representative of those who encounter the situation while actually working in
the profession. These ARE the “hands-on” employees whose safety is being
compromised. Further consideration is warranted.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel does not agree that the marking in addition to the
grouping is necessary. The objective of the requirement is to find the particular
grounded conductor associated with a set of ungrounded conductors that are
part of a multi-wire branch circuit. Once the worker identifies the multi-wire
circuit, ungrounded conductors that are intended to be worked on, it is a simple
task to trace these back within the panelboard to the grouping and determine
the associated grounded conductor.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: This Comment should have been accepted. The panel statement
does not address the submitter of this comment’s concern which is proper
identification of the grounded conductor of a multiwire branch circuit where
multiple circuits enter a panel or box and are inadvertently grouped together.
The only clear way to identify the conductors that are part of a multiwire
branch circuit is by tagging or other similar methods as is recommended by the
submitter in the the original proposal.

2-21 Log #1723 NEC-P02
(210.4(D))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 2-42

Recommendation: Revise the text of the 2011 NEC ROP Draft as follows:
(D) Grouping. The ungrounded and grounded conductors of each multiwire
branch circuit shall be grouped by cable ties or similar means where at-each-
loeation-that terminations, connections, or splices are made.

Substantiation: Editorial changes are suggested to improve the syntax. The
word “where” should be used to indicate a location as indicated in the NEC
Style Manual.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The comment does improve the syntax, however, the text
associated with grouping at other than the panelboard has been deleted through
the action taken on Comment 2-22. The submitter of Comment 2-22 makes a
valid case for not extending the grouping requirement.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-22 Log #2491 NEC-P02
(210.4(D))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-42
Recommendation: The proposal should be rejected.
Substantiation: The panel action on this proposal is excessive. As the
originator (Comment 2-13, 2005 and Proposal 2-17, 2008 NEC cycles) of the
concept that resulted in 210.4(D) mandating that the conductors of multiwire
branch circuits be grouped where they originate, | can say with authority
that it was never intended that the grouping requirement be applied in other
locations. The adverse comment in the voting is exactly correct. The point was
to make it possible for electricians attempting to isolate a multiwire circuit for
disconnecting purposes to be able to do so correctly. Not all circuit breakers
supplying multiwire branch circuits are adjacent to one another and all white
(or gray) wires look alike; the grouping rule makes it easy to disconnect the
correct conductors and it also makes it easy for an inspector to verify that
a correct selection of phases (or lines) has been achieved. Neither of these
actions will normally occur at a remote location.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: This comment should have been rejected. | disagree with the
submitter of this comment’s substantiation. It was the intent of the submitter
of proposal 2-42 that the grouping requirements for multiwire branch circuits

apply to other locations. Proper identification of conductors associated with
multiwire branch circuits is a safety concern at all points where splices and
terminations are made. Given the near unanimous support for this proposal at
the ROP Meeting, Panel 2 should give this comment further consideration.

2-23 Log #2492 NEC-P02
(210.4(D))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-44
Recommendation: Continue to reject the proposal.
Substantiation: The grouping requirement includes the neutral conductor,
making the function obvious. Although it is certainly true that conductors,
especially stranded ones, are commonly grouped in a panel gutter for reasons
of workmanship, the current wording of 210.4(D) assures that such a grouping
will be a grouping of groups, immediately apparent to a qualified electrician.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: See the panel statement on Comment 2-20.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: See explanation of negative on Comment 2-20.

2-24 Log #1448 NEC-P02 Final Action: Reject
(210.4(D) and Exception (New) )

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 2-48

Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:
Exception: The requirement for grouping shall not apply where the multiwire

circuit is supplied from a single circuit breaker or single fused switch in an

enclosure that does not accommodate additional circuit breakers or fused

switches. A circuit breaker with approved handle ties shall be considered a

single circuit breaker.

Substantiation: Grouping is not necessary where only one multiwire circuit

can be installed, since there is only one set of circuit conductors.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The situation described by the submitter is already covered

by the existing exception. By definition, if only one multi-wire branch circuit

is entering the enclosure it will be from a unique raceway or cable which is

covered by the existing exception.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-25 Log #61 NEC-P02
(210.4(D) and Exception (New))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 2-48

Recommendation: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that the panel
clarify the panel action on this proposal with respect to the addition of the word
“circuit”.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

In the wording of Proposal 2-48, add the word “circuit” between the words
“ungrounded” and “conductors” in 210.4(D).

Panel Statement: The panel accepts the direction of the Technical Correlating
Committee, and has clarified that the term “circuit” is to be added.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-26 Log #1045 NEC-P02
(210.5(C))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Jamie McNamara, Hastings, MN

Comment on Proposal No: 2-55

Recommendation: Mr. Don King’s explanation of negative vote should be
looked at again and the change he proposes accepted.

Substantiation: None given.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: There are numerous methods of providing such
documentation that may not be “written”. One example is an electronic system
that would allow all of the documentation to be pulled up electronically based
on the panel identification.
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Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: This comment should have been accepted. The proposed
requirement for approved written documentation is to provide a consistent
method for the authority having jurisdiction to be able to enforce.

2-27 Log #2335 NEC-P02
(210.5(C))

Final Action: Accept

2-29 Log #1717 NEC-P02
(210.8)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 2-77

Recommendation: Move the sentence added to 210.8(A) and (B) to the
opening paragraph of 210.8 and delete the sentence from existing 210.8(A) and
(B) of the 2011 NEC ROP Draft to read as follows:

210.8 Ground-Fault Circuit-Interrupter Protection for Personnel.
Ground-fault circuit-interruption for personnel shall be provided as required

in (A) through (C). The ground-fault circuit-interrupter shall be installed in a

Submitter: Mike Holt, Mike Holt Enterprises
Comment on Proposal No: 2-52
Recommendation: Add a charging statement to the text, as follows:

(C) Identification of Ungrounded Conductors. Ungrounded conductors
shall be identified in accordance with (1), (2). and (3).

(1) Application. Text to remain unchanged.

(2) Means of Identification. Text to remain unchanged.

(3) Posting of Identification Means. Text to remain unchanged.
Substantiation: This change is an editorial one, intended to provide
consistency with most other Code sections.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-28 Log #2493 NEC-P02
(210.7(B))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-61
Recommendation: Accept the proposal.
Substantiation: The proposed text is neither vague nor unenforceable. It is
equally prescriptive, and quite necessary. It provides a needed alternative
to a multi-pole circuit breaker or an individual fused switch. It provides
the equivalent in safety, because as worded if someone is attempting to
disconnect the outlet for servicing, the common disconnect for the yoke will be
immediately apparent to the user. Remember that 110.22(A) already requires
a legible marking for such a device. It should not be necessary to send the
inspector into the provisions of 90.4 to permit such an arrangement, which is
arguably permitted by the current wording, depending on how broadly the word
“point” in the current text is interpreted in the field. The proposal addresses a
common occurrence, particularly in old work.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel reaffirms it action and statement on Proposal
2-61.

The present text is clear and provides the AHJ with prescriptive requirements
with which to determine what is a practical and safe installation.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

18-3 Log #62 NEC-P18
(210.8)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 2-66

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panel 18 for action in Article
406.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

CMP 18 accepts the direction of the TCC to consider Proposal 2-66 and
rejects this proposal.

Panel Statement: CMP 18 reaffirms its action and statement on Proposals
18-71 and 18-73. Proposal 18-73 was the companion proposal to Proposal 2-66
submitted by the same individual.

Number Eligible to Vote: 11

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11

readily accessible location.
Informational Note: See 215.9 for ground-fault circuit-interrupter protection for
personnel on feeders.

Delete the second sentence in the proposed opening paragraph from 210.8(A)
and (B) in the 2011 NEC ROP Draft.
Substantiation: A new opening paragraph is suggested to introduce the
section. This is intended to be an editorial improvement and not introduce a
new concept. Since an identical sentence has been added to both (A) and (B),
the sentence should be moved to the opening paragraph so it applies to both
(A) and (B) without duplicate sentences.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-30 Log #2175 NEC-P02
(210.8(A))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Wayne E. Morris, Association of Home Appliance Manufacturers
Comment on Proposal No: 2-70

Recommendation: The Code-Making Panel should accept Proposal 2-70.
Substantiation: This proposal replaces the exception from GFCI requirements
for large appliances located in dedicated spaces that was deleted from the
2005 NEC. Nuisance failures of GFCls for freezers or refrigerators located

in a basement or garage may be rare, but cause a great deal of damage when
they occur.. No evidence has been given of a problem causing the elimination
of the exceptions in the 2005 NEC. Reports are coming in of nuisance tripped
breakers causing homeowners and business managers to remove the GFCI
breaker outlets. The fact that some states have not adopted this provision in the
2008 NEC shows that this is still a very controversial change by Code Panel 2.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: As stated in response to the original proposal, there is no
specific text provided as to what is expected to be added into the NEC. In
addition, the panel was very clear in its statements in the 2008 NEC as to

the rationale for removal of the exceptions. Although the submitter indicates
“reports of nuisance tripped” GFCls, he fails to indicate how many of those are
due to the failure of the appliance to maintain leakage current levels below the
4mA range.

As the panel has stated previously, if an appliance is leaking current above
the GFCI threshold, the appliance needs to be investigated and serviced to
eliminate the potential hazard.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

PURVIS, R.: This comment should have been accepted. The damage due
to tripped GFCls on refrigerators and freezers seems greater than the safety
concerns with GFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:

BROWN, L.: There still seems to be problems with GFCI protection for
certain appliances that this Technical Committee refuses to believe. NFPA
should do a study to substantiate the position taken by the NFPA Technical
Committee.

2-31 Log #2696 NEC-P02
(210.8(A))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael Baxter, Energy Safe Technologies Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-72
Recommendation: Same as originally submitted.
Substantiation: The Underwriters Laboratory completed a study of problems
associated with receptacles that lead to fires as well as the effectiveness of an
advanced receptacle, such
as the PSP, to address these problems. This report shows that such a receptacle
has the potential to make a positive difference to the rate of fires and
consequent
injuries and loss. The result of this work is detailed in the accompanying UL
Report on Project 09CA32520 published 21 October 2009.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
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Panel Statement: The panel notes that the submitter is proposing that the
subject receptacle replace the requirements for GFCI protection. The report
supplied with the substantiation indicates that the electric shock provisions
would be evaluated in accordance with UL 943, Standard for Safety for
Ground-Fault Circuit Interrupters. If the device is evaluated to and meets these
provisions, it could be applied as a GFCI under the current NEC rules. As such,
the panel does not see any justification to revise the code language. As for the
other features of the receptacle, temperature sensing and power off, these are
specific receptacle features that are under the purview of Code-Making Panel
18.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-32 Log #2699 NEC-P02
(210.8(A))

Final Action: Reject

2-35 Log #2358 NEC-P02
(210.8(A)(2))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Marcus R. Sampson, Lysistrata Electric

Comment on Proposal No: 2-77

Recommendation: Continue to accept this proposal.

Substantiation: The requirement to install the GFCI device in an accessible
location will not only assist the user in complying with the recommended
regular testing of the device, but the AHJ will be able to enforce common sense
with specific Code language.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action taken on Comment 2-29. The panel has
rearranged the text to place the rule into the main paragraph of 210.8.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: Michael Baxter, Energy Safe Technologies Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-71
Recommendation: Same as originally submitted.
Substantiation: The Underwriters Laboratory completed a study of problems
associated with receptacles that lead to fires as well as the effectiveness of an
advanced receptacle, such
as the PSP, to address these problems. This report shows that such a receptacle
has the potential to make a positive difference to the rate of fires and
consequent
injuries and loss. The result of this work is detailed in the accompanying UL
Report on Project 09CA32520 published 21 October 2009.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: See panel statement on Comment 2-12.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-36 Log #2880 NEC-P02
(210.8(A)(2))

Final Action: Reject

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that this
comment be reported as “Reject” since it does not comply with 4.4.5(c) of
the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

Submitter: Timothy D. Curry, Curry Electric, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-77

Recommendation: None provided.

Substantiation: | STRONGLY AGREE THAT THIS IS A PROBLEM AND
THAT THE PROPOSAL, AS IT HAS BEEN ACCEPTED, IS A GOOD
REVISION AND WORTHY OF BEING ACCEPTED.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action taken on Comment 2-29. The panel has
rearranged the text to place the rule into the main paragraph of 210.8.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-33 Log #1040 NEC-PO2
(210.8(A) and 210.8(B))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

2-37 Log #2177 NEC-P02
(210.8(A)(2) Exception to (2))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: James W. Carpenter, International Association of Electrical
Inspectors

Comment on Proposal No: 2-77

Recommendation: Continue to accept the proposal in principle in part as
outlined in the panel action text.

Substantiation: This will continue to improve the accessibility of GFCIs in all
locations. Many ground fault receptacles are mounted behind large appliances
making them difficult to locate for testing and resetting.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action taken on Comment 2-29. The panel has
rearranged the text to place the rule into the main paragraph of 210.8.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-34 Log #2176 NEC-P02
(210.8(A)(2))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Wayne E. Morris, Association of Home Appliance Manufacturers
Comment on Proposal No: 2-80

Recommendation: The Code-Making Panel should accept Proposal 2-80.
Substantiation: This proposal replaces the exception from GFCI requirements
for large appliances located in dedicated spaces that was deleted from the 2005
NEC. Nuisance failures of GFCls for freezers or refrigerators located in a
basement or garage may be rare, but cause a great deal of damage when they
occur. The GFCI is often difficult to locate behind a refrigerator or freezer,
leading to difficulty in both identifying the tripped outlet and resetting the
GFCI.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel reiterates its statement from Proposal 2-80 that
these appliances are compatible with GFCIs.

The issue of the location of the GFCI is addressed through the actions taken
on Proposal 2-77 and Comment 2-29.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2
Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: There still seems to be problems with GFCI protection for
certain appliances that this Technical Committee refuses to believe. NFPA
should do a study to substantiate the position taken by the NFPA Technical
Committee.

PURVIS, R.: This comment should have been accepted. The damage due
to tripped GFCls on refrigerators and freezers seems greater than the safety
concerns with GFCls.

Submitter: Wayne E. Morris, Association of Home Appliance Manufacturers
Comment on Proposal No: 2-87
Recommendation: The Code-Making Panel should accept proposal 2-87.
Substantiation: This proposal replaces the exception from GFCI requirements
for large appliances located in dedicated spaces that was deleted from the 2005
NEC. Nuisance failures of GFCls for freezers or refrigerators located in a
basement or garage may be rare, but cause a great deal of damage when they
occur. The GFCl is often difficult to locate behind a refrigerator or freezer,
leading to difficulty in both identifying the tripped outlet and resetting the
GFCI.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel reiterates its statement from Proposal 2-87 that
these appliances are compatible with GFCls. The issue of the location of the
GFCl is addressed through the actions taken on Proposal 2-77 and Comment
2-29.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

PURVIS, R.: This comment should have been accepted. The damage due
to tripped GFCls on refrigerators and freezers seems greater than the safety
concerns with GFCls.

2-38 Log #2406 NEC-P02
(210.8(A)(2) Exception to (2))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Brian E. Rock, Hubbell Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-87

Recommendation: If the Panel revises its previous Panel Action to Reject for
any reason, revise any proposed text to replace “twist lock receptacle” with
“locking-type receptacle”.

Substantiation: “Twist-Lock”, as proposed by the Submitter of P2-87,

is a registered trademark (U.S. Patent & Trademark Office Nos. 565,872,
1,800,509, and 1,845,454) of Hubbell Incorporated for receptacles, attachment
plugs, cable connectors, and inlets (motor attachment plug caps) of the locking-
blade construction, and for enclosures employing similar. If the Panel revises
its Panel Action for any reason and decides to include the P2-87 Submitter’s
new text, change to generic “locking-type receptacle.”

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel has not revised its action on Proposal 2-87, and as
such, the revision is not appropriate.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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2-39 Log #656 NEC-P02
(210.8(A)(3))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael Strauss, BSafe Electrix Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-89

Recommendation: BSafe Electix Inc. had requested several revisions to NFPA
70 which were Rejected by the panels responsible for evaluating them.
Substantiation: We do claim that the device will eliminate/mitigate a subset of
wiring device hazards. As studied and documented in the published literature,
fires do arise from overheated receptacles; these fires are the ones Integral
Thermal Circuit-Interrupers offer protection from.

UL test data, as well as internal test data, support our claim that the BSafe
Exectrix receptacle will interrupt electrical flow to it if a specified temperature
rise is exceeded; it does not appear the the panel disagreed with this. As with
any device, there well may be unanticipated failure mechanisms that can
arise. We, therefore, have developed, and are offering a device that will detect
receptacle overheating, interrupt further electrical flow to it, and thereby
reduce the number of fires that occur. This precisely focused effort has been
successful; the fact that there may be other failure mechanisms that can lead to
fires does not reduce the importance of the fire reductions that will result from
acceptance of the Integral Thermal Circuit-Interrupter.

As the Panel indicated, “Installation of these devices is not prohibited by the
NEC.” We, therefore, proceeding to market the BSafe Electrix receptacle and in
addition we are offering our patented technologies for licensing at reasonable
royalties. Our goal, in part, is to gain additional performance experience in a
range of applications and to promote fire safety. This experience will be made
available to the NFPA and the public through presentations in various venues.

Additionally, we “...specifically noted that the new device embodies one
approach to detecting and reacting to overheating within a receptacle. Many
other approaches may be reduced to practice and marketed by companies
and individuals throughout the world, based on improved sensing, analytical
and manufacturing capabilities.” Our expectation is that we and others will
continue to develop Integral Thermal Circuit-Interrupter technologies and,
when appropriate, present additional data to the NFPA that leads to their
recognition as another advance in fire protection. We will, of course, carefully
consider the Panel’s Statement as we collect additional data and continue with
our development programs.

While disappointed, we do respect the efforts the NFPA’s Panels and the
entire staff expend to continually increase the safety of the public, both
nationally and throughout the world; and we sincerely thank them all.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The comment does not recommend specific code text as is
required by section 4.3.3(c) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-40 Log #657 NEC-P02
(210.8(A)B)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael Strauss, BSafe Electrix Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-92

Recommendation: BSafe Electix Inc. had requested several revisions to NFPA
70 which were Rejected by the panels responsible for evaluating them.
Substantiation: We do claim that the device will eliminate/mitigate a subset of
wiring device hazards. As studied and documented in the published literature,
fires do arise from overheated receptacles; these fires are the ones Integral
Thermal Circuit-Interrupers offer protection from.

UL test data, as well as internal test data, support our claim that the BSafe
Exectrix receptacle will interrupt electrical flow to it if a specified temperature
rise is exceeded; it does not appear the the panel disagreed with this. As with
any device, there well may be unanticipated failure mechanisms that can
arise. We, therefore, have developed, and are offering a device that will detect
receptacle overheating, interrupt further electrical flow to it, and thereby
reduce the number of fires that occur. This precisely focused effort has been
successful; the fact that there may be other failure mechanisms that can lead to
fires does not reduce the importance of the fire reductions that will result from
acceptance of the Integral Thermal Circuit-Interrupter.

As the Panel indicated, “Installation of these devices is not prohibited by the
NEC.” We, therefore, proceeding to market the BSafe Electrix receptacle and in
addition we are offering our patented technologies for licensing at reasonable
royalties. Our goal, in part, is to gain additional performance experience in a
range of applications and to promote fire safety. This experience will be made
available to the NFPA and the public through presentations in various venues.

Additionally, we “...specifically noted that the new device embodies one
approach to detecting and reacting to overheating within a receptacle. Many
other approaches may be reduced to practice and marketed by companies
and individuals throughout the world, based on improved sensing, analytical
and manufacturing capabilities.” Our expectation is that we and others will
continue to develop Integral Thermal Circuit-Interrupter technologies and,
when appropriate, present additional data to the NFPA that leads to their
recognition as another advance in fire protection. We will, of course, carefully

consider the Panel’s Statement as we collect additional data and continue with
our development programs.

While disappointed, we do respect the efforts the NFPA’s Panels and the
entire staff expend to continually increase the safety of the public, both
nationally and throughout the world; and we sincerely thank them all.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The comment does not recommend specific code text as is
required by section 4.3.3(c) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-41 Log #2178 NEC-P02
(210.8(A)(5))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Wayne E. Morris, Association of Home Appliance Manufacturers
Comment on Proposal No: 2-94
Recommendation: The Code-Making Panel should accept Proposal 2-94.
Substantiation: This proposal replaces the exception from GFCI requirements
for large appliances located in dedicated spaces that was deleted from the
2005 NEC. Nuisance failures of GFCls for freezers or refrigerators located
in a basement or garage may be rare, but cause a great deal of damage when
they occur. No evidence has been given of a problem causing the elimination
of the exceptions in the 2005 NEC. Reports are coming in of nuisance tripped
breakers causing homeowners and business managers to remove the GFCI
breaker outlets. The fact that some states have not adopted this provision in the
2008 NEC shows that this is still a very controversial change by Code Panel 2.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel reiterates its statement in Proposal 2-80 that these
appliances are compatible with GFCls. The issue of the location of the GFCI is
addressed through the actions taken on Proposal 2-77 and Comment 2-29.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

PURVIS, R.: This comment should have been accepted. The damage due
to tripped GFCls on refrigerators and freezers seems greater than the safety
concerns with GFCls.

2-42 Log #1590 NEC-P02
(210.8(A)(7)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Jim Pauley, Schneider Electric
Comment on Proposal No: 2-103
Recommendation: Revise the wording to read as follows:

(7) Sinks — for-located in areas other than kitchens i -

{6), where receptacles are installed within 1.8 m (6 ft) of the outside edge of
the sink.

Substantiation: The revision is suggested to eliminate the possible confusion
about where the new rule applies. 210.8(A)(6) applies to receptacles serving
the countertop in kitchens. As worded in 210.8(A)(7), the rule seems to apply
to receptacles other than the countertop receptacles and if interpreted in that
manner would then place GFCI protection on the receptacles for the disposal
and dishwasher which are not countertop receptacles, but are generally within
6’ of the sink.

The revision modifies the wording to simply remove kitchens from
consideration in 210.8(A)(7) which would seem to be the intent of the panel.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-43 Log #2494 NEC-P02
(210.8(A)(7))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-103
Recommendation: Accept the panel action in principle. Revise the text to read
as follows:

(7) Sinks located in areas other than kitchens, where installed within 1.8 m (6
ft), measured horizontally from the outside edge.
Substantiation: The comment in the voting is correct. In addition, it is
important that the means of measuring the 6-ft dimension be spelled out.
A baseboard-height receptacle 6 ft 1 in. from a countertop sink will be well
within the 6-ft coverage zone if the height is measured horizontally and not on
a diagonal; this comment clarifies that such a receptacle is within the coverage
area. This particular topic is a routine area of controversy in the field.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Panel Statement: See the panel action taken on Comment 2-42. The revision
made by the acceptance of Comment 2-42 accomplishes the objective of the
submitter.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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2-44 Log #63 NEC-P02
(210.8(B))

Final Action: Accept

2-47 Log #473 NEC-P02
(210.8(B)(5) (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 2-109

Recommendation: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that the
panel clarify the panel action and statement on this proposal as Proposal 2-77
addresses a different section with different text.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel accepts the direction of the Technical Correlating
Committee and notes that Proposal 2-77 does, in fact, address 210.8(A)

and 210.8(B) in the panel action. As such, the subject of Proposal 2-109 is
addressed in the action taken on Proposal 2-77.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-45 Log #2241 NEC-P02
(210.8(B))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: John Williamson, Maple Grove, MN

Comment on Proposal No: 2-122

Recommendation: Revise the submitter’s Proposal 2-122 as follows:
Garages,service-bays-and-simiar-areas: Garages, service bays, and similar

areas where electrical diagnostic equipment, electrical hand tools, or portable

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee notes that Code-
Making Panel 14 agreed with the action taken on Proposal 2-122.
Submitter: Code-Making Panel 14,
Comment on Proposal No: 2-122
Recommendation: CMP 14 is in agreement with the principle CMP-2 acted
upon on Proposal 2-122, in that personal protection in garages is improved by
the installation/use of ground-fault circuit-interrupter (GFCI) protection.
Substantiation: CMP-14 needs new recommended actions by CMP-14
within Article 511 to address improvements on GFCI issues that will be more
appropriate in dealing with commercial garages.

This comment was developed by a CMP-14 Task Group and balloted through
the entire panel with the following ballot results:

14 Eligible to vote

12 Affirmative

2 Ballots Not Returned (T. Beall and D.W. Zipse (Voting Alternate))

No comments on vote were received.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel is unclear as to what Code-Making Panel 14 is
recommending, since no specific action to either modify the text or continue
with the proposed text is given.

See the panel action taken on Comment 2-45.

The panel has revised the wording to be consistent with the text of 511.12.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

lighting equipment are to be used.

Substantiation: The revised wording takes into account the submitter’s
original proposal, the panel statement, and the ballot comments. In addition
to facilities where diesel-powered vehicles are parked, stored, or serviced,
the expanded GFCI rules will enhance electrical safety in repair garages and
similar occupancies that will increasingly be used for plug-in electric hybrid
vehicles and similar new types of vehicles.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-46 Log #2697 NEC-P02
(210.8(B) and Exceptions)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael Baxter, Energy Safe Technologies Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-111
Recommendation: Same as originally submitted.
Substantiation: The Underwriters Laboratory completed a study of problems
associated with receptacles that lead to fires as well as the effectiveness of an
advanced receptacle, such
as the PSP, to address these problems. This report shows that such a receptacle
has the potential to make a positive difference to the rate of fires and
consequent
injuries and loss. The result of this work is detailed in the accompanying UL
Report on Project 09CA32520 published 21 October 2009.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel notes that the submitter is proposing that the
subject receptacle replace the requirements for GFCI protection. The report
supplied with the substantiation indicates that the electric shock provisions
would be evaluated in accordance with UL 943 - Standard for Safety for
Ground-Fault Circuit Interrupters. If the device is evaluated to and meets these
provisions, it could be applied as a GFCI under the current NEC rules.

As such, the panel does not see any justification to revise the code language.
As for the other features of the receptacle, temperature sensing and power
off, these are specific receptacle features that are under the purview of Code-
Making Panel 18.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-48 Log #658 NEC-P02
(210.8(B)(9)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael Strauss, BSafe Electrix Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-120

Recommendation: BSafe Electix Inc. had requested several revisions to NFPA
70 which were Rejected by the panels responsible for evaluating them.
Substantiation: We do claim that the device will eliminate/mitigate a subset of
wiring device hazards. As studied and documented in the published literature,
fires do arise from overheated receptacles; these fires are the ones Integral
Thermal Circuit-Interrupers offer protection from.

UL test data, as well as internal test data, support our claim that the BSafe
Exectrix receptacle will interrupt electrical flow to it if a specified temperature
rise is exceeded; it does not appear the the panel disagreed with this. As with
any device, there well may be unanticipated failure mechanisms that can
arise. We, therefore, have developed, and are offering a device that will detect
receptacle overheating, interrupt further electrical flow to it, and thereby
reduce the number of fires that occur. This precisely focused effort has been
successful; the fact that there may be other failure mechanisms that can lead to
fires does not reduce the importance of the fire reductions that will result from
acceptance of the Integral Thermal Circuit-Interrupter.

As the Panel indicated, “Installation of these devices is not prohibited by the
NEC.” We, therefore, proceeding to market the BSafe Electrix receptacle and in
addition we are offering our patented technologies for licensing at reasonable
royalties. Our goal, in part, is to gain additional performance experience in a
range of applications and to promote fire safety. This experience will be made
available to the NFPA and the public through presentations in various venues.

Additionally, we “...specifically noted that the new device embodies one
approach to detecting and reacting to overheating within a receptacle. Many
other approaches may be reduced to practice and marketed by companies
and individuals throughout the world, based on improved sensing, analytical
and manufacturing capabilities.” Our expectation is that we and others will
continue to develop Integral Thermal Circuit-Interrupter technologies and,
when appropriate, present additional data to the NFPA that leads to their
recognition as another advance in fire protection. We will, of course, carefully
consider the Panel’s Statement as we collect additional data and continue with
our development programs.

While disappointed, we do respect the efforts the NFPA’s Panels and the
entire staff expend to continually increase the safety of the public, both
nationally and throughout the world; and we sincerely thank them all.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The comment does not recommend specific code text as is
required by section 4.3.3(c) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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2-49 Log #2495 NEC-P02
(210.8(B)(5) (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-122
Recommendation: The proposal should be rejected.
Substantiation: This material is a special requirement related to one of the
enumerated occupancies in Chapter 5 of the NEC and should not be moved
into Chapter 2. The comment if the voting well describes just one of the likely
outcomes of such a relocation. These issues should remain with CMP 14.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: Although the panel agrees that the provision is parallel to
511.12, it does expand the GFCI protection to garages and service bays that are
not covered by Article 511, such as those garages where vehicles are powered
by other than flammable liquids or flammable gases.

The panel has modified the language via the action taken on Comment 2-45
to make the language consistent with 511.12.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-50 Log #1724 NEC-P02 Final Action: Reject
(210.8(B)(5) and Exception No. 1)

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services
Comment on Proposal No: 2-121
Recommendation: Revise the existing text of the 2008 NEC as follows:

(5) Sinks — those wihere receptacles are installed within 1.8 m (6 ft) of the
outside edge of the sink.

Exception No 1 to (5): In industrial, university, and research laboratories,
receptacles shall be permitted without GFCI protection if used to supply
equipment that requires continuous where-removat-of power for procedures
being performed or the process involved and removal of power would introduce
a greater hazard shal-be-permitted-to-be-instatec-without-GFClproteetion.
Substantiation: Some of the changes proposed to the requirement in (5) and
Exception No. 1 are intended to be editorial and bring the text into compliance
with the NEC Style Manual. Section 3.3.4 of the NEC Style Manual states that
“where” should not be used to mean “when” or “if.”

Similar or identical work is done in research and university laboratories
as is done in industrial laboratories so the Exception should apply to those
laboratories as well. The relocation of the phrase “shall be permitted to
be installed without GFCI protection” is intended to improve the sentence
structure.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter did not offer any additional substantiation that
university and research laboratories should be considered in the same manner
as industrial laboratories.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Comment on Affirmative:

WEBER, R.: This comment does have merit. In many cases, university and
research laboratories perform similar or identical work to that of industrial
laboratories. This exception would only be applicable if removal of power
would create a greater hazard to persons or personnel. The option of GFCI
protection in these instances should be left up to the governing body of these
types of facilities. | encourage the submitter to come back with additional
information for the next cycle.

2-51 Log #1725 NEC-P02
(210.8(B)(5) Exception No. 2)

Final Action: Reject

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that this
comment be reported as “Reject” to correlate with the actions taken on
Comments 15-26 and 15-27.

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 2-123

Recommendation: Revise the text of the 2011 NEC ROP Draft as follows:
Exception No 2 to (5): For other than those receptacles covered under
210.8(B)(1), GFCI protection shall not be required for receptacles located at
i patient bed locations ef in basic care rooms, general care rooms, or critical
care rooms areas of health care facilities ether-than-these-covered-under

Substantiation: Code Panel 15 has changed several of the definitions related
to this exception. The former patient care areas consisting of general and
critical care areas has been changed to three classes of rooms where different
types of patient care is administered. Included are basic care room, general care
room, and critical care room.

This comment intends to include these revised terms and to make editorial
revisions to the sentence structure.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel notes that if Code-Making Panel 15 does not
maintain their definitions for the different patient care spaces, the Technical
Correlating Committee should reject this comment.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-52 Log #2258 NEC-P02
(210.8(B)(6))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: William Benard, Gemini Electric Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-110
Recommendation: Revise as folows:

210.8(B)(6) Locker Rooms—uwith adjaeent associated showering facilities.
Substantiation: The current proposed language does not accurately describe a
distance with the use of the word “adjacent.” In years past, the NEC has found
it necessary to add the word “immediately” to qualify the term “adjacent”
in order to determine a specific distance. In a case where the locker room is
located via passage through an adjacent bathroom from the shower area would
exempt the locker room from the prescribed protection. The locker room would
still provide a location that promotes electrical shock due to the nature of the
use as described in the substantiation of Proposal 2-110. Changing the term
“adjacent” to “associated” does not place focus on a distance, but does consider
the source of water carried to the drying/dressing area which is the problem.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-53 Log #1421 NEC-P02
(210.8(B)(8))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Mark Shapiro, Farmington Hills, Ml

Comment on Proposal No: 2-122

Recommendation: Revise proposed new 210.8(B)(8) by adding the following:
(8) Garages, service bays, and similar areas.

Exception to (8): Parking garages.

Substantiation: It is not clear whether this proposed new requirement would

apply to parking garages. If the panel agrees that they are not intended to be

included, then this need to be made clear.

If the panel intends to include them, then make that clear by revising the
proposed wording to read, “(8) Garages, parking garages, service bays, and
similar areas.”

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Panel Statement: See the panel action taken on Comment 2-45.

The revisions made by the panel in Comment 2-45 address the submitter’s
concern by limiting the application to receptacles where portable diagnostic
tools, electric hand tools or portable lighting will be used.

This action will address the submitter’s concern regarding parking garages.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-54 Log #2336 NEC-P02
(210.8(B)(8))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Mike Holt, Mike Holt Enterprises

Comment on Proposal No: 2-122

Recommendation: Reject this proposal.

Substantiation: This new requirement results in new requirements without any
technical substantiation. The substantiation was anecdotal in nature, without
citing any specific incidents. 90.3 works very well when we let it do its job.
Unfortunately, when the Code parrots rules from Chapter 5 in Chapter 2,
conflicts often occur. For example, if the garage is governed by Article 511, do
the GFCI rules in 511 modify this rule, requiring GFCls only in the specific
locations discussed in that article? This proposal seems to add more confusion
than safety.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-49.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-55 Log #2698 NEC-P02
(210.8(C))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael Baxter, Energy Safe Technologies Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-129
Recommendation: Same as originally submitted.
Substantiation: The Underwriters Laboratory completed a study of problems
associated with receptacles that lead to fires as well as the effectiveness of an
advanced receptacle, such as the PSP, to address these problems. This report
shows that such a receptacle has the potential to make a positive difference
to the rate of fires and consequent injuries and loss. The result of this work is
detailed in the accompanying UL Report on Project 09CA32520 published 21
October 2009.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
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Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel notes that the submitter is proposing that the
subject receptacle replace the requirements for GFCI protection. The report
supplied with the substantiation indicates that the electric shock provisions
would be evaluated in accordance with UL 943 - Standard for Safety for
Ground-Fault Circuit Interrupters. If the device is evaluated to and meets these
provisions, it could be applied as a GFCI under the current NEC rules. As such,
the panel does not see any justification to revise the code language. As for the
other features of the receptacle, temperature sensing and power off, these are
specific receptacle features that are under the purview of Code-Making Panel
18.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-56 Log #1372 NEC-P02
(210.9 Exception No. 2)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Charles M. Trout, Maron Electric Company

Comment on Proposal No: 2-134

Recommendation: Delete Exception No. 2 in its’ entirety.

Substantiation: The panel is attempting to shift the responsibility for
providing prescriptive Code requirements to the authority having jurisdiction.
It is the responsibility of the Code process to provide prescriptive requirements
for the authority having jurisdiction to enforce.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel disagrees with the substantiation and notes that
there are numerous instances where the AHJ must determine whether or not the
appropriate supervision exists for an installation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | agree with the submitter of this comment. An exception that
permits a reduction in safety should include clear prescriptive language for
proper interpretation by both the electrician and the AHJ. since there is no
requirement for documentation that would provide evidence to the AHJ that a
qualified person actually exists, this could lead to inconsistent and improper
application of this section.”

9-3 Log #65 NEC-P09
(210.10(A))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 2-135

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panel 9 for action.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

The panel accepts the direction of the Technical Correlating Committee to act
on Proposal 2-135 and rejects the proposal.

Panel Statement: Refer to the panel action and statement on Comment 9-3a.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

9-3a Log #2497a NEC-P09
(210.10(A))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-135

Recommendation: Continue to reject the proposal.

Substantiation: The object of this proposal is already contained in the NEC,
in Section 410.104(B). This submitter, the senior member of CMP 9, is well
aware that the TCC has forwarded this proposal to CMP 9 for action, and will
make the same argument to that panel at the December meetings. Until and
unless the TCC reassigns jurisdiction for the technical content of 410.104(B),
it would be inappropriate to address the usual application of the proposed
rule (luminaire ballasts) in yet another part of the NEC, because correlation
problems are likely to crop up over time.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

(Note: Sequence 2-58 was not used)

2-57 Log #2496 NEC-P02
(210.9 Exception No. 2 (New) )

Final Action: Accept

2-59 Log #329 NEC-P02 Final Action: Accept
(210.11(B))

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-134

Recommendation: Continue to reject the proposal.

Substantiation: This proposal was considered and rejected for the 2008

NEC. Since it is now back once again with essentially the same arguments,
and as the submitter of the series of proposals and comments over several
cycles that finally inserted this exception into the NEC, | thought some
historical background was in order. The following paragraph of this comment
recapitulates my comment in the prior cycle (Comment 2-63, 2008 NEC cycle)
that was instrumental in the rejection of a similar proposal.

“1 did a great deal of my initial trade work in a number of heavy industrial
occupancies, all of whom were running at 600V ungrounded. It was common
practice to bring in machinery rated for 480 volts, and | would be assigned
the task of wiring it. | quickly discovered that there were no 600V/480V two-
winding transformers commercially available. However, a 480V/120V two-
winding transformer connected as an autotransformer worked very well, and
saved the enormous expense and labor involved in the only alternative, two
sets of two-winding transformers. Since the potential hazard in this situation
consists of the equipment running at some voltage to ground greater than 480V
but in this case not much more, not over 600V, and since that is well within the
equipment parameters, the code making panel made a reasonable assessment
and allowed it to go forward. It should continue until and unless the industry is
willing to make two-winding transformers available for this duty.”

With respect to providing prescriptive requirements (in reference to
comments in the voting), it is important to recognize that 600V installations
really do not exist outside of an industrial environment. When the proposal
was originally submitted, it had no qualified supervision limitation. CMP 2
originated this requirement in the interest of increased safety. It would be
highly inappropriate to remove this allowance altogether as requested in the
proposal, which is routinely applied to make 480V equipment function on
600V distributions, particularly in light of the fact that the proposal submitter,
in both this and the prior code cycle, failed to document a single instance of
loss experience. It is clear that the real issue with this proposal is heartburn
around “qualified person” allowances throughout the NEC, and not this
particular exception. CMP 2 took the correct action by retaining a consistent
approach as that followed by all other panels responding to similar concerns.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: See my explanation of negative on Comment 2-56.

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-138

Recommendation: The proposal should be rejected.

Substantiation: The use of the word “per” in this context does not violate the
NEC Style Manual, and the use of the slash mark within normal text that is not
describing a formula of some sort is confusing. It would only be appropriate

in a context such as where the other units are abbreviated, such as “VA/ft>”.
This kind of change should not be made until a policy decision regarding style
has been made. The TCC referred a similar proposed change (3-66, rejected by
CMP 3) to the NFPA Glossary of Terms Advisory Committee for information.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-60 Log #1446 NEC-PO2
(210.11(C))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 2-141

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: While duplex 15-ampere receptacles may be tested for a
combined 20-ampere load, it is irrelevant to the proposal. Portable electric hair
blow dryers are not a combined load. Many of these dryers exceed 1440 watts,
the 12-ampere limit specified in Table 210.21(B)(2); minimum ratings are
usually 1500 watts.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: As stated in panel statement in Proposal 2-141, the submitter
has not substantiated that devices requiring a 20A T-slot receptacle is needed to
accommodate the devices on the market.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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3-3 Log #66 NEC-P03
(210.12)

Final Action: Accept

2-62 Log #607 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Reject

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that this
comment to be sent to the NFPA 72 Task Group on Wiring for correlation
with NFPA 72.

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 2-156

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
to refer this proposal to Code-Making Panel 3 for correlating action in Article
760.

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel accepts the direction of the NEC Technical
Correlating Committee to correlate the actions of Proposal 2-156 with
requirements in Article 760 and supports the accept in principle in part of Panel
2 with no further correlation necessary.

Based on the action of Panel 2 on Proposal 2-156 and the action of Panel 3

on Proposals 3-259 and 3-280, no further correlation is necessary. Panel 3

has changed “dedicated branch circuit” to “individual branch circuit.” The
protection requirements for the branch circuit conductors to be installed in rigid
metal conduit, intermediate metal conduit, electrical metallic tubing, and steel
armored cable, as accepted by Panel 2, provide more substantial protection
than less substantial metal raceways. Consequently, the less protective methods
were rejected. The proposed Fine Print Note referencing Section 11.6.3(5) in
NFPA 72 is unnecessary in Article 760 since Section 760.1, FPN No. 1 already
references NFPA 72.

Number Eligible to Vote: 14

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 14

Comment on Affirmative:

AYER, L.: While I agree with the panel action, the statement provided by the
technical committee for comment 2-156 is incorrect. The panel statement infers
that CMP 3 changed “dedicated branch circuit” to “individual branch circuit”
when in fact Panel 3 did not accept either of these terms. CMP 3 changed the
wording to the following text: “The branch circuit supplying the fire alarm
equipment(s) shall supply no other loads.” This change was necessary to reflect
that a “branch circuit” could supply multiple pieces of fire alarm equipment,
while a “individual branch circuit” would only serve one utilization equipment.

EGESDAL, S.: The National Fire Alarm Code identifies the power for a fire
alarm system as a “dedicated circuit” The term came into use in NFPA 72 after
the requirement for connecting fire alarm system power ahead or the main
breaker for a building was changed to permit connection on the downstream
side of the main breaker panel. This subject needs further review and action to
correlate the text in the NEC and NFPA 72.

KAHN, S.: Since NFPA 72 identifies power for a fire alarm circuit as
being provided by a “dedicated circuit”, the subject requires further review
for correlation with the NFPA document that provides the performance
specification.

2-61 Log #330 NEC-P02
(Table 210.12)

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-319

Recommendation: The proposal should be rejected.

Substantiation: The use of the word “per” in this context does not violate the
NEC Style Manual. It would only be appropriate in a context such as where the
other units are abbreviated, such as “VA/ft?”. This kind of change should not be
made until a policy decision regarding style has been made. The TCC referred
a similar proposed change (3-66, rejected by CMP 3) to the NFPA Glossary of
Terms Advisory Committee for information.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it deals with
Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident of a state
or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation of these
expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code (NEC),
NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related to
AFCls.

Submitter: Vincent Metallo, Sr., Baltimore County Government

Comment on Proposal No: 2-170

Recommendation: After the word “dwelling” insert the following text:
““units except outlets that are required to be gfci protected in accordance with
210.8(A).”

Substantiation: The present requirement covers all outlets that are not
currently required to be gfci protected in accordance with 210.8(A). As it
stands now, the current wording does not require a dedicated lighting circuit
that would serve the kitchen only because it is not listed as one of the rooms
listed in 210.12. This change would add arc fault protection for the rooms that
are excluded in 210.12 for other dedicated circuits that are not gfci protected.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: It is the intent of the panel to apply the AFCI protection
requirements to the branch circuits specified by the list of rooms in 210.12.
The panel does not agree with attempting to specify AFCI protection based on
whether GFCI protection is included.

AFCI protection and GFCI protection are two independent protections that
accomplish two different objectives.

Currently, there are areas of the dwelling that would require both forms of
protection - one example is a wet bar located within a den or family room.
The receptacles within 6 ft of the wet bar must have GFCI protection and the
circuits supplying all outlets in the room must have AFCI protection.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

2-63 Log #1034 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Accept

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that the word
“when” be changed to “where” in Exception No. 2.

Submitter: James M. Daly, Upper Saddle River, NJ

Comment on Proposal No: 2-156

Recommendation: Continue to Accept in Principle in Part but change “If” to
“When” in Exception No. 2.

Substantiation: When is the more appropriate term. When the installation
complies with the requirements of the Exception, AFCI protection shall be
permitted to be omitted.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

2-64 Log #1205 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part

Submitter: David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

Comment on Proposal No: 2-154

Recommendation: Proposal 2-154 should be Accepted in Principle and
considering the action of the TCC on proposal 2-153, the proposal should be
revised to read as follows:

Exception No. 1: Where RMC, IMC, EMT, or steel armored cable, Type AC,
meeting the requirements of 250.118 using metal outlet and junction boxes

or Type PVC Conduit, Type RTRC Conduit, is installed for the portion of the
branch circuit between the branch-circuit overcurrent device and the first
outlet, it shall be permitted to install a combination AFCI at the first outlet to
provide protection for the remaining portion of the branch circuit.

Exception No. 2: Where a listed metal or nonmetallic conduit or tubing is
encased in not less than 50 mm (2 in.) of concrete for the portion of the branch
circuit between the branch-circuit overcurrent device and the first outlet, it
shall be permitted to install a combination AFCI at the first outlet to provide
protection for the remaining portion of the branch circuit.

Exception No. 23: Where a branch circuit to a fire alarm system installed in
accordance with 760.41(B) and 760.121(B) is installed in RMC, IMC, EMT,
or steel armored cable, Type AC, meeting the requirements of 250.118, with
metal outlet and junction boxes, Type PVC Conduit, Type RTRC Conduit, AFCI
protection shall be permitted to be omitted.
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Substantiation: The submitter is correct in his substantiation where Type
PVC Conduit and Type RTRC Conduit is an acceptable wiring method for
protection of cables and conductors per 300.4 and where all types of raceways
are acceptable when encased in concrete per 518.4 and 520.5. 210.12 should
not discriminate against these acceptable wiring methods. The comment places
the nonmetallic conduit after the grounding requirements of 250.118 which
pertains to 250.118 and addresses the use of “Type PVC Conduit and Type
RTRC Conduit” since the acronym “RNC” is no longer being used.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part

The panel accepts the addition of a new Exception No. 2, with the revision of
“a combination AFCI” to read “an outlet branch circuit AFCI”.

The panel rejects the proposed revisions of existing Exceptions No. 1 and
No. 3.
Panel Statement: The submitter provided no specific information
demonstrating that PVC and RTRC conduit will provide protection of the
conductors, relative to arcing events, equivalent to the protection provided by
steel armored cable or metal conduit.

The panel revised the type of AFCI to correlate with the action taken on
Comment 2-90.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.

2-65 Log #1274 NEC-P02 Final Action: Hold

(210.12)

Submitter: James W. Carpenter, International Association of Electrical
Inspectors

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: We support the panel’s action for rejection of this proposal.
Substantiation: AFCI technology was first introduced in the early 1990s and
has been included in the code development process in the 1999, 2002, 2005,
and 2008 editions. AFCI requirements have been a progressive process, as well
as substantiated over the past four NEC Code cycles.

Accordingly, this Code Panel has gradually expanded the AFCI protection
requirements over numerous code cycles with the intent to increase electrical
safety in the home, but do so on a gradual basis. However, the expansion of
AFCI requirements didn’t come without extensive deliberation by the panel,
based on sound technical substantiation and data.

The following past ROPs & ROCs below clearly establish the Panel’s long
history and technical discussions, which has resulted in an equitable code that
ensures a minimum level of safety.

NFPA 70 1999 Proposals 2-128, 2-129, 2-130

NFPA 70 1999 Comments 2-56, 2-65, 2-66, 2-67, 2-68, 2-69, 2-70, 2-85

NFPA 70 2002 Proposals 2-102, 2-103, 2-106, 2-110, 2-112, 2-113, 2-115,
2-116

NFPA 70 2002 Comments 2-71, 2-78, 2-79, 2-80, 2-81, 2-82

NFPA 70 2005 Proposals 2-123, 2-133, 2-134, 2-142, 2-146, 2-149, 2-150,
2-134a, 2-161, 2-167

NFPA 70 2005 Comments 2-87a, 2-93, 2-105, 2-108, 2-110

NFPA 70 2008 Proposals 2-142, 2-126

NFPA 70 2008 Comments 2-95, 2-129, 2-137

As stated by CMP 2 Members F. Coluccio, R. LaRocca and J. Pauley,
acceptance of this proposal would remove AFCI protection for parallel arcing
faults from the first portion of the branch circuit, which is in direct conflict to
past panel actions to increase safety. Rejecting this proposal will ensure the
level of safety for these branch circuits are not reduced.

The submitter’s substantiation lacks merit as the Standard for AFCls, UL
1699, doesn’t consider as a component, the proximity to an arcing source.
Regarding costs associated with metal raceways or cables, the submitter has
not provided any cost analysis or data to demonstrate what is too cost
prohibitive. In addition, CMP 2’s panel statement from the 2002 ROP (2-106)
further supports this concept:

“AFCls Listed to UL 1699 are available, and the standard addresses efficacy,
unwanted (nuisance) operation and operation inhibition. Cost should not be an
issue for the panel to resolve. The panel reviewed a large amount of data, heard
presentations on various positions on AFCls, and received public comment on
the topic. Upon that review, the panel arrived at the requirements in the 1999
NEC and continues to support that established position.”

With respect to the state adoption, states throughout the U.S. continue to
recognize and adopt the important safety provisions included in the 2008 NEC,
despite the opposition from some industry groups. The panel needs to rise
above the political battlefield and continue to move forward with what is in the
best interest of safety for citizens.

In the panel statement ROP 2-166, the Code-Making Panel stresses that
“AFCI protection is for protection from fire ignition for branch circuits.”
Consequently, with this statement and others in the past...the entire branch
circuit shall be protected.”

In the panel statement from ROP 2-155: “AFCI devices are widely available
in the market and the panel notes that the cost has already come down since the
introduction of AFCls into the 1999 NEC.” Therefore, cost should not be
considered.

With regards to the substantiation that “wiring insulation has dramatically
improved in the past 50 years.” This is a consideration that should be addressed
from the original proposal in 1999 and reviewed as to the comparison of
Consumer Product Safety Commission fundamental data as to eliminate the
AFCI requirement completely based on the introduction of 90 degree C
insulation.

As indicated with this substantiation, the crisis with home structure fire
civilian death, it appears that “Cord and Plugs” cord-and-attachment-plug-
connection accounts for the significant share in 2002-2005 concerning this
issue. If it is the cords of appliances and equipment that are of apprehension,
then AFCI and/or leakage-current detector-interrupter protection may need to
be applied to the product standard as with NEC section 440.64 and addressed
by Code-Making Panels 17 and 18.

Should we disregard the past panel action concerning AFCI outlets many
other consequences will occur. This will challenge the wisdom that the
electrical industry’s leaders have credible knowledge. We have discussed,
assessed, informed, and legislated the concept of the entire branch circuit being
protected as referenced from zone 1 Consumer Product Safety Commission
study, where 36% of residential electrical fires occur. This change will provide
the information for state and local jurisdictions to amend this entire section
from the National Electrical Code.

Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153 under
4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the panel action to place this comment on hold.
This Comment should have been rejected. The submitter does not recommend
any specific code text or action as is required by section 4.3.3(C) of the Rules
Governing Committee Projects. Also as was noted in the submitters
substantiation, requirements for AFCI devices has increased over the past
several Code Cycles as more information has been made available for the panel
to act on. Additional information on parallel arcing protection provided by the
magnetic trip mechanism of standard circuit breakers was presented to the
panel during this code cycle and should have been considered by the Panel
when acting on this Comment. See my explanation of negative on Comment
2-99.

WOOD, T.: See my Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:

BECKER, R.: Affirmative vote of “HOLD” for the purpose of requiring
further consideration of the merits of allowing protection, which is claimed to
be provided by AFCI devices, to be satisfied by AFCI receptacles as proposed
in 2011 ROP Proposal Number 2-153.

The advantages of allowing any protection provided by AFCI devices to be
provided by AFCI receptacles include the following:

1. The risk of parallel arcing (i.e., arcing between the hot and neutral) in the
120V branch circuit premises wiring is extremely small and little or no
evidence of this type of arcing has been positively attributed to loss of life or
property.

2. The risk of parallel or series arcing in appliance cords and extension cords
has been shown to exist and would be prevented by AFCI receptacles.

3. If AFCI receptacles are not allowed to satisfy the requirement for AFCI
protection without the installation of the home-run portion of a branch circuit
in conduit or steel armored cable, the demand for AFCI receptacles will
continue to be extremely limited. With an extremely limited demand for AFCI
receptacles, the incentive for manufactures to mass produce AFCI receptacles
and for retailers to give AFCI receptacles shelf space will continue to be
extremely limited. This will result in AFCI receptacles continuing to be
commercially unavailable.

Without AFCI receptacles commercially available, the protection, claimed to be
provided by AFCI technology, will usually be provided only for new homes
and homes undergoing a major remodel.

It is instructive to consider whether GFCI protection would have been adopted
as quickly and widely as it was if the NEC had required GFCI protection for
the home-run portion of branch circuits and not allowed GFCI protection to be
provided at the receptacle without installing the home-run portion of each
branch circuit in conduit or armored cable. It is likely that GFCI receptacles
would not have been mass produced and readily available to anyone wanting to
provide GFCI protection in areas like bathrooms in older homes with very little
effort. It is likely that GFCI protection would only exist in newer homes and
homes which have undergone major remodels if the same requirements were
put on GFCI protection as exist now for AFCI protection (i.e., not allowing the
AFCI protection to be satisfied at the receptacle).

The benefit of allowing AFCI receptacles to satisfy the required AFCI
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protection is significant. It would enable readily available AFCI receptacles
capable of being installed with little effort which would result in faster and
wider adoption of AFCI protection at the receptacle level, where it would
protect appliance cords and extension cords, in existing homes.
Conversely, the benefit of allowing AFCI receptacles to satisfy the required
AFCI protection would be sacrificed if home runs are required to be protected
against parallel arcing faults in the circumstance where the parallel fault current
magnitude would be so low that a conventional circuit breakers magnetic trip
function would not detect and interrupt the fault.

PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-66 Log #1607 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Hold

Submitter: Thomas A. Domitrovich, Eaton Corp.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: Reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The elimination of physical steel protection to the first outlet
as put forward in Proposal 2-153 significantly reduces the quantity of AFCI
protected installed wire within residential structures. In a survey of new built
homes, comprised of single family homes and townhouses ranging in size from
1,100 sg-ft to 3,300 sq-ft, it was determined that over 20% of wiring within the
home is included between the first outlet and the loadcenter. Therefore, these
circuits would have reduced protection should Proposal 2-153 be accepted.

The wire between the first outlet and the loadcenter is typically run between
studs and inside the rafters of the residence. This wire is just as susceptible to
damage that could result in an arcing condition as any other installed wiring.

Eaton recommends the panel’s continued rejection of this proposal. This
action will maintain the safety measures which already exist in several editions
of the National Electric code.

Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153 under
4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: See my explanation of negative for Comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-67 Log #1650 NEC-P02 Final Action: Hold

(210.12)

Submitter: John W. Young, Siemens Industry

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: Reject the Proposal.

Substantiation: The Code should focus on safety and not on commercial
considerations to write Code language to allow or promote a product at the
expense of giving up safety. This Proposal argues that the Code language needs
to be written to promote receptacles and that in doing this you don’t lose much
protection. Why give up any protection? The code should be about safety and
should promote complete protection and should not try to rationalize giving up
the level of protection we now have so another product could be used. Once
you start that where does it end?

A GFCI can offer the same personnel protection from different points -
breaker or receptacle - but an AFCI, like a circuit breaker or fuse, can only
protect the branch if it installed at the beginning of the branch circuit.

The substantiation speaks of the dramatically improved wiring insulations as
the reason the AFCI protection is not needed on the branch circuit wiring and
can therefore be moved to the receptacle. There is no question that wiring
insulations have improved but nails and screws can still pierce the best of the
insulations with no difficulty and sharp edges can still cut the best insulation
with no effort.

Panel Meeting Action: Hold
Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153 under
4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Negative:
KING, D.: See my explanation of negative for Comment 2-99.
WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.

Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-68 Log #1755 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Hold

Submitter: James T. Dollard, Jr., IBEW Local 98

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: This proposal should be Accepted in Principle as seen in
the panel action in the ROP.

Substantiation: | agree with the affirmative comments made by both Mr.
Weber and Mr. King as seen in the ROP.

| agree with the comments of Mr. King that the statement to the negative
submitted by Mr. Pauley, is factually inaccurate. The statement is misleading
with respect to the OBC type AFCI. The statement “By allowing the AFCI to
be installed at the first outlet without any protection of the wiring between the
panel and the first outlet...” is factually incorrect. The reader of the ROP will
clearly see that the panel specified the “Outlet Branch Circuit” type AFCI.
These devices provide protection for series arcing on the home run and for
series and parallel arcing downstream.

The statement “...the panel has effectively eliminated AFCI protection on
25% to 50% of the wiring that was previously covered by 210.12” is factually
incorrect.

The 25% to 50% claim is undocumented and unsupportable. Electrical
contractors are not in business to make home runs as long as possible.
Contractors will plan on locating the service equipment and installing home
runs as efficiently as possible. Arguments against the action to accept this
proposal in principle claim that the action on 2-153 is a safety issue and now
those home runs represent a hazard. | do not buy into that argument for the
following reasons:

(1) The vast majority of fires caused by an electrical arc occur on the load
side of receptacle outlets, not in the home run. This action to accept in principle
provides series arcing protection for the home run.

(2) Fire science does not support the claim that an electrical arc in a 12/2
cable will ignite a fir 2 x 4 structural member.

(3) A typical 2400 square foot home would not require many AFCI circuits.
The present requirement basically covers only the 3 volt-amp per square
foot load as required in 210.12. When one does the calculation: 2400 x 3 =
7200, 7200 /120 (volts) = 60-amps which translates into a minimum of three
20-amp or four 15-amp circuits requiring AFCI protection. A typical 2400
square foot home will also have circuits not requiring AFCI protection for
(2) small appliances, (1) laundry, (1) bathroom (in most cases more than one
bathroom is installed and more than one home run is provided), (1) refrigerator,
(1) microwave, (1) unfinished basement, (1) garage, (1) outdoor receptacles,
(1) AC air handler, (1) AC condensing unit, (1) electric dryer, (1) electric
range and (1) for heat if it is gas or oil and many more if it is electric heat.
An argument that 3 or 4 home runs in a dwelling unit require parallel AFCI
protection of the home run but the remainder of the home runs, (the significant
majority) do not require any AFCI protection at all, is a flawed argument.

| disagree with the statement that 210.12 exists solely for the protection of
the branch circuit only. The vast majority of electrically related fires start on
the load side of the outlet. This is recognized by CMP-2 in the “combination
type” AFCI requirement. In fact the demonstration of this device in the 1999
NEC cycle for CMP-2 was the cutting of an “extension cord” to visually show
how AFCI protection could prevent a fire where such an event occurred.

| also agree with Mr. Kings statement as follows:

| agree with the Panel Action on this Proposal because it provides a more
practical alternative for compliance with this section in many applications.
The Panel action to revise the text to require “outlet type” AFCI protection
provides series arc protection on the line side of the device eliminating the
need for additional physical protection of the conductors to the first outlet. The
Panel action on this Proposal allows for a more practical means of meeting
the requirements of 210.12 and will extend this life saving technology to more
branch circuit wiring than what is being protected by the present code text.
Panel Meeting Action: Hold
Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the Panel Action to place this Comment on Hold.
| agree with the submitter’s recommended action and substantiation. Reports
presented at the ROC Meeting showed evidence of a significant increase
in the number of branch circuits that would be protected by this life saving
technology had this comment been accepted. See my explanation of negative
on Comment 2-99.
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WOOD, T.: The Panels action to “Hold” this Comment and the associated
Proposals has denied the public and all interested parties the ability to consider
all sides of the argument regarding the acceptability of the possible additional
safety that may have been achieved by the use of this product.

During the Panel discussions there were ample opportunities to reach a
consensus regarding the use of the product described. The “hold” and the lack
of finding a middle ground does not allow the additional safety that could have
been provided in existing residences or additions to or alterations to existing
residences.

The underlaying reason for the “hold” has little to do with Safety and a great
deal to do with Product sales.

Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-69 Log #1773 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Hold

Submitter: Ed Larsen, Square D Company/Schneider Electric / Rep. American
Circuit Breaker Manufacturers Assoc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The American Circuit Breaker Manufacturers Association
(ACBMA), headquartered in Washington DC, is an association of American
manufacturers of circuit breakers to represent and promote the interests of
American circuit breaker manufacturers in areas of codes and standards,
applications, safety and education. Members of the Association include Eaton
Corporation, General Electric Company, Siemens Industry, Inc., and Square D/
Schneider Electric.

This proposal will reduce the level of safety from the currently required
combination type AFCI protection of the entire branch circuit and should be
rejected for the following reasons:

1. A survey of single and two story homes ranging in size from 1072 to 7488
sg. ft. of finished space found that the total AFCI branch circuit conductor
length in the home runs ranged from 20 to 39% of the total circuit length (see
attached survey summary). Fires can, and do, result from arcing in home run
conductors (see attached document on fire investigations), yet the proposal
specifically reduces this protection. No justification has been offered for why
the current level of protection and safety for the home run should be reduced.

2. No technical documentation has been submitted to substantiate the claim
that receptacle type AFCIs would be “more sensitive to hazardous vs. normal
arcing.”

3. Claims were made in the substantiation that wiring insulation has
improved and the results of the Fire Protection Research Foundation
Residential Electrical System Aging Research Project Technical Report were
cited. While these statements are certainly true for properly installed and
maintained systems, they ignore the damage that wiring can suffer due to
improper installation, maintenance and use.

4. Contrary to the claim in the substantiation, states are readily adopting the
2008 NEC with the AFCI requirement to protect the entire branch circuit.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Hold
Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the Panel Action to place this Comment on Hold. |
disagree with the submitter of this comment comment that “This proposal will
reduce the level of safety from the currently required combination type AFCI
protection of the entire
branch circuit.” See my explanation of negative for Comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-658
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-70 Log #1928 NEC-P02 Final Action: Hold

(210.12)

Submitter: Philip M. Piqueira, General Electric Co.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: Proposal 2-153 should continue to be rejected by CMP-2
because the adoption of this proposal would introduce into the code a
significant reduction in safety and the substantiation for this proposal is
seriously flawed.

The proposal states: “Cords and plugs accounted for the largest share of the
2005-2006 home structure fire civilian deaths.” This statement blatantly ignores
the fact that 30% of the electrical wiring in a house is located in the “home
run” portion of the wiring (the portion left unprotected if Proposal 2-153 is
accepted) and that approximately 35% of residential building electrical fires
occur in the structural areas (crawl spaces, attics, walls, porches, and roofs)
of the home (see Residential Building Fire Report, March, 2008, U.S. Fire
Administration National Fire Data Center that | have provided).

As part of the justification to leave 30% of the house wiring unprotected,
the submitter provides the rationalization that this wiring doesn’t need the
protection because “...wiring insulations have dramatically improved over the
last fifty (50) years.” While wiring insulations have certainly improved, the
above statistics demonstrate that electrical fires continue to occur as a result of
ignition of the electrical wire If damage occurs to the insulation, arcing, and its
potentially lethal results, will occur no matter how “robust” the insulation is.

The submitter also states that” “Receptacle type AFCls would be located
closer to the probable arcing sources and be more sensitive to hazardous
vs. normal arcing.” This is erroneous. Physical proximity to arcing does not
provide any increase in sensitivity as arc detection methods rely on current
patterns and impedance and, although impedance generally varies with the
length of wire, physical location of outlets to arcing is not indicative of
impedance to arcing. The combination AFCI detects all types of faults as
identified by UL 1699 to the same level of performance as the outlet type
AFCI.

The submitter also stated: “It is evident that some states are not adopting
AFCI requirements. This proposal would reduce objections...thus, resulting in
increased safety.” Again, a statement without basis—states are readily adopting
the 2008 NEC with the AFCI requirement to protect the entire branch circuit.
As of July, 2009, 33 states have adopted AFCI requirements.

Finally, comments such as “...an unintentional barrier built into the wording
of this article” and “The requirement of a metal conduit or metal-jacketed
cable...is, in many cases, cost prohibitive” should never be considered as part
of a code substantiation. Reduction of demonstrated and established electrical
safety requirements should never be justified by suggesting that they are cost
prohibitive.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters
Panel Meeting Action: Hold
Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the Panel Action to place this Comment on Hold.
| disagree with the submitter of this comment that “adoption of this proposal
would introduce into the code a significant reduction in safety.” See my
explanation of negative for Comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.
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2-71 Log #1982 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Hold

2-73 Log #2454 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Hold

Submitter: Donald A. Ganiere, Ottawa, IL

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: This proposal should be rejected.

Substantiation: If the panel accepts this proposal they you really undermining
the requirement for AFCI protection. Many of the substantiations in support
of the AFCI requirement over the last 4 code cycles showed that as many as
40% of the fires of electrical origin in dwelling units were caused by the fixed
wiring of the building. If AFCIs are really needed, you are taking a big step
backwards by permitting extensive non-AFCI protected wiring within in the
dwelling unit. The acceptance of this could leave a large portion of the fixed
wiring without AFCI protection. If the “home run” portion of the branch circuit
does not need AFCI protection, why does any part of the branch circuit need
AFCI protection?

Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153

under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: See my Explanation of Negative for Comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-72 Log #2123 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Hold

Submitter: Patrick G. Salas, General Electric Company

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The statement in this proposal that “These electrical fires
would be best mitigated by an AFCI device installed at the closest location to
where these cords and plugs are most commonly used...” is technically invalid.

Physical proximity to arcing does not provide any increase in sensitivity as
arc detection methods rely on current patterns and impedance and, although
impedance generally varies with the length of wire, physical location of outlets
to arcing is not indicative of impedance to arcing. Further, the combination-
type AFCI detects all types of faults as identified by UL 1699 to the same level
of performance as the outlet type AFCI.

Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the Panel Action to place this comment on hold.
| agree with the submitter’s substantiation regarding the placement of AFCI
devices in the branch circuit but disagree with the submitter’s recommended
action. The Panel has reviewed additional information submitted during this
cycle that confirms that there would be a significant increase in then number of
branch circuits protected if this proposal was accepted. See my explanation of
negative for Comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

Submitter: Philip M. Piqueira, General Electric Company

Comment on Proposal No: 2-173

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: Proposal 2-173 should continue to be rejected by CMP
2 because the adoption of this proposal would introduce into the code a
significant reduction in safety and the substantiation for this proposal is
seriously flawed.

The proposal ignores the fact that 30% of the electrical wiring in a house is
located in the “home run” portion of the wiring (the portion left unprotected if
Proposal 2-173 is accepted) and that approximately 35% of residential building
electrical fires occur in the structural areas (crawl spaces, attics. walls, porches.
and roofs) of the home (see Residential Building Fire Report., March, 2008,
U.S. Fire Administration National Fire Data Center that | have provided).

Although the submitter recognizes that “there would be some wire that
would not have AFCI protection,” it is clear that he has significantly under
estimated how much wire in a typical house could be left unprotected. Further,
the submitter implies that NM cable, being a “proven safe method,” does not
become damaged.

However, it is well known that under certain circumstances, NM cable can
easily be damaged.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Hold
Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-173
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the Panel Action to place this comment on hold.
The Panel has reviewed additional information submitted during this cycle that
confirms that there would be a significant increase in then number of branch
circuits protected if this proposal was accepted. See my explanation of negative
for Comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-74 Log #2498 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Hold

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-153
Recommendation: The proposal should be accepted.
Substantiation: The arguments surrounding this issue were fully explored
in the proposal submitter’s Comment 2-78 in the 2002 NEC cycle. As fully
documented in that comment, very few low-level parallel ground faults ever
occur between the branch circuit overcurrent device and the first outlet, and
series issues are detected by the devices in question. When the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts adopted the 2002 NEC, effective January 1, 2002, it did
so with a state amendment creating a fine print note following the NEC text
mandating AFCI for the entire branch circuit, reading as follows: “Where
installed as the first device on a branch circuit, some receptacles are listed
as providing AFCI protection for the entire branch circuit.” Massachusetts
did so in order to clarify that the devices described in the subject proposal
were acceptable. Unfortunately the ambiguity at the NEC level in that cycle,
followed by subsequent NEC amendments that explicitly and severely limited
the use of these devices, led to a continuing business decision by receptacle
manufacturers that there would be and still is insufficient demand in the market
to justify the production costs.

This brings us to the current unfortunate state of affairs where it is not
cost effective to offer the proven safety effectiveness of AFCI protection in
countless older residential occupancies where the owner is unable to pay for
a service upgrade from existing overcurrent devices that are either fuses or
circuit breakers of obsolete manufacture. By failing to muster the required two-
thirds majority, CMP 2 has retained the intellectual purity of this rule at the
expense of the only practical alternative in many older homes, where extensive
research done as part of the NFPA 73 project and other investigations clearly
demonstrates that genuine electrical hazards are largely a function of the age of
the occupancy.
Panel Meeting Action: Hold
Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.
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Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the Panel Action to place this Comment on Hold.
| agree with the submitter’s recommended action and substantiation. Reports
presented at the ROC Meeting showed evidence of a significant increase
in the number of branch circuits that would be protected by this life saving
technology had this comment been accepted. See my explanation of negative
on Comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:

PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

WEBER, R.: The acceptance of proposal 2-90 should satisfy the submitters
concerns with older dwelling. The issue of an additional AFCI device being
cost effective should not be a concern to the code making panel. Substantiation
provided in comment 2-99 by the Arc Fault Circuit Interrupter Wiring Device
and Joint Research and Development Consortium indicates to this panelist
that there is already a market for the development of the Outlet Branch Circuit
AFCI device. Given the option, many homeowners would chose to install
these devices in their personal homes if they were available today. Hopefully
the code making panel will approve the allowance of the outlet branch circuit
AFCI device to be installed at the first receptacle outlet of the existing branch
circuit. Combined with the comments made to and approved by other code
making panels the manufactures will feel there is a large enough market share
to begin production of the product.

2-75 Log #2798 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Lawrence Brown, National Association of Home Builders (NAHB)
Comment on Proposal No: 2-158

Recommendation: Accept Proposal 2-158.

Substantiation: Panel 2 has not taken the figures showing there is no cost-
benefit to mandating AFCI’s in dwellings as a serious matter. The cost-benefit
studies still show well over 2 Billion dollars will be spent each year in an effort
to partially eliminate losses that total only 18 Million dollars. And, “partially
eliminate” is a key aspect of why these devices should not be mandated. A
NAHB Research Center Survey (attached) shows these devices are not working
with 100% efficacy. The problems of nuisance tripping reported when these
devices were first developed continue to plague both electricians and builders.
In addition, no manufacturer will claim their devises will work 100% of the
time. It is proven that the lack of efficacy of these devices, along with the
complete lack of a cost-benefit provides no benefit to society in any fashion
and mandates for these devices should be deleted from the National Electrical
Code.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel has concluded that the information provided over
several code cycles indicates that AFCls provide substantial protection against
arcing incidents in the electrical system.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: It was an interesting day when NEC Panel 2 was presented
with presentation by the manufacturers of the different types of Arc-Fault
Circuit Interrupter (AFCI) devices. What really piqued my attention was
the extensive discussion on the market share the manufacturers of the AFCI
breaker devices would receive vs. the manufacturers of the receptacle-type
AFCI devices. Over the many hours of presentation and discussion, the non
life-safety aspect of market share seemed to have been the biggest concern.

It is this type of “concern” goes to directly to NAHB’s position that the
mandates for AFCIs should be removed from the National Electric Code.

Not once in the entire development of the NEC has a Proposal to mandate
AFCI’s ever provided supporting information relative to a cost-benefit society
would receive if these devices are installed. To the contrary, there is more

data, documentation, and information that shows mandating the installation of
AFCI devices will cost the U.S. billions of dollars to possibly save less than 30
million dollars of losses a year - and that is if the devices worked 100 percent
of the time. More recent data from the United States Fire Administration’s
National Fire Incident Reporting System (NFIRS) shows that the fire-loss
figures are significantly lower than the manipulated figures from the NFPA
data originally used to show the huge cost-to-loss ratio. This type of mandate is
unacceptable, especially in this economy. Allowing manufacturer’s to mandate
the purchase and installation of their products through the NEC should be
looked on the same as the practices by large corporations in misusing public

funds. No jurisdiction should ever adopt any industry standard that does not
provide a cost-benefit to that community. If you would like more information
on the NFIRS data, please contact NAHB through Steve Orlowski at (202)
266-8303 or sorlowski@nahb.org.

In addition, no documentation (information) was ever provided to the
Technical Committee to prove AFCI’s provide the “Substantial protection”
stated in the Panel Statement. | will also note that debate on this issue was cut-
off early by a call for the question.

2-76 Log #2810 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Hold

Submitter: Richard W. Becker, Engineered Electrical Systems, Inc. / Rep.
IEEE

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: The panel statement refers to “documented series arc
protection benefit...”, CMP-2 does not have the referenced information.
Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the Panel Action to place this Comment on Hold.
| agree with the submitter’s recommended action to accept Proposal 2-153 but
disagree with the submitter’s substantiation. The Panel has reviewed sufficient
data over several Code cycles that confirms the ability of this life saving
technology to recognize and respond to arcing faults.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-77 Log #2811 NEC-P02
(210.12)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Richard W. Becker, Engineered Electrical Systems, Inc. / Rep.
IEEE
Comment on Proposal No: 2-157
Recommendation: Delete paragraph.
Substantiation: The panel statement refers to “technical studies...”, CMP-2
does not have the referenced information.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel has concluded that the information provided over
several code cycles indicates that AFCls provide protection against arcing
incidents in the electrical system.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.

2-78 Log #1825 NEC-P02
(210.12 Exception No. 1)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services

Comment on Proposal No: 2-182

Recommendation: Revise 210.12 Exception No.1 in the 2001 NEC ROP Draft
as follows:

Exception No. 1: If Where RMC, IMC, EMT, er-steel-armered Type MC or
eabte; Type AC cables meeting the requirements of 250.118 and tisifg metal
outlet and junction boxes are s installed for the portion of the branch circuit
between the branch-circuit overcurrent device and the first outlet, it shall
be permitted to install a combination type AFCI at the first outlet to provide
protection for the remaining portion of the branch circuit.

Substantiation: Armored cables are more than suitable to offer the physical
protection needed for the branch circuit conductors between the panelboard
and box where receptacle-type ACFI devices are permitted to be installed.
The cables must pass rigorous testing mandated in UL-4, the UL standard that
applies to Type AC cables and UL 1569, the UL standard that applies to Type
MC cables.
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Since the Panel’s action on revisions to 210.12 (ROP 2-153) failed at the
letter ballot, it has become necessary to re-submit this revision at the Comment
stage of the NEC revision process.

Section 3.3.4 of the NEC Style Manual states that “where” should not be
used to mean “when” or “if.” This Comment intends to use the word “if” where
appropriate.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Revise the proposed text to read as follows:

“Exception No. 1: If RMC, IMC, EMT, Type MC or steel armored Type
AC cables meeting the requirements of 250.118 and metal outlet and junction
boxes are installed for the portion of the branch circuit between the branch-
circuit overcurrent device and the first outlet, it shall be permitted to install a
outlet branch circuit Type AFCI at the first outlet to provide protection for the
remaining portion of the branch circuit.”

Panel Statement: The panel accepts the addition of MC Cable meeting the
requirements of 250.118, however, has maintained the requirement for Type
AC Cable be of the steel armoured type due to the lack of a crush impact test.

The panel changed “combination type” to outlet branch circuit type of AFCI
based on its action on Comment 2-90.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.

2-79 Log #1619 NEC-P02
(210.12 Exception No. 3 (New) )

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Donald R. Cook, Pelham, AL
Comment on Proposal No: 2-160
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows:

Exception: Where circuits and/or outlets in the rooms listed in 210.12(B)
are altered, modified, extended, replaced, or revised in an existing electrical
installation, the AFCI protection shall be permitted to be located at the first
outlet by a Listed Combination Type AFCI Receptacle.

Substantiation: The Panel Statements for many of the proposals to revise the
2008, NEC 210.12 requirements reflect one of two positions.

One position seems to suggest the risk of parallel damage from the
overcurrent device to the first outlet is minimal and permission to use device
type protection would provide options to protect existing circuits that are
incompatible with currently listed Combination AFCI protective devices
installed at the supply end of the circuit.

The other position seems to suggest the maximum benefit to safety should
include parallel and series protection of the entire branch circuit.

Panel statements for several proposals state the decision to apply the NEW
CONSTRUCTION AFCI requirements, to a circuit modification, are that of
the AHJ. That statement is interesting, puzzling and problematic when the text
in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, 90.2, 220.87, 250.130(C), and 406.3(D) are reviewed.
Nothing in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, or 90.2 currently limits this requirement
to NEW CONSTRUCTION. Other requirements in the NEC address
modifications to existing installations. Nothing in the original substantiation for
AFCI protection indicates there is a reduced risk in existing installations.

The proposed text is an attempt to provide the committee a practical option
to maximize protection in both new and modified electrical installations. It
seems that decision should be made by the technical committee, not individual
enforcement jurisdictions. Individual decisions result in extreme inconsistency
causing problems for everyone involved. Where new equipment and new
circuits are installed, practical safeguarding should be provided to the entire
circuit. Where modifications are made to existing installations, practical
safeguarding can also be provided. The proposed text is an exception to the
general requirement to provide that protection.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90.

The panel notes that the appropriate type of receptacle AFCI is an outlet
branch circuit AFCI, as specified in Comment 2-90.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.

Comment on Affirmative:
KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.
WEBER, R.: See my Explanation of Affirmative Vote on Comment 2-90.

2-80 Log #2242 NEC-P02
(210.12 Exception No. 3 (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: John Williamson, Maple Grove, MN
Comment on Proposal No: 2-160
Recommendation: Proposal 2-160 should continue to be rejected.
Substantiation: Although not part of the NEC unless specifically adopted,
NEC 80.9(B) explicitly states that “Existing electrical installations that do not
comply with the provisions of this Code shall be permitted to be continued
in use unless the authority having jurisdiction determines that the lack of
conformity with this Code presents an imminent danger to occupants. Where
changes are required for correction of hazards, a reasonable amount of time
shall be given for compliance, depending on the degree of the hazard.” The
lack of AFCI protection in millions of existing homes does not constitute an
imminent danger to the occupants. Is AFCI protection in all dwellings desirable
and beneficial? Yes. However, from an enforcement perspective, this is
extremely impracticable. Similar to other new technologies and code changes,
enhanced NEC safety features are incorporated into existing installations over
many years through remodeling, renovation, replacement, relocation, and other
improvements. Patience is warranted.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Panel Statement: The panel does not necessarily agree with all of the
submitter’s substantiation. There are applications in existing installations where
the application of AFCI protection is important.

See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.
Comment on Affirmative:

KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.

2-81 Log #492 NEC-P02 Final Action: Hold

(210.12(B))

Submitter: Richard E. Loyd, Sun Lakes, AZ

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: | support the action on the negative voting to reject
Proposal 2-153 and other associated proposals.

Substantiation: | agree with the negative commenting on the voting. All data
originally submitted showed infrastructure fires to be a major problem in the
US today. The data showed these fires are primarily related to nonmetallic
sheathed type cable damage. | have heard about and have seen many instances
of damaged sheath and conductors both from damage during and after
installation. It is a documented fact that rodents regularly damage thermoplastic
coverings. This issue has not been solved and | disagree with the submitter
that the product has improved. | believe the product is now more susceptible to
damage by post installation and damage from other crafts during construction
since the sheath is thinner and there are less filler materials to protect the
enclosed conductors.

The monetary objections to AFCIs seems to be subsiding and had the panel
accepted this Proposal 2-153, it seems to me that all the CPSC substantiation
that allowed this monumental safety change to be accepted would have been
rejected or ignored by this panel?

Please continue to reject this proposal until substantiation has shown the
device type AFCI will provide equal circuit protection to what is presently
required in the 2008 NEC, Section 210.12
Panel Meeting Action: Hold
Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the panel action to place this comment on hold.
| agree with the submitter that there is sufficient documentation to support
the need for AFCI Protection of infrastructure wiring. Further information
was presented with Comments submitted in this code cycle that support the
recommended action of Proposal 2-153. See my explanation of negative on
Comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.
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2-82 Log #1403 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Lawrence S. Cross, BCIT

Comment on Proposal No: 2-165
Recommendation: Accept Proposal 2-165.
Substantiation: This proposal should be accepted.

The submitter of this proposal seeks clarification of the requirement in
210.12(B). The panel action to reject and the panel statement serve only to
compound the serious confusion surrounding AFCI requirements in existing
dwelling units.

CMP-2 has gone on record stating that an extension of a branch circuit does
not fall under the literal text of 210.12 as this extension or modification is not
“new construction.” Unfortunately for the NEC user, CMP-2 does not define
“new construction” nor is this term used in any requirements within their
purview. When the user of the NEC or a lawyer in a civil suit reads the title
and text of 210.12 they will be hard pressed to find out if those requirements
apply to only “new construction.” There is no such qualifier found anywhere
in Article 210. The waters muddy even further as the AHJ is portrayed as the
decision maker. The panel statement to reject Proposal 2-165 reads as follows:
“The decision on applying the new construction AFCI requirements to a circuit
modification is that of the authority having jurisdiction.” This is presently
resulting in some jurisdictions requiring AFCI on a branch circuit extension
and across the street another jurisdiction does not. This is occurring on a daily
basis in the Philadelphia five county areas. This lack of uniform enforcement
is endorsed by a panel statement that claims that a branch circuit extension is
not “new construction” and is further compounded by a lack of such a qualifier
in any Article 210 requirement. It should be noted that CMP-2 has consistently
stated that an extension of a branch circuit is not “new construction.”

In essence this statement asserts that the text of 210.12 is unclear and
ambiguous with respect to extensions of branch circuits in an existing dwelling
unit. See the panel statement on Proposal 2-179.

This action and statement on this proposal have far deeper ramifications.
CMP-2 is now on record as recognizing the provisions of 210.12 as “new
construction” requirements and there is no reference in 210.12 to “new
construction.” Does this mean that all of Article 210 applies only to new
construction? Would the requirements of 250.130(C) apply to a branch circuit
extension?

Is a TIA necessary to clarify this limited scope of Article 210?

The simple fact is that an extension of a branch circuit is “new.”

New branch circuit conductors are added. New junction boxes are added.
New devices are added. A contractor and AHJ would be hard pressed to
convince a jury that the work performed was not “new.” It will be even
more difficult for the contractor and AHJ to convince a jury that Article 210
including 210.12(B) did not apply.

The electrical industry cannot tolerate decisions and statements by code
making panels that basically tell the installer/maintainer to “ask your local
inspector” when the “local lawyer” reading the NEC in effect will enforce the
printed words.

Good code has to be: (1) Easy to read, (2) Practical and (3) Enforceable.
CMP-2 should accept this proposal to make the text practical and enforceable.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90 that
satisfies the submitter’s intent.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public

Comment 2-90.

Comment on Affirmative:
KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.
WEBER, R.: See my Explanation of Affirmative Vote on Comment 2-90.

2-83 Log #1581 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Hold

Submitter: Ed Larsen, Square D Company/Schneider Electric

Comment on Proposal No: 2-173

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: Unlike section 210.8 that requires receptacle protection,
section 210.12 has always required branch circuit protection. The panel has
affirmed this need numerous times in the past by:

- Rejecting 2002 2-104 that proposed receptacle type AFCls, stating, “The
panel does not agree that the data submitted for the 1999 NEC did not support
the present AFCI requirement for branch circuit wiring.”

- Rejecting 2002 comment 2-67, stating “The requirement in Section 210-
12 expresses the intent of the panel, which is that the entire branch circuit be
provided with AFCI protection.”

- Rejecting 2002 comment 2-7, stating, “The information available to the
panel during the 1999 Code Cycle shows a number of fires that are attributed
to branch-circuit wiring. The present code rule expresses the panel’s intent that
the specified branch-circuits have AFCI protection.”

- Rejecting 2002 comment 2-72, stating, “The code requirement is for an
AFCI that provides protection for the entire branch circuit.”

- Rejecting 2002 comment 2-76, stating, “The panel reiterates that the branch
circuits must be protected with an arc-fault circuit-interrupter.”

- Rejecting 2002 comment 2-78, stating, “The panel has revised the
requirement from the ROP to make it clear that the AFCI must be ‘listed’ to
protect the entire branch circuit.”

- Accepting 2002 comment 2-81 that stated in part, “This comment supports
the addition of the AFCI at the branch to provide protection to the fixed wiring
and protection to extension and appliance wiring.”

- Rejecting 2008 proposal 2-130, stating, “The panel reaffirms its position
that AFCI devices are to protect the entire length of all 120 volt, 15- and
20-ampere branch circuits supplying outlets in dwelling unit bedrooms and that
the AFCI devices that are used be installed at the origin of the circuit;”

- Rejecting 2008 proposal 2-139, stating, “The panel reaffirms its position
that all branch circuits that supply dwelling unit bedrooms shall be protected by
an AFCI device and that the device shall protect the branch circuit;”

- Rejecting 2008 proposal 2-140, stating in part that, “The protection is
required for the branch circuit.” Regarding this proposal, Mr. King stated,
“Additional physical protection of the unprotected portion of the branch circuit
wiring is also required when applying the exception due to the hazard that
exists with leaving that part of the branch circuit wiring unprotected by the
AFCI device.”

In his statement on 2008 proposal 2-147, Mr. King also stated, “The
requirement for the additional physical protection provided in exception is
necessary to reduce the risk of physical damage to this portion of the branch
circuit wiring that is not protected by the AFCI device. It is the intent of
this section that AFCI protection is provided for the entire length of the
branch circuit. An exception to allow even a small portion of this circuit to
be unprotected must be supplemented with some other means of physical
protection.”

In the 2008 ROC the panel continued to affirm its strong position, stating in
its rejection of 2-127, “The submitter’s recommendation would remove AFCI
protection from a significant portion of the branch circuit. Given that 210.12
is intended to provide protection for the branch circuit, the exception is in
conflict with the basic intent. The submitter’s claim that ‘the data was clear in
indicating arcs at receptacles and in branch circuit extensions’ is not supported
since a significant percentage of the fires are estimated to be in the distribution
system itself and not just in extension and appliance cords.”

Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-173
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the panel action to place this comment on hold.
The submitter of this Comment has accurately documented a history of the
Panel’s commitment to the expansion of AFCI Protection for branch Circuit
wiring based on data presented to the panel at each code cycle. Data presented
to the Panel at the ROC Meeting for this code cycle showed evidence of a
significant increase in the number of branch circuits that would be afforded
AFCI protection if Proposal 2-153 were accepted. See my explanation of
negative for comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-84 Log #1756 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: James T. Dollard, Jr., IBEW Local 98

Comment on Proposal No: 2-160

Recommendation: This proposal should be Accepted in Principle as follows:
Dwelling Units. All 120-volt, single phase, 15- and 20-ampere branch circuits
supplying outlets installed in dwelling unit family rooms, dining rooms, living
rooms, parlors, libraries, dens, bedrooms, sunrooms, recreation rooms or areas
shall be protected by a listed arc-fault circuit interrupter, combination-type,
installed to provide protection of the branch circuit. Where a branch circuit is
modified or extended, AFCI protection shall be provided for the portion of the
branch circuit that is modified or extended.

Substantiation: The panel statement to reject this proposal fully recognizes
that the submitter is correct. This panel statement and action create serious
confusion. The panel clearly states that the provisions of 210.12(B) apply only
to “New Construction.” What is “New Construction” and where is this term
used in Article 210”?
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The statement further informs the code community that the decision to
apply these “New Construction” installation requirements is that of the AHJ.
This is extremely problematic. These actions place the AHJ and the installer/
maintainer in a very precarious position. There are many rules for branch
circuits scattered throughout the NEC including those in Article 210. Are
all of these rules now applicable only to “New Construction”? Where is this
term defined? Where is this term used in Article 210? Why is this term absent
from 210.12? Is a branch circuit extension of new type NM, new boxes and
new receptacles to supply new appliances in a new wall considered “old
construction”?

The suggested text will clearly require that the modified or extended portion
of the branch circuit be provided with AFCI protection.

This issue should be reviewed globally by the TCC. Where a TC rejects
a proposal because the existing text applies only to “New Construction”
the existing text must clearly state that fact in positive text in the applicable
requirement.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90 that
satisfies the submitter’s intent.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public

Comment 2-90.

Comment on Affirmative:
KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.
WEBER, R.: See my Explanation of Affirmative VVote on Comment 2-90.

2-85 Log #1757 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: James T. Dollard, Jr., IBEW Local 98

Comment on Proposal No: 2-165

Recommendation: This proposal should be Accepted in Principle as follows:
Dwelling Units. All 120-volt, single phase, 15- and 20-ampere branch circuits
supplying outlets installed in dwelling unit family rooms, dining rooms, living
rooms, parlors, libraries, dens, bedrooms, sunrooms, recreation rooms or areas
shall be protected by a listed arc-fault circuit interrupter, combination-type,
installed to provide protection of the branch circuit. Where a branch circuit is
modified or extended, AFCI protection shall be provided for the portion of the

branch circuit that is modified or extended.

Substantiation: The panel statement to reject this proposal fully recognizes
that the submitter is correct. This panel statement and action create serious
confusion. The panel clearly states that the provisions of 210.12(B) apply only
to “New Construction.” What is “New Construction” and where is this term
used in Article 210”?

The statement further informs the code community that the decision to
apply these “New Construction” installation requirements is that of the AHJ.
This is extremely problematic. These actions place the AHJ and the installer/
maintainer in a very precarious position. There are many rules for branch
circuits scattered throughout the NEC including those in Article 210. Are
all of these rules now applicable only to “New Construction”? Where is this
term defined? Where is this term used in Article 210? Why is this term absent
from 210.12? Is a branch circuit extension of new type NM, new boxes and
new receptacles to supply new appliances in a new wall considered “old
construction”?

The suggested text will clearly require that the modified or extended portion
of the branch circuit be provided with AFCI protection.

This issue should be reviewed globally by the TCC. Where a TC rejects
a proposal because the existing text applies only to “New Construction”
the existing text must clearly state that fact in positive text in the applicable
requirement.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90 that
satisfies the submitter’s intent.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public

Comment 2-90.

Comment on Affirmative:
KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.
WEBER, R.: See my Explanation of Affirmative Vote on Comment 2-90.

2-86 Log #1774 NEC-P02 Final Action: Hold

(210.12(B))

Submitter: Ed Larsen, Square D Company/Schneider Electric / Rep. American
Circuit Breaker Manufacturers Assoc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-173

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: The American Circuit Breaker Manufacturers Association
(ACBMA), headquartered in Washington DC, is an association of American
manufacturers of circuit breakers to represent and promote the interests of
American circuit breaker manufacturers in areas of codes and standards,
applications, safety and education. Members of the Association include Eaton
Corporation, General Electric Company, Siemens Industry, Inc., and Square D/
Schneider Electric.

This proposal will reduce the level of safety from the currently required
combination type AFCI protection of the entire branch circuit and should be
rejected for the following reasons:

1. A survey of single and two story homes ranging in size from 1072 to 7488
sq. ft. of finished space found that the total AFCI branch circuit conductor
length in the home runs ranged from 20 to 39% of the total circuit length
(see attached survey summary). Fires can, and do, result from arcing in home
run conductors (see attached document on fire investigations), and not just at
termination points, yet the proposal specifically reduces this protection. No
justification has been offered for why the current level of protection and safety
for the home run should be reduced.

2. The substantiation stated that, “Type NM Cable is the most used wiring
method in dwelling units and is a proven safe method.” While this is true if
it is installed and maintained properly, it is well known that under certain
circumstances NM cable can easily be damaged, as is illustrated in the attached
document on fire investigations.

This documentation shows why combination arc fault protection at the source
of supply is so important.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Hold
Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-173
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the Panel Action to place this Comment on Hold. |
disagree with the submitter of this comment that “This proposal will reduce the
level of safety from the currently required combination type AFCI protection
of the entire
branch circuit.” See my explanation of negative for Comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-87 Log #2004 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: James H. Maxfield, Dover, NH
Comment on Proposal No: 2-175
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

(B) Dwelling Units. All 120 volt, single phase, 15- and 20-ampere branch
circuits supplying outlets installed in dwelling unit family rooms, dining rooms,
living rooms, parlors, libraries, dens, bedrooms, sunrooms, recreation rooms,
closets, and hallways within finished living areas, or similar habitable rooms
or areas shall be protected by a listed arc-fault circuit interrupter, combination-
type, installed to provide protection of the branch circuit.

Substantiation: | disagree with the panel’s statement that “the revisions

are unnecessary”. This international document should be clear, concise and
contain language that is understandable and enforceable. There is a significant
amount of confusion regarding this section of the NEC based on the number
of proposals submitted, the number and extent of discussions and debates

at IAEI meetings, various building official meetings, and field inspections.
Additionally, there are multiple variations by AHJs where AFCI protection is
required. For example, based on the current language it is unclear if a dwelling
unit with an eat in kitchen without a dining room, a breakfast room, pantry,
butler’s pantry or laundry room require AFCI protection. The acceptance of this
proposal would appear to bring some clarity to this section of the code.

If it is the intent of the panel to only AFCI protect branch circuits covered by
210.52(A) as indicated in the panel statement, then the NEC should specifically
indicate it by referencing said NEC section.
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Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The words “within finished living areas, or similar habitable
rooms” are unnecessary because of the use of the phrase “ similar rooms or
areas” which provides the AHJ clarification as to what outlets require AFCI
protection.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.

2-88 Log #2188 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 2-176
Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:

All 120 volt, single-phase 15-1nd 20-ampere branch circuits in a dwelling
unit including bathrooms, laundry areas, garages, and accessory structures shall
be protected by a listed ground-fault circuit interrupter.

Substantiation: The laundry list doesn’t include unfinished basements,
bathrooms, or garages. Per the panel statement, GFCI protection in those areas
has no bearing on AFCI requirements.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: 210.12 does not contain requirements for GFCls. 210.8
provides GFCI requirements.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.

2-89 Log #2243 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: John Williamson, Maple Grove, MN
Comment on Proposal No: 2-165
Recommendation: Proposal 2-165 should continue to be rejected.
Substantiation: Although not part of the NEC unless specifically adopted,
NEC 80.9(B) explicitly states that “Existing electrical installations that do not
comply with the provisions of this Code shall be permitted to be continued
in use unless the authority having jurisdiction determines that the lack of
conformity with this Code presents an imminent danger to occupants. Where
changes are required for correction of hazards, a reasonable amount of time
shall be given for compliance, depending on the degree of the hazard.” The
lack of AFCI protection in millions of existing homes does not constitute an
imminent danger to the occupants. Is AFCI protection in all dwellings desirable
and beneficial? Yes. However, from an enforcement perspective, this is
extremely impracticable. Similar to other new technologies and code changes,
enhanced NEC safety features are incorporated into existing installations over
many years through remodeling, renovation, replacement, relocation, and other
improvements. Patience is warranted.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The original proposal does not address an existing
installation and, therefore, the provisions of 80.9(B) do not apply.

See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.

2-90 Log #2393 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part

Submitter: Donald R. Cook, Shelby County Development Services
Comment on Proposal No: 2-179
Recommendation: Revise to read as follows:

Exception: Where circuits for the rooms and/or outlets in the rooms listed in
210.12(B) are altered, modified, extended, replaced, or revised in an existing
electrical installation, the AFCI protection shall be permitted to be located at
the first outlet by a listed Outlet Branch Circuit (OBC) AFCI Receptacle.
Substantiation: The exception number will need to be correlated with other
actions for this section.

The Panel and Committee Member Statements for many of the proposals to
revise the 2008, NEC 210.12 requirements reflect one of two positions.

One position seems to suggest the risk of parallel damage from the
overcurrent device to the first outlet is minimal and permission to use device
type protection would provide options to protect existing circuits that are

incompatible with currently listed Combination AFCI protective devices
installed at the supply end of the circuit.

The other position seems to suggest the maximum benefit to safety should
include parallel and series protection of the entire branch circuit.

Panel statements for several proposals state the decision to apply the NEW
CONSTRUCTION AFCI requirements, to a circuit modification, are that of
the AHJ. That statement is interesting, puzzling and problematic when the text
in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, 90.2, 220.87, 250.130(C), and 406.3(D) are reviewed.
Nothing in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, or 90.2 currently limits this requirement to
NEW CONSTRUCTION. Current requirements in 220.87, 250.130(C) and
406.3(D) address modifications to existing installations. | believe additional
examples could be identified. Nothing in the original substantiation for AFCI
protection indicates there is a reduced risk in existing installations.

The proposed text is an attempt to provide the committee a practical option
to maximize protection in both new and modified electrical installations. It
seems that decision should be made by the technical committee, not individual
enforcement jurisdictions. Individual decisions result in extreme inconsistency
causing problems for everyone involved. Where new equipment and new
circuits are provided in a new installation, practical safeguarding should
and can be provided to the entire circuit. Where modifications are made to
existing installations, practical safeguarding can also be provided. The parallel
protection of the home run in those existing installations may not be practical.
However, excluding the protection of the entire circuit based on the home run
does not appear to be the best option for practical safeguarding the installation.
The proposed text is an exception to the general requirement to provide that
protection.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part

The panel Rejects the addition of the Exception and substitutes it with the
following:

“(B) Branch Circuit Extensions or Modifications - Dwelling Units. In any
of the areas specified in 210.12(A), where branch circuit wiring is modified,
replaced or extended, the branch circuit shall be protected by:

1. A listed combination AFCI located at the origin of the branch circuit; or

2. A listed outlet branch circuit AFCI located at the first receptacle outlet of
the existing branch circuit.”

Panel Statement: The panel has added a new subdivision requiring AFCI
protection that would apply to branch circuit extensions and modifications.

The panel did not accept the language for modification of “outlets” because
the focus of 210.12 is on the branch circuit.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: It was an interesting day when NEC Panel 2 was presented
with presentation by the manufacturers of the different types of Arc-Fault
Circuit Interrupter (AFCI) devices. What really piqued my attention was
the extensive discussion on the market share the manufacturers of the AFCI
breaker devices would receive vs. the manufacturers of the receptacle-type
AFCI devices. Over the many hours of presentation and discussion, the non
life-safety aspect of market share seemed to have been the biggest concern.

It is this type of “concern” goes to directly to NAHB’s position that the
mandates for AFCls should be removed from the National Electric Code.

Not once in the entire development of the NEC has a Proposal to mandate
AFCI’s ever provided supporting information relative to a cost-benefit society
would receive if these devices are installed. To the contrary, there is more

data, documentation, and information that shows mandating the installation of
AFCI devices will cost the U.S. billions of dollars to possibly save less than 30
million dollars of losses a year - and that is if the

devices worked 100 percent of the time. More recent data from the United
States Fire Administration’s National Fire Incident Reporting System (NFIRS)
shows that the fire-loss figures are significantly lower than the manipulated
figures from the NFPA data originally used to show the huge cost-to-loss ratio.
This type of mandate is unacceptable, especially in this economy. Allowing
manufacturer’s to mandate the purchase and installation of their products
through the NEC should be looked on the same as the practices by large
corporations in misusing public funds. No jurisdiction should ever adopt any
industry standard that does not provide a cost-benefit to that community. If you
would like more information on the NFIRS data, please contact NAHB through
Steve Orlowski at

(202) 266-8303 or sorlowski@nahb.org.

Comment on Affirmative:

KING, D.: The Panel action on this Comment is an important move in the
right direction that extends this life saving technology to branch circuits that
otherwise would be left unprotected. The addition of this sub-division will
provide clear prescriptive requirements for AFCI protection on branch circuit
extensions for both the installer and the Authority Having Jurisdiction and
ultimately will protect property from fires caused by electrical arcing and save
many lives.

WEBER, R.: This new exception provides relief to homeowners and
installers when faced with panelboards that will not accept present day AFCI
devices. Manufactures will also have an expanded market for AFCI technology
when existing branch circuits are altered during remodeling. This provides the
homeowner the benefit of slightly reduced AFCI protection without having to
endure the cost of a service upgrade or an additional feeder panelboard being
installed.
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2-91 Log #2394 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Donald R. Cook, Shelby County Development Services
Comment on Proposal No: 2-192

Recommendation: Revise to read as follows:

Exception: Where circuits for the rooms and/or outlets in the rooms listed in
210.12(B) are altered, modified, extended, replaced, or revised in an existing
electrical installation, the AFCI protection shall be permitted to be located at
the first outlet by a listed Outlet Branch Circuit (OBC) AFCI Receptacle.
Substantiation: The exception number will need to be correlated with other
actions for this section.

The Panel and Committee Member Statements for many of the proposals to
revise the 2008, NEC 210.12 requirements reflect one of two positions.

One position seems to suggest the risk of parallel damage from the
overcurrent device to the first outlet is minimal and permission to use device
type protection would provide options to protect existing circuits that are
incompatible with currently listed Combination AFCI protective devices
installed at the supply end of the circuit.

The other position seems to suggest the maximum benefit to safety should
include parallel and series protection of the entire branch circuit.

Panel statements for several proposals state the decision to apply the NEW
CONSTRUCTION AFCI requirements, to a circuit modification, are that of
the AHJ. That statement is interesting, puzzling and problematic when the text
in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, 90.2, 220.87, 250.130(C), and 406.3(D) are reviewed.
Nothing in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, or 90.2 currently limits this requirement to
NEW CONSTRUCTION. Current requirements in 220.87, 250.130(C) and
406.3(D) address modifications to existing installations. | believe additional
examples could be identified. Nothing in the original substantiation for AFCI
protection indicates there is a reduced risk in existing installations.

The proposed text is an attempt to provide the committee a practical option
to maximize protection in both new and modified electrical installations. It
seems that decision should be made by the technical committee, not individual
enforcement jurisdictions. Individual decisions result in extreme inconsistency
causing problems for everyone involved. Where new equipment and new
circuits are provided in a new installation, practical safeguarding should
and can be provided to the entire circuit. Where modifications are made to
existing installations, practical safeguarding can also be provided. The parallel
protection of the home run in those existing installations may not be practical.
However, excluding the protection of the entire circuit based on the home run

does not appear to be the best option for practical safeguarding the installation.

The proposed text is an exception to the general requirement to provide that
protection.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:
BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.
Comment on Affirmative:
KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.
WEBER, R.: See my Explanation of Affirmative Vote on Comment 2-90.

protection indicates there is a reduced risk in existing installations.

The proposed text is an attempt to provide the committee a practical option
to maximize protection in both new and modified electrical installations. It
seems that decision should be made by the technical committee, not individual
enforcement jurisdictions. Individual decisions result in extreme inconsistency
causing problems for everyone involved. Where new equipment and new
circuits are provided in a new installation, practical safeguarding should
and can be provided to the entire circuit. Where modifications are made to
existing installations, practical safeguarding can also be provided. The parallel
protection of the home run in those existing installations may not be practical.
However, excluding the protection of the entire circuit based on the home run
does not appear to be the best option for practical safeguarding the installation.
The proposed text is an exception to the general requirement to provide that
protection.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public

Comment 2-90.

Comment on Affirmative:
KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.
WEBER, R.: See my Explanation of Affirmative Vote on Comment 2-90.

2-93 Log #2499 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-176
Recommendation: This submitter is well aware of the distinctions that exist
between AFCI and GFCI devices, and for that reason it was never asserted that
they were equivalent, because they are plainly not. They are, however, at least
in part, residual current devices. When CMP 2 broadened the applicability of
AFCI protection from bedrooms only, it simply provided a list of rooms to be
protected. It never substantiated why this room, and not that room. In so doing,
CMP 2 left it to the public to try and make sense of why this room and not
that room. This submitter seriously doubts that the broad applicability of GFCI
protection requirements in bathrooms and kitchens did not inform the panel
decision, which this comment does not challenge. This proposal is merely
intended to fully implement, in a consistent and easily explainable fashion, the
prior panel action that created the current room list.
Substantiation: None given.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The submitter has not provided specific code text as
required by 4.3.3(c) of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.

2-94 Log #2866 NEC-PO2
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

2-92 Log #2401 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Donald R. Cook, Shelby County Development Services
Comment on Proposal No: 2-153
Recommendation: Revise to read as follows:

Exception: Where circuits for the rooms and/or outlets in the rooms listed in
210.12(B) are altered, modified, extended, replaced, or revised in an existing
electrical installation, the AFCI protection shall be permitted to be located at
the first outlet by a listed Outlet Branch Circuit (OBC) AFCI Receptacle.
Substantiation: The exception number will need to be correlated with other
actions for this section.

The Panel and Committee Member Statements for many of the proposals to
revise the 2008, NEC 210.12 requirements reflect one of two positions.

One position seems to suggest the risk of parallel damage from the
overcurrent device to the first outlet is minimal and permission to use device
type protection would provide options to protect existing circuits that are
incompatible with currently listed Combination AFCI protective devices
installed at the supply end of the circuit.

The other position seems to suggest the maximum benefit to safety should
include parallel and series protection of the entire branch circuit.

Panel statements for several proposals state the decision to apply the NEW
CONSTRUCTION AFCI requirements, to a circuit modification, are that of
the AHJ. That statement is interesting, puzzling and problematic when the text
in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, 90.2, 220.87, 250.130(C), and 406.3(D) are reviewed.
Nothing in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, or 90.2 currently limits this requirement to
NEW CONSTRUCTION. Current requirements in 220.87, 250.130(C) and
406.3(D) address modifications to existing installations. | believe additional
examples could be identified. Nothing in the original substantiation for AFCI

Submitter: Don Ganiere, Ottawa, IL
Comment on Proposal No: 2-160
Recommendation: Accept in principle as shown below.

Dwelling Units. All 120-volt, single phase, 15- and 20-ampere branch circuits
supplying outlets installed in dwelling unit family rooms, dining rooms, living
rooms, parlors, libraries, dens, bedrooms, sunrooms, recreation rooms or areas
shall be protected by a listed arc-fault circuit interrupter, combination-type,
installed to provide protection of the branch circuit. Where a branch circuit is
modified or extended, AFCI protection shall be provided for the portion of the
branch circuit that is modified or extended.

Substantiation: This needs to be addressed by the code language and not left
to the installer and the AHJ. In addition, the panel statement will cause issues
in the use and application of many code rule as the statement clearly and
incorrectly says that the rules found in the NEC only apply to new construction
I see nothing in the code anywhere, except 800.156,where the code says a
rule only applies to new construction. 90.2(A) says that this code applies to
“electrical installations”. There is nothing to suggest that the code rules only
apply to new construction and not to modifications, extensions or upgrades.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90 that
satisfies the submitter’s intent.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public

Comment 2-90.

Comment on Affirmative:
KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.
WEBER, R.: See my Explanation of Affirmative \Vote on Comment 2-90.
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2-95 Log #2881 NEC-P02
(210.12(B))

Final Action: Hold

Submitter: Timothy D. Curry, Curry Electric, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: THE PANEL SHOULD REJECT THIS PROPOSAL.
Substantiation: WHILE SOME AFCI DEVICES CAN DETECT ARCING
ON THE LINE SIDE ( IE: BETWEEN THE BREAKER AND THE1ST
DEVICE) IF THE DEVICE TRIPS, IT WILL ONLY REMOVE THE LOAD
FROM THE CIRCUIT. THE ARCING MAY BE A HIGH RESISTANCE
FAULT TO GROUND, WHICH WILL CONTINUE, DESPITE THE AFCI
DEVICE SHEDDING THE LOAD. THIS WOULD THEN LEAD THE
OWNER TO BELIEVE THE PROBLEM WAS LOADSIDE (NEVER
THINKING ABOUT LINE SIDE) AND HE / SHE WOULD INVESTIGATE
ONLY THE LOAD SIDE. THUS, THE FAULT WOULD CONTINUE,
POSING A SIGNIFICANT RISK OF INJURY OR DEATH TO THE
OCCUPANTS.

Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the panel action to place this comment on hold.
This Comment should have been rejected. The submitter’s substantiation is
anecdotal in nature and lacks the technical documentation necessary to support
his recommendation. Data presented to Panel 2 this code cycle shows evidence
of parallel arc protection provided by the branch circuit overcurrent device. See
my explanation of negative on Comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-96 Log #2390 NEC-P02
(210.12(B) Exception)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Donald R. Cook, Shelby County Development Services
Comment on Proposal No: 2-160
Recommendation: Revise to read as follows:

Exception: Where circuits and/or outlets in the rooms listed in 210.12(B)
are altered, modified, extended, replaced, or revised in an existing electrical
installation, the AFCI protection shall be permitted to be located at the first
outlet by a Listed Combination Type AFCI Receptacle.

Substantiation: The Panel Statements for many of the proposals to revise the
2008, NEC 210.12 requirements reflect one of two positions.

One position seems to suggest the risk of parallel damage from the
overcurrent device to the first outlet is minimal and permission to use device
type protection would provide options to protect existing circuits that are
incompatible with currently listed Combination AFCI protective devices
installed at the supply end of the circuit.

The other position seems to suggest the maximum benefit to safety should
include parallel and series protection of the entire branch circuit.

Panel statements for several proposals state the decision to apply the NEW
CONSTRUCTION AFCI requirements, to a circuit modification, are that of
the AHJ. That statement is interesting, puzzling and problematic when the text
in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, 90.2, 220.87, 250.130 (C), and 406.3 (D) are reviewed.
Nothing in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, or 90.2 currently limits this requirement
to NEW CONSTRUCTION. Other requirements in the NEC address
modifications to existing installations. Nothing in the original substantiation for
AFCI protection indicates there is a reduced risk in existing installations.

The proposed text is an attempt to provide the committee a practical option
to maximize protection in both new and modified electrical installations. It
seems that decision should be made by the technical committee, not individual
enforcement jurisdictions. Individual decisions result in extreme inconsistency
causing problems for everyone involved. Where new equipment and new
circuits are installed, practical safeguarding should be provided to the entire
circuit. Where modifications are made to existing installations, practical
safeguarding can also be provided. The proposed text is an exception to the
general requirement to provide that protection.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90.

The panel notes that the appropriate type of receptacle AFCI is an outlet
branch circuit AFCI, as specified in Comment 2-90.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:
BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.
Comment on Affirmative:
KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.
WEBER, R.: See my Explanation of Affirmative Vote on Comment 2-90.

2-97 Log #2391 NEC-P02
(210.12(B) Exception)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Donald R. Cook, Shelby County Development Services
Comment on Proposal No: 2-165
Recommendation: Revise to read as follows:

Exception: Where circuits for the rooms and/or outlets in the rooms listed in
210.12(B) are altered, modified, extended, replaced, or revised in an existing
electrical installation, the AFCI protection shall be permitted to be located at
the first outlet by a listed Outlet Branch Circuit (OBC) AFCI Receptacle.
Substantiation: The exception number will need to be correlated with other
actions for this section. The Panel and Committee Member Statements for
many of the proposals to revise the 2008, NEC 210.12 requirements reflect one
of two positions.

One position seems to suggest the risk of parallel damage from the
overcurrent device to the first outlet is minimal and permission to use device
type protection would provide options to protect existing circuits that are
incompatible with currently listed Combination AFCI protective devices
installed at the supply end of the circuit.

The other position seems to suggest the maximum benefit to safety should
include parallel and series protection of the entire branch circuit.

Panel statements for several proposals state the decision to apply the NEW
CONSTRUCTION AFCI requirements, to a circuit modification, are that of
the AHJ. That statement is interesting, puzzling and problematic when the text
in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, 90.2, 220.87, 250.130 (C), and 406.3 (D) are reviewed.
Nothing in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, or 90.2 currently limits this requirement to
NEW CONSTRUCTION. Current requirements in 220.87, 250.130(C) and
406.3 (D) address modifications to existing installations. | believe additional
examples could be identified. Nothing in the original substantiation for AFCI
protection indicates there is a reduced risk in existing installations.

The proposed text is an attempt to provide the committee a practical option
to maximize protection in both new and modified electrical installations. It
seems that decision should be made by the technical committee, not individual
enforcement jurisdictions. Individual decisions result in extreme inconsistency
causing problems for everyone involved. Where new equipment and new
circuits are provided in a new installation, practical safeguarding should
and can be provided to the entire circuit. Where modifications are made to
existing installations, practical safeguarding can also be provided. The parallel
protection of the home run in those existing installations may not be practical.
However, excluding the protection of the entire circuit based on the home run
does not appear to be the best option for practical safeguarding the installation.
The proposed text is an exception to the general requirement to provide that
protection.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public

Comment 2-90.

Comment on Affirmative:
KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.
WEBER, R.: See my Explanation of Affirmative Vote on Comment 2-90

2-98 Log #1580 NEC-P02 Final Action: Hold

(210.12(B) Exception No. 1)

Submitter: Ed Larsen, Square D Company/Schneider Electric

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: Unlike section 210.8 that requires receptacle protection,
section 210.12 has always required branch circuit protection. The panel has
affirmed this need numerous times in the past by:

- Rejecting 2002 2-104 that proposed receptacle type AFCls, stating, “The
panel does not agree that the data submitted for the 1999 NEC did not support
the present AFCI requirement for branch circuit wiring.”

- Rejecting 2002 comment 2-67, stating “The requirement in Section 210-
12 expresses the intent of the panel, which is that the entire branch circuit be
provided with AFCI protection.”

- Rejecting 2002 comment 2-7, stating, “The information available to the
panel during the 1999 Code Cycle shows a number of fires that are attributed
to branch-circuit wiring. The present code rule expresses the panel’s intent that
the specified branch-circuits have AFCI protection.”
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- Rejecting 2002 comment 2-72, stating, “The code requirement is for an
AFCI that provides protection for the entire branch circuit.”

- Rejecting 2002 comment 2-76, stating, “The panel reiterates that the branch
circuits must be protected with an arc-fault circuit-interrupter.”

- Rejecting 2002 comment 2-78, stating, “The panel has revised the
requirement from the ROP to make it clear that the AFCI must be ‘listed’ to
protect the entire branch circuit.”

- Accepting 2002 comment 2-81 that stated in part, “This comment supports
the addition of the AFCI at the branch to provide protection to the fixed wiring
and protection to extension and appliance wiring.”

- Rejecting 2008 proposal 2-130, stating, “The panel reaffirms its position
that AFCI devices are to protect the entire length of all 120 volt, 15- and
20-ampere branch circuits supplying outlets in dwelling unit bedrooms and that
the AFCI devices that are used be installed at the origin of the circuit;”

- Rejecting 2008 proposal 2-139, stating, “The panel reaffirms its position
that all branch circuits that supply dwelling unit bedrooms shall be protected by
an AFCI device and that the device shall protect the branch circuit;”

- Rejecting 2008 proposal 2-140, stating in part that, “The protection is
required for the branch circuit.” Regarding this proposal, Mr. King stated,
“Additional physical protection of the unprotected portion of the branch circuit
wiring is also required when applying the exception due to the hazard that
exists with leaving that part of the branch circuit wiring unprotected by the
AFCI device.”

In his statement on 2008 proposal 2-147, Mr. King also stated, “The
requirement for the additional physical protection provided in exception is
necessary to reduce the risk of physical damage to this portion of the branch
circuit wiring that is not protected by the AFCI device. It is the intent of
this section that AFCI protection is provided for the entire length of the
branch circuit. An exception to allow even a small portion of this circuit to
be unprotected must be supplemented with some other means of physical
protection.”

In the 2008 ROC the panel continued to affirm its strong position, stating in
its rejection of 2-127, “The submitter’s recommendation would remove AFCI
protection from a significant portion of the branch circuit. Given that 210.12
is intended to provide protection for the branch circuit, the exception is in
conflict with the basic intent. The submitter’s claim that ‘the data was clear in
indicating arcs at receptacles and in branch circuit extensions’ is not supported
since a significant percentage of the fires are estimated to be in the distribution
system itself and not just in extension and appliance cords.”

The past statements made by the panel on the need to protect the entire
branch circuit are strong and unambiguous.

Panel Meeting Action: Hold

Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153
under 4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the panel action to place this comment on hold.
The submitter of this Comment has accurately documented a history of the
Panel’s commitment to the expansion of AFCI Protection for branch Circuit
wiring based on data presented to the panel at each code cycle. Data presented
to the Panel at the ROC Meeting for this code cycle showed evidence of a
significant increase in the number of branch circuits that would be afforded
AFCI protection if Proposal 2-153 were accepted. See my explanation of
negative for comment 2-99.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:
PURVIS, R.: See my comment with my affirmative vote on Comment 2-99.

2-99 Log #1917 NEC-P02
(210.12(B) Exception No. 1)

Final Action: Hold

Submitter: Jack Wells, Arc Fault Circuit Interrupter Wiring Device Joint
Research and Development Consortium

Comment on Proposal No: 2-153

Recommendation: The panel should accept the proposal to revise 210.12(B)
Exception No.1 but change the wording to read as follows:

Exceptlon No 1WhefeRM&+MC—,EM¥erteeHFmefeeFeableipreA&

mﬁaﬂed%e%thﬁaefherreﬂheﬁfaﬁehfﬁetﬁbetweewﬂae—bmﬁehfﬁem%
overetrrent-device-ane-the-first-ottltet i1t shall be permitted to install a-
eombination a listed Outlet Branch Circuit AFCI provided it is installed as the
first outlet on the branch circuit and the branch circuit wiring is continuous
from the service panel to the AFCI receptacle.

Substantiation: Determining whether to accept this comment and allow Outlet
Branch Circuit (OBC) AFCI receptacles to be used at the first outlet in a
branch circuit without the burdensome requirement of protecting the
“homerun” with a metallic wiring method boils down to one consideration.

Is the increased risk of diminished protection against parallel arcs on the
“home run” more than offset by the increase in use of AFCI protection afforded
by the availability of OBC AFCI receptacles in the market place?

This proposal and this final comment are offered by four companies
under the name of the Arc Fault Circuit Interrupter Wiring Device Joint
Research and Development Consortium (AFCI WD Consortium). Those
four companies are: Cooper Wiring Devices, Hubbell Incorporated
(Delaware), Leviton Manufacturing Company, Inc., and Pass & Seymour/
Legrand.

The AFCI WD Consortium has commissioned a technical literature search by
Underwriters Laboratories and an extensive market research project conducted
by Parks Associates which are appended to and a part of this comment.

Based on the information developed in these two reports, The AFCI WD
Consortium believes that the answer is an unequivocal yes. Most importantly,
acceptance of this proposal will significantly increase the number of AFCI
installations in existing older dwellings.-The increased use of AFCIs in older
homes will place the protection exactly where, according to CPSC, over 90%
of the residential fires of electrical origin occur.

Key points to consider and covered in more detail in this comment are:

Protection afforded by an ODC Type AFCI Receptacle:

- OBC AFCI Receptacles detect and interrupt series arcs on the entire branch
circuit. (UL 1699A, Outline of Investigation for Outlet Branch Circuit Arc-
Fault Circuit-Interrupters)

- OBC AFCI Receptacles detect and interrupt parallel arcing on the branch
circuit downstream from the first outlet. OBC AFCI Receptacles do not detect
and interrupt parallel arcing on the “home run”. (UL 1699A, Outline of
Investigation for Outlet Branch Circuit Arc-Fault Circuit-Interrupters)

- The “home run” typically represents 35% or the 25 to 50 feet of the branch
circuit closest to the circuit breaker. (parks Associates White Paper, Figures 25,
26)

- A conventional circuit breaker’s magnetic trip function protects a portion of
the first 50 feet of the circuit from parallel arcing. (see “Analysis of Circuit
Protection of the Branch Circuit Home Run”)

Increased installation of AFCI protection if ODC Type AFCI Receptacles
are available:

- Consumers who own and occupy single-family existing dwellings and
undertake electrical do-it yourself projects are more than twice as likely to
replace receptacles compared to circuit breakers. (parks Associates White
Paper, Figure 10)

- If OBC AFCI receptacles were available, 75% of consumers would add
AFCI protection immediately or when remodeling or doing other electrical
work. (Parks Associates White Paper, Figure 4)

- This finding factored with other research in a Risk-Benefit Analysis
conclude there would be a net gain of more than 8 million additional circuits in
existing homes built prior to 2002 with AFCI protection within five years.
(Parks Associates White Paper, Sections 1.0, 1.4, Appendix 3)

83% of respondents live in homes more than 10 years old. (Parks Associates
White Paper, Figure 2)

- CPSC reports that 94.5% of residential fires of electrical origin are in
homes 10 years or older (US Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) in
1987 and summarized in the UL Research report “Data Analysis of Fires in the
residential Electrical Distribution System, Table3)

Conclusion is an increase in circuits protected with AFCI if the code is
changed:

- The net protection added by approving this code proposal is the equivalent of
8.2 million circuits with a significant number going to older homes where
protection is needed the most.

Acceptance of this comment and thus enabling the feasibility of developing
and commercializing OBC AFCI receptacles will accelerate the installation of
AFCI protection where the electrical fires are, in older homes.

Adoption of the code requirement to permit the use of the OBC AFCI for
protection of the branch circuit is critical in establishing the consumer
confidence that this device will provide a high level of protection against
electrical fires. As noted in the Parks report, a significant number of users are
likely to install a receptacle OBC AFCI, especially if the code recognizes this
type of device.

This change in the code will lead to acceptance of the receptacle type OBC
AFCI by consumers as a product that provides an increased level of safety for
their electrical system. The study by Parks Associates demonstrates that
consumers will install AFCI receptacles instead of standard receptacles in a
substantial number of remodeling and replacement applications. Based on the
survey conducted by Parks Associates, the installation of receptacle type
AFCI’s in these applications is clearly based on consumer recognition that the
receptacle OBC AFCI has been accepted as a code requirement.

By accepting this code proposal, the OBC AFCI Receptacle will receive a
stamp of approval from the NEC. Professional Electrical Contractors and
Do-It-Yourselfers will not use the OBC AFCI Receptacle without this stamp of
approval. The net result is that circuits that would have previously been
unprotected will now have a level of AFCI protection.

Table 1 of the attached UL Report compares the protection provided by a
Combination AFCI and an OBC AFCI. As the table indicates the only
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difference between the Combination AFCI and OBC AFCI is parallel arc
detection in the home run. The remainder of the circuit will be equally
protected by both the Combination AFCI circuit breaker and the OBC AFCI
receptacle at the first outlet, including equal series arc protection of the home
run by both the circuit breaker and receptacle AFCls.

The Summary of Findings in the UL report states that “Approximately 35% of
fires occurring in the residential electrical distribution system may be attributed
to fires in the fixed building wire.” A survey conducted by Parks Associates
indicates that the home run is typically 35% of the total length of the fixed
wiring in a branch circuit. Based on this information it is apparent that the
home run portion of the fixed wiring potentially exposed to parallel arcing
faults is relatively small. The Park’s Associates survey data indicates that the
home run is commonly in the range of 25 to 50 feet.

An additional factor when considering protection against parallel faults in the
home run is the protection provided by a standard circuit breaker. Since the
home run is typically only 35% of the length of the branch circuit, it is likely
that available short circuit current will be sufficient to cause the instantaneous
trip of a circuit breaker to interrupt a parallel fault in the home run. In fact, in
an AFCI protected circuit, it may be difficult to determine if the protection
against any parallel fault in the home run is provided by the instantaneous trip
of the circuit breaker or by the AFCI protection.

The relatively short length of the typical home run and the protection
afforded by a standard circuit breaker serve to decrease the likelihood of arcing
in the home run as a significant contributor to electrical fires.

It can be predicted that there will be increased use of receptacle type AFCI’s
if the code is changed to permit the use of these products. The Parks white
paper provides data that supports the conclusion that achieving a net increase in
electrical safety will be accomplished by making receptacle type AFCI’s
available and by increasing the awareness by homeowners and contractors of
the effectiveness of receptacle type OBC AFCI’s in preventing electrical fires.

There are 16million receptacle replacement occurrences annually. Based on
the survey responses of home owners and contractors, 1.3 million of the
receptacle replacement occurrences would be annual if these devices were
available; another 826,000 would be one-time occurrences. The replacement
receptacle AFCI’s would be installed in existing housing.

As noted in the UL report, the frequency of fires in residential electrical
systems increases as the home ages. The replacement of standard receptacles
with AFCI receptacles will take place in older housing stock, where the arcing
events leading to fires occur more frequently than in new housing.

The benefit of replacing standard receptacles with AFCI receptacles can be
achieved by accepting the code revision that allows the OBC AFCI to provide
protection of the branch circuit. The change in the code will provide receptacle
manufacturers with the opportunity to introduce receptacle AFCI’s into the
market. The code change will also generate home owner awareness of the
benefits of installing APCI protection.

We urge the panel to accept the addition to the code of Outlet Branch Circuit
AFCI in order to insure an increase in safety of the electrical distribution
system in homes.

(The three following documents are included as part of this comment:

- Underwriters Laboratories Inc. Research Report “Data Analysis of Fires in
the Residential Electrical Distribution System”

- Parks Associates White Paper “APCI Code Change Analysis”

- The paper titled: (“ Analysis of Circuit Breaker Protection of the Branch
Circuit Home Run”).

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Hold
Panel Statement: The panel “Holds” this comment and Proposal 2-153 under
4.4.6.2.2 and 4.4.6.2.3 of the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee
Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 2 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the Panel action to place this Comment on Hold.
The submitter of this comment included documentation that clearly exhibited a
significant increase in the number of Branch Circuits that would be protected if
this Comment were to be accepted. Further consideration should have been
given by Panel 2 to the three separate reports that were included with this
comment along with the presentation made by the representative of the Joint
AFCI WD Consortium at the ROC meeting. An independent analysis of this
proposed change by Parks Associates estimated that an additional 8 million
branch circuits would be protected by allowing the installation of OBC Type
AFCI devices to be installed. As was pointed out at the ROC meeting, this was
an extremely conservative estimate and did not factor in the ability of OBC
Type AFCI devices to detect series arcing faults in branch circuit homeruns.
Furthermore the Analysis did not consider any parallel arc protection that is
currently provided by the magnetic trip mechanism of a standard overcurrent
device that is already required at the origin of the branch circuit. Additional
Analysis that was included with this comment documented the ability of a
standard overcurrent device to respond to a parallel arcing fault within the first
40 feet of a branch circuit homerun. Again this was a conservative estimate that
was based on an abnormally low available fault current at the service panel of
only 500 amperes. A more realistic assumption of available fault current at the
service equipment greatly extends the length of the branch circuit homerun that
is protected by a standard overcurrent device.

WOOD, T.: See My Explanation of Negative Vote on Comment 2-68.

Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

Comment on Affirmative:

LAROCCA, R.: We understand the potential benefits of the availability of
Outlet Branch Circuit Type AFCI, but do not fully agree the data presented
adequately provides a factual indication of the risks associated with removing
parallel protection in the home run. The Panel’s action allows for the
development of additional data to quantify the potential for parallel arcing
faults in the home run of the branch circuit as well as the extent of the
protection against parallel arcing faults provided for the home run by the over
current protective device.

PURVIS, R.: This comment should have been accepted in order to increase
overall safety in homes across the country by increasing the number of AFCI
devices actually installed in the future. This would be in accordance with the
purpose of the NEC in 90.1, “Practical Safeguarding”. However, with a “Hold”
both UL and the manufacturers will now have time before the next code cycle
to actually verify the risks of not covering the home run with AFCI protection.
It seems that the home run of each circuit required to have AFCI protection is
by far the safest part of the branch circuit and these home runs are a small
percentage of the entire risks to the total length of ALL branch circuits in the
home. If this turns out to be true, maybe a reasonable length of the unprotected
home run can also be determined by the next code cycle.

WILKINSON, R.: The panel should not risk the annual loss of hundreds of
lives and billions of dollars in lost property by not demanding that the entire
circuit on new homes be fully protected by AFCI’s as has been this panel stated
goal for four code cycles. Furthermore we should not squander the public trust
in us by not providing the most advanced and comprehensive coverage
available to safeguard their families and their homes.

2-100 Log #2500 NEC-P02 Final Action: Accept
(210.12(B) Exception No. 1 and No. 2)

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-182

Recommendation: Accept the panel action as written in principle, changing
the conjunction “and” to “or”.

Substantiation: It is a physical impossibility for a fire alarm system to be
simultaneously nonpower limited as covered in 760.41(B) and power limited as
covered in 760.121(B), however all fire alarm systems will be either one or the
other. This comment corrects the apparently inadvertent error that repeated the
same drafting error in the proposal as submitted, as well as in the text of the
2008 NEC.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel understands that the addition of the recommended
text is in addition to the action taken on Comment 2-63.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

2-101 Log #2501 NEC-P02 Final Action: Reject
(210.12(B) Exception No. 1 and No. 2)

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-183

Recommendation: The proposal should be accepted in principle and in part.
Reject the modification to Exception No. 1 provided Proposal 2-153 acquires
the required two-thirds majority. Accept the modification to Exception No. 2
by further limiting it to steel wireways and auxiliary gutters, and provide a list
format, as follows:

Exception No. 2: Where a branch circuit to a fire alarm system is installed
in accordance with one or more of the wiring methods specified in a. through
g., AFCI protection shall be permitted to be omitted. The wiring methods
employed shall comply with 250.118.

a. RMC

b. IMC

c. EMT

d. Type AC cable if manufactured with steel armor

e. Type MC cable if manufactured with steel armor

f. Steel wireways
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g. Steel auxiliary gutters

h. Metal outlet and junction boxes.

Substantiation: The panel statement regarding wireways and auxiliary gutters
is substantially true for small residential construction such as one- and two-
family dwellings. However, the AFCI requirements extend far beyond such
limited applications. They apply in very large multifamily applications, as well
as staff apartments in university dormitories, etc. All of these applications,
which are the typical ones for Article 760 fire alarm systems, very commonly
involve wireways and auxiliary gutters, and it is impractical to omit them from
the list. The submitter has inspected numerous examples of this work.

In the event that the modifications to Exception No. 1 do not succeed, then a
comparable permission should be extended to this exception as well.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The present format of the Exception is clear and the revision
does not improve clarity or enhance usability.

The panel did not accept the addition of steel wireways and auxiliary gutters
because the submitter is unclear as to their application in a fire alarm supply
circuit.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1
Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: NAHB is abstaining from voting on this Public Comment as it
deals with Section 210.12 - Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCI). As a resident
of a state or local jurisdiction will receive no cost-benefit from the installation
of these expensive devices, as mandated through the National Electric Code
(NEC), NAHB cannot support any Public Proposal or Public Comment related
to AFCls.

2-102 Log #2392 NEC-P02
(210.12(B) Exception No. 3)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Donald R. Cook, Shelby County Development Services
Comment on Proposal No: 2-184

Recommendation: Revise to read as follows:

Exception: Where circuits for the rooms and/or outlets in the rooms listed in
210.12(B) are altered, modified, extended, replaced, or revised in an existing
electrical installation, the AFCI protection shall be permitted to be located at
the first outlet by a listed Outlet Branch Circuit (OBC) AFCI Receptacle.
Substantiation: The exception number will need to be correlated with other
actions for this section.

The Panel and Committee Member Statements for many of the proposals to
revise the 2008, NEC 210.12 requirements reflect one of two positions.

One position seems to suggest the risk of parallel damage from the
overcurrent device to the first outlet is minimal and permission to use device
type protection would provide options to protect existing circuits that are
incompatible with currently listed Combination AFCI protective devices
installed at the supply end of the circuit.

The other position seems to suggest the maximum benefit to safety should
include parallel and series protection of the entire branch circuit.

Panel statements for several proposals state the decision to apply the NEW
CONSTRUCTION AFCI requirements, to a circuit modification, are that of
the AHJ. That statement is interesting, puzzling and problematic when the text
in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, 90.2, 220.87, 250.130(C), and 406.3(D) are reviewed.
Nothing in 210.1, 210.12, 90.1, or 90.2 currently limits this requirement to
NEW CONSTRUCTION. Current requirements in 220.87, 250.130(C) and
406.3(D) address modifications to existing installations. | believe additional
examples could be identified. Nothing in the original substantiation for AFCI
protection indicates there is a reduced risk in existing installations.

The proposed text is an attempt to provide the committee a practical option
to maximize protection in both new and modified electrical installations. It
seems that decision should be made by the technical committee, not individual
enforcement jurisdictions. Individual decisions result in extreme inconsistency
causing problems for everyone involved. Where new equipment and new
circuits are provided in a new installation, practical safeguarding should
and can be provided to the entire circuit. Where modifications are made to
existing installations, practical safeguarding can also be provided. The parallel
protection of the home run in those existing installations may not be practical.
However, excluding the protection of the entire circuit based on the home run
does not appear to be the best option for practical safeguarding the installation.
The proposed text is an exception to the general requirement to provide that
protection.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public

Comment 2-90.

Comment on Affirmative:
KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.
WEBER, R.: See my Explanation of Affirmative Vote on Comment 2-90.

2-103 Log #2745 NEC-P02
(210.12(B) Exception No. 3)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Randal Hunter, City of Las Vegas
Comment on Proposal No: 2-184
Recommendation: Add text to read as follows:

Exception No. 3: In existing dwellings, where utilizing existing wiring, it
shall be permissible to install a combination AFCI device at the first outlet to
provide protection for the remaining portion of the branch circuit.
Substantiation: Below are two examples of situations where we should allow
the above code language, also with the continued expansion of the AFCI
requirements we need to be able to look back and provide the same protection
for older residences.

As inspectors we are frequently faced with a compromise situation when
minor additions are done to residences, often just adding a few additional
receptacles to an existing circuit, currently we have to give away the AFCI
upgrade due to the fact we have a multi-wire branch circuit and it is way too
destructive to require an entire new home run to be installed. By allowing a
device to be installed in the first outlet of a branch circuit we have provided
a safer condition without requiring unreasonable modifications to existing
homes.

Due to either the style, age or other conditions of the electrical service, many
have to rely on devices rather than AFCI breakers. Owners of any home built
before the last two code cycles have not benefited from the safety provided
by the AFCI technology. With this proposal we don’t get the protection of the
home run, however protection of the rest of the circuit is certainly better than
none at all. The code should not discriminate against those who don’t have a
new residence. If this technology is as good as we believe, we should make

it possible for more people to benefit from it in existing dwellings without
extensive re-wiring or modifications which could include homerun replacement
or panel change outs. This would allow for retro-fitting provisions similar to
the GFCI methods used in Article 406.3(D)(3).

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-90 that
meets the submitter’s intent.

The panel notes that the appropriate type of receptacle AFCI is an outlet
branch circuit AFCI, as specified in Comment 2-90.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public

Comment 2-90.

Comment on Affirmative:
KING, D.: See my affirmative with comment on Comment 2-90.
WEBER, R.: See my Explanation of Affirmative Vote on Comment 2-90.

2-104 Log #1219 NEC-P02
(210.12(C) (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: David E. Shapiro, Safety First Electric
Comment on Proposal No: 2-186
Recommendation: Revise 210.12(B) follows:

... from the first outlet on. Where a multiwire circuit splits into two or
three separate branch circuits, this protection shall be provided no further
downstream than the first outlet on each branch.

Substantiation: In case the CMP’s action on Proposal 2-153 is not overturned,
It is important that in existing wiring there be some relief for installers who
otherwise would have difficulties beyond those caused by the manifold
illegalities that, however large or minuscule the level of hazard they add, would
cause an AFCI to trip immediately.

As the panel acknowledges, AFCls are proven life- and property-savers. As
GFCls warranted the rare replacement requirement, so should AFCIs. However,
these are a hard sell. The relief | propose would go a small way to protect Mr.
Manche’s proposal from local amendment.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The present code text already allows for AFCI protection to
be installed in other than the origin of the branch circuit by the Exception in
210.12(A) and the panel action taken on Comment 2-90.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.
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2-105 Log #1759 NEC-P02
(210.12(C) (New) )

Final Action: Reject

18-4 Log #67a NEC-P18
(210.13 (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: James T. Dollard, Jr., IBEW Local 98

Comment on Proposal No: 2-186

Recommendation: Add a new last sentence to 210.12(B) as written in the
2008 NEC as follows:

This section shall not apply to the replacement of branch circuit overcurrent
devices or where a service is upgraded or replaced.

Substantiation: The panel action and statement clearly illustrate that CMP-2
recognizes 210.12 as applicable only to “New Construction.” The panel
statement further illustrates a desire to gain more experience with AFCI
technology. The problem is that the text of 210.12 does not prescriptively
exempt the AFCI requirement for replacement of overcurrent devices or a
service upgrade in an existing dwelling unit. The rule is presently met with
AFCI circuit breakers in “new construction”. Contractors and AHJ’s will find
themselves the targets of lawsuits where a replacement or service upgrade is
made and a fire occurs. The fact that CMP-2 has consistently rejected attempts
to include prescriptive text to include replacements or service upgrades will not
be an acceptable argument for not installing AFCI on a replacement or service
upgrade. This issue has been kicked around for several cycles. The intent of
CMP-2 must be included in the prescriptive text of 210.12 for clarity and
usability.

The lack of prescriptive text in 210.12 to exclude overcurrent device
replacement and service upgrades is creating serious liability for the installer/
maintainer and the AHJ.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel disagrees that prohibiting the installation of AFCI
devices, where the overcurrent device is replaced or the service is upgraded,
applies in all cases.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Abstain: 1

Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public
Comment 2-90.

Comment on Affirmative:

KING, D.: Although | agree with the panel that prohibiting the installation
of AFCI devices where services are upgraded or changed should not apply in
all cases, it should have been stated that it does not apply in any case which is
the basis for the concerns expressed in the submitter’s substantiation. | agree
with the submitter that clear prescriptive language should be included in this
section that requires AFCI protective devices to be installed where services are
upgraded or replaced. Also the submitter’s concerns regarding liability issues
for the installer, maintainer and AHJ are valid and should be addressed by
Panel 2.

17-3 Log #67 NEC-P17
(210.13 (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 2-189

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panels 17 and 18 for action
on protection of the appliance and action related to the construction of the
receptacle, respectively.

This action will be considered by Code-Making Panels 17 and 18 as public
comments.

Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: CMP 17 accepts the direction of the TCC to act on Proposal
2-189, and the panel rejects the proposal.

The companion proposals for neither 210.13 [Proposal 2-189] nor the
associated Article 100 Electrical Fault Circuit Interrupter definition [Proposal
2-15] do not characterize the specific protection provided. With no parameters
and limiting values for those parameters established, any device with a current-
interrupting feature could purport to provide electrical fault circuit interrupter
protection. As such, the proposed requirement is unenforceable.

CMP 17 agrees with the panel statement of CMP 2 for rejecting this
proposal. This proposal did not address a cord installed EFCI device but
specifically addresses receptacles, which are not in the scope of CMP 17. CMP
17 does not accept that the documentation provided justifies the requirement
that these receptacles be mandatory. The FEMA report mainly points to the
major cause of these fires being the build up of lint in the exhaust system. This
device would not correct that specific problem.

Installation of these devices is not currently prohibited by the NEC.

Number Eligible to Vote: 10
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 2-189
Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panels 17 and 18 for action
on protection of the appliance and action related to the construction of the
receptacle, respectively.

This action will be considered by Code-Making Panels 17 and 18 as public
comments.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
The panel accepts the TCC direction to act on Proposal 2-189 and rejects the
proposal.
Panel Statement: There are no product requirements for electrical-fault
circuit-interrupter protection. The Fact-Finding Investigations submitted by the
two testing laboratories (CSA and Intertek) appear to be only test programs
designed by the product manufacturer. They conclude that Safe Plug performs
as specified by the manufacturer. A thorough study of wiring device failure
mechanisms, and the ability of this technology to mitigate these hazards is
warranted before such devices should be mandated in the code. Installation of
these devices is not currently prohibited by the NEC.
Number Eligible to Vote: 11
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11

2-106 Log #2383 NEC-P02
(210.18(C))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan

Comment on Proposal No: 2-191

Recommendation: Accept the Proposal in Principle with a new Part C in
Section 210.12 instead:

(C) Student Residence Facilities. Sleeping areas in student residence
facilities shall have branch circuits protected by arc-fault circuit interrupters by
January 1, 2016.

Substantiation: This comment is submitted to simplify the migration to
AFCI protection for our industry. We assume that adoption of this electrical
safety technology will follow a trajectory similar to Ground Fault Circuit
Interrupters over 30 years ago so we should not waste time getting to the
ultimate destination: where this technology takes its place beside all other
electrical safety technologies with known costs and benefits. Neither should
we waste resources binding state legislative processes -- as other industries
have -- to forestall the inevitable, either. With virally distributed acceptance
and understanding forming the basis for a larger economy of scale, the cost
differential between regular and AFCI breakers -- now about $20 for a 20A
single pole breaker -- will narrow substantially.

This modification to the original proposal reduces difficulties in
interpretation by eliminating the cooking provision criterion. Observers of
student living habits in colleges and universities know that the conditions
within student rooms often resemble Class I, Division Il combustible dust
occupancies -- whether there are permanent provisions for cooking or not.
Parents wanting safety for their children, and APPA administrators wanting
to protect the brand identity of their organization as a fire-safe organization,
will want this change. If an electrical accident in a student dormitory occurs,
we want to be already in motion to reduce the likelihood of a similar accident
happening again.

The specific adoption date gives the manufacturer’s time to innovate upon
its performance, thus reducing nuisance trips, and getting costs down by
establishing a common platform for competitions. | hope that the manufacturers
will also innovate upon both ends of the electrical safety continuum as well:
starting from the breaker in the panelboard in the hall and ending with safer
end-use equipment coordinated with the Consumer Product Safety Council.
The specific date gives designers and capital planners time to prepare programs
for dormitory upgrades. The removal of uncertainty in the application of AFCI
will reduce costs on many levels.

The Committee should note that APPA.ORG has submitted proposals for
new chapters in the next edition of NFPA 101 and NFPA 5000 that contain
definitions for “student residence facilities”.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The panel has been provided with extensive data relative to
arcing conditions in dwellings.

The submitter has not provided sufficient substantiation that explains any
specific events that have occurred in student resident facilities.

In addition, a clear definition of a student residence facility has not been
provided.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1
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Explanation of Negative:

KING, D.: | disagree with the panel action. Student Residence Facilities are
clearly occupancies that should have AFCI protection. Any one that has ever
lived in or visited a College /University living unit can appreciate that these
areas have at least the same level of hazards that have led to the requirement
for AFCI protection in dwellings.

Explanation of Abstention:

BROWN, L.: Please see NAHB’s Vote and Ballot Comment on Public

Comment 2-90.

2-107 Log #1582 NEC-P02
(210.19(A) (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Ed Larsen, Square D Company/Schneider Electric

Comment on Proposal No: 2-193

Recommendation: Continue to reject this proposal.

Substantiation: This proposal should continue to be rejected. The
substantiation claims in #2 that, “the value of 12T conductor heating recorded
by the test exceeded the maximum safe limit according to accepted industry
standards for conductor heating in insulated cables, potentially compromising
the insulation when power to the circuit is restored.” The substantiation goes
on to state that, “A proposal presently under evaluation by UL/STP-489 will, if
accepted, assure that the circuit breaker performance described in the proposed
Fine Print Note is assured in the future for all OCPD devices installed to meet
the overcurrent protection requirements of 240.4.”

The ICEA conductor damage data referenced in the substantiation of the
submitters UL 489 proposal and the presentation he made to CMP2 at the ROP
meeting is based on an initial temperature of the copper conductor of 75°C. It
is illogical to assume that all the conductors in a home typically operate at such
an elevated temperature. As a matter of fact, in its discussion of the insulation
damage formula, The IEEE Green Book (IEEE Std 142-1991, pg. 116) cautions
that the initial operating temperature factor in the equation is, “often taken as
the conductor maximum operating temperature rating rather than the actual
operating temperature. This is a conservative approach but may result in
conductor oversizing by one trade size”.

Testing conducted by Square D/Schneider Electric confirms that circuit
breakers protect wire very well. For example, the submitter suggested in his
UL 489 proposal that in some of the tests he conducted the circuit breaker let-
through I°t was allegedly 88,804. But actual laboratory testing on #14 copper
wire at room temperature confirms that it can withstand as much as 250,000
1°t without insulation damage. Residential type circuit breakers typically let
through a small fraction of that amount with a full 10,000 amps of available
short circuit current. The let-through in actual applications where the available
short circuit current will be considerably lower will likewise be much less than
this.

The problem alleged by the submitter is purely theoretical. There is no “real”
problem with the products on the market today, therefore, the UL 489 proposal
and this NEC proposal are unnecessary. Finally, it should be noted that while
the final ballot has not been cast, the submitter’s UL 489 proposal did not fair
well during the comment period.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel notes that the test data that the submitter referred
to in his substantiation was not submitted with his comment.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-108 Log #2876 NEC-P02
(210.19(A) (New) )

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Paul A. Keleher, Paul Keleher Electrical Services
Comment on Proposal No: 2-193
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

210.19 Conductors- Minimum Ampacity and size

(A) Branch Circuits Not More Than 600 Volts.
(5) Permissible Voltage-Drop. The circuit conductors of a 15 or
20-ampere/120-volt branch circuit shall be sized such that voltage-drop
measured at the rated ampacity of the circuit shall be 5 percent or less at any
outlet.
Exception No. 1: Use of non-standardized circuit breakers in compliance with
240.4 shall be permitted on circuits supplying dedicated loads with high inrush

or motor starting current where a circuit breaker meeting the requirements of
this section can be shown to nuisance trip.

Exception No. 2: Where 240.3 or 240.4(G) applies.

FPN: Standard 120/240V circuit breakers rated from 15-50A that are listed to
meet the overcurrent protection requirements of 240.4 contain a nonadjustable,
instantaneous trip mechanism whose current setting will open the circuit within
1 cycle of being subjected to an overcurrent equal to or greater than 20 times
their rated current. A full-load voltage drop measurement of 5% or less on a
120V branch circuit allows the system to deliver at least 20 times the rated
current of the circuit to a short-circuit or bolted fault, ensuring that the circuit
breaker’s instantaneous mechanism will respond in compliance with other
requirements of this Code.

Substantiation: The proposal has technically substantiated a problem that
supports the need for this revision. CMP-2 based their action to this proposal
using history and did not address the supporting evidence that this issue is

a safety concern for property and persons. The NEC does not limit voltage
drop at 120-volt outlets, and the product standard for standard circuit breakers
does not require an instantaneous breaker response to a ground-fault or short-
circuit current.1 Consequently, as recently collected short-circuit field test data
indicates2, if excessive voltage-drop limits the current available to a short-
circuit or ground-fault occurring on a 15 or 20A/120V branch circuit to a level
that is less than that required to trigger the branch circuit breaker’s magnetic
(instantaneous) response, a thermal/magnetic circuit breaker protecting a 120V
outlet will respond to a short-circuit or ground-fault with its intentionally
delayed, thermal response. This response mechanism has been designed and is
tested by the standard to respond effectively to low-level overloads. However,
the product standard contains no calibrated time test within the range of fault-
current typically available at 120V outlets3. Consequently, the ability of the
thermal mechanism in a 15 or 20A circuit breaker protecting a 120V branch
circuit to consistently protect against insulation damage from short-circuit or
ground-fault current when high voltage drop limits the available fault current to
a level that is insufficient to trigger the instantaneous magnetic mechanism, is
not tested by the standard.

A sample of >1000 field short-circuit tests has been assembled from
residential users of a field test instrument that conducts a short-circuit test at a
120V receptacle outlet, measuring and recording the short-circuit current and
the response time of the circuit breaker in each test. The test results indicate
that in a majority of 120 receptacle outlets tested, a short-circuit test produced a
delayed, thermal response from the thermal/magnetic circuit breaker protecting
the outlet-under-test. Conductor heating has been calculated from these results
by applying the calculation I2T to the data in each of the 1017 tests. The
results of those calculations indicate that in 10 percent of the tests the circuit
conductors were overheated when compared against short-circuit withstand
ratings for insulated copper cables as established by the ICEA4. The data
further reveals that in all tests in which the breaker responded magnetically,
conductor heating was safely limited to levels far below the 12T conductor
heating allowed by the same standard.

The substantiation to proposal 2-193 explains how limiting voltage drop to
5 percent or less will ensure that sufficient current is available to produce a
magnetic breaker response to a short-circuit or ground-fault at all 120V outlets,
thereby addressing the questions raised by the data regarding the ability of
thermal/magnetic circuit breakers to consistently protect conductors from
overheating when exposed to a short-circuit or ground-fault.

The panel’s rejection statement ignores both the submitter’s technically
substantiated argument that excessive voltage-drop is in fact a safety issue
when it compromises overcurrent protection, and the supporting test data
providing technical substantiation that the problem is real. Therefore, the
submitter maintains that the panel’s rejection statement lacks sufficient basis
to reject this proposal given the technical substantiation clearly demonstrates
a safety concern for property. Proposals in the past about this issue did not
provide the technical evidence that clearly supports the need for including the
requirement in the NEC.

This proposal should be accepted with the exceptions deleted, and as revised
above. The exceptions are not applicable to the intent of the requirement. One
minor correction has been inserted in the FPN. If however, after acknowledging
the truth of the argument and the data that documents a real but latent
problem, questions remain, the submitter suggests a compromise in the form
of Acceptance in Principle and in Part. Such a resolution would mean that the
panel understands the submitter’s intent, but believes more study is needed, and
in Part means that the proposal should include the deletions and insertions as
shown in the revision accompanying this comment.

2-193 Panel Rejection statement:

“The panel reaffirms their position taken on similar proposals in previous Code
cycles that voltage drop is a design consideration that must be dealt with by
the installer/designer for each installation and can be specific to the involved
equipment.”

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

1UL-489, Section 7, Standard Circuit Breakers

2Residential Circuit Breaker- sorted by Short-Circuit Current

3ibid

4ibid, International Cable Engineers Association standard P32-382, Rev
2007: “Short-circuit Withstand Ratings for Insulated Copper Cables”.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The submitter has not provided data that shows that
conductors are damaged in the circumstances claimed.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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2-109 Log #1445 NEC-P02
(210.19(A)(1))

Final Action: Reject

2-111 Log #1443 NEC-P02 Final Action: Reject
(210.21(B)(2) and Table 210.21(B)(2))

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 2-194

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: “Maximum” loads may be reduced by demand factors which
then become “calculated” loads. Conductor ampacity may be reduced with the
demand factors, but the maximum load (before demand factors) seemingly
does not permit that reduction in ampacity.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel maintains its position that the intent of this
section is to ensure that conductors are sized to handle the maximum load.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

10-4 Log #68 NEC-P10
(210.19(A)(2))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 2-200

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panel 10 for action in 240.4(B)
(1) for consistency relating to the text in 210.19(A)(2).

This action will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The panel accepts the TCC direction to take action on
240.4(B)(1) as referenced in proposal 2-200. See the action on comment 10-5.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-110 Log #1444 NEC-P02
(210.19(A)(2))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 2-199

Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:
Insert “Multiple Receptacles” in lieu of “Multioutlet” in the heading.

Substantiation: The text refers to more than one receptacle, not outlets;

multiple receptacles can be installed at one outlet.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: The panel action taken on Proposal 2-200 satisfies the

submitter’s intent.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

10-5 Log #2502 NEC-P10
(210.19(A)(2) [and 240.4(B)(1)])

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.

Comment on Proposal No: 2-200

Recommendation: Accept the proposal in principle and in part. Accept the
panel action changing the title of 210.19(A)(2). Accept the assignment of
jurisdiction over the subject matter to CMP 2 by the TCC. Revise the wording
of 240.4(B)(1) to read as follows:

(1) The conductors being protected are not of a muttiettiet branch circuit
supplying multiple receptacles for cord- and plug-connected loads.
Substantiation: This comment is intended for the agenda of CMP 10, in
response to the TCC note on Proposal 2-200 requiring action in 240.4(B)(1).
The point of the original proposal, by this submitter, was to eliminate a conflict
between 210.19(A)(2) and 240.4(B)(1) and this wording will accomplish the
goal.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Revise 240.4(B) (1) to read as follows:

The conductors being protected are not part of a branch circuit supplying
more than one receptacle for cord-and-plug-connected portable loads.

Panel Statement: The panel has revised the proposed text to reflect the action
on proposal 2-200.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC

Comment on Proposal No: 2-207

Recommendation: Accept the proposal.

Substantiation: If 15-ampere duplex receptacles are evaluated to supply
15-amperes through each half, why is the load limited to 12-amperes? Is
safety involved? On a 20-ampere circuit, a 15-ampere receptacle supplying a
15-ampere load allows for an additional 5- ampere load; if this is exceeded,
the overcurrent device will function, as with any overload. What safety is
involved? A single receptacle on an individual circuit can supply its full current
rating with presumably no safety concern. This rule is virtually unenforceable
and violated every time a hair blow dryer or other appliance or tool rated over
12- amperes is used with a 15- ampere rated receptacle.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter has not provided the panel with any new
information to support his recommendation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-112 Log #478 NEC-P02
(210.23 Exception (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Code-Making Panel 8,

Comment on Proposal No: 2-210

Recommendation: Code-Making Panel 8 concurs with the action taken by
Code-Making Panel 2 to “Reject” Proposal 2-210.

Substantiation: Supplementary overcurrrent protection that may be provided
with a luminaire that is supplied from a busway is in addition to the required
overcurrent protection described in 368.17(C) and Exceptions 1, 2, and 3. Refer
to Article 100 for the definition of “Supplementary Overcurrent Protective
Device.”

This comment was developed by a CMP-8 Task Group and balloted through
the entire panel with the following ballot results:

12 Eligible to vote

12 Affirmative

1 comment on affirmative vote was received as follows:

M. Shan Griffith stated: “The original Proposal 2-210 seeks to change the
meaning of the existing code text beyond that described by the submitter and
without sufficient justification.”

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-113 Log #1442 NEC-P02
(210.23(C))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Dan Leaf, Seneca, SC
Comment on Proposal No: 2-212
Recommendation: Accept the proposal with the following revisions:

A 40- or 50- ampere circuit shall be permitted to supply cooking appliances
that are located in dedicated spaces in any occupancy; or in other than dwelling
units, a 40- or 50- ampere branch circuit shall be permitted to...(remainder
unchanged).

FPN: See 422.11 for overcurrent protection.

Substantiation: Free standing electric ranges are not “fastened” in place; many
countertop cooking units are set in place, but not “fastened.” The provision

for “in other than dwelling units” is prefaced with “or,” and “such” is deleted
to remove any misconception that the cooking appliance circuit can also serve
such loads in addition to the cooking appliance load. 422.11 is an important
consideration that may be overlooked.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter’s recommendation creates issues with
appliances such as microwave ovens that are often in “dedicated space”, but
are not intended to be supplied from these circuits. The existing wording is
well understood and it has not been shown to have created interpretation issues.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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2-114 Log #1225 NEC-P02
(210.52(1))

Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that the text be
revised to read as follows:

“(1) Foyers. Foyers that are not part of a hallway in accordance with
210.52(H) and that have an area that is greater than 5.6 m2 (60 ft2) shall
have a receptacle(s) located in each wall space 900 mm (3 ft) or more in
width and unbroken by doorways, floor to ceiling windows, and similar
openings.”

Submitter: Vince Baclawski, National Electrical Manufacturers Association
(NEMA)

Comment on Proposal No: 2-223

Recommendation: Continue to accept in principle but reword the Panel Action
as follows:

“(I) Foyers. For purposes of this section, a foyer is considered to be the
entranceway or transitional space from the exterior to the interior of a
dwelling unit. Foyers that have an area that is greater than 60 ft2 shall have a
receptacle(s) located in each wall space ) 900 m
(3 ft) or more in width and unbroken by doorways, floor to ceiling windows

that runs from the front of the house towards the rear of the house to which
the front door opens into, thereby becoming a foyer, and this foyer/hallway
can easily be over sixty square feet in area. Within these hallways are doors
to closet(2), bathrooms, garages, and laundry rooms, creating numerous wall
spaces 2 ft or more in length which will not require a receptacle. Since the
width of these hallways precludes the placement of furniture within these
numerous wall spaces, the added receptacles will have no practical use.
The need for receptacles in wall spaces of large foyers may be warranted,
however, a home that would contain such a hallway is typically constructed as
a custom home, and custom homes are rarely wired only to meet the minimum
code requirements, with the owner knowing the placement of furniture and
intended use of wall spaces and having the opportunity to add receptacles in
these spaces. Mandating a requirement for receptacles that will be rarely used
accomplishes little other than adding costs without producing a real benefit to
the majority of homeowners or occupants.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The term “foyer” is a generally understood term.

See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-114.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

and similar openings.
Substantiation: As noted in the proposal substantiation and comments, many

new homes are being built with large foyers that should be treated as separate
areas requiring receptacle installation. It is not uncommon for lamps and other
cord connected products to be located in these foyers. Receptacles should be
available for the connections of these products. This comment addresses the
concerns expressed by some of the panel members.

The lack of a receptacle within a reasonable distance from cord connected
equipment leads to the use of extension cords and the attendant hazards
associated with the increase use of extension cords.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part

Revise the proposed text to read as follows:

“(1) Foyers. Foyers that are not part of a hallway under 210.52(H) and that
have an area that is greater than 60 ft squared shall have a receptacle(s) located
in each wall space 900 mm (3 ft) or more in width and unbroken by doorways,
floor to ceiling windows, and similar openings.”

Panel Statement: The first sentence of the submitter’s recommendation was
not accepted as the proposed definition does not add any additional clarity.

The revision also includes the recommendation from Comment 2-119.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-117 Log #69 NEC-P02
(210.52(A))

Final Action: Accept

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that 210.52(A)
(4) be revised as follows to provide a title in compliance with the NEC
Style Manual:

“(4) Countertop Receptacles. Receptacles installed for countertop
surfaces as specified in 210.52(C) shall not be considered as the receptacles
required by 210.52(A).”

Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,
Comment on Proposal No: 2-228

Recommendation: It was the action of the Technical Correlating Committee
that this action be rewritten to comply with the NEC Style Manual.

The panel action did not include a title for the new subdivision (4).

This proposal will be considered by the panel as a public comment.
Substantiation: This is a direction from the National Electrical Code Technical
Correlating Committee in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations
Governing Committee Projects.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-115 Log #1883 NEC-P02
(210.52, FPN )

Final Action: Reject

2-118 Log #2503 NEC-P02
(210.52(A))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan / Rep. APPA.ORG -
Association of Education Facilities Executives

Comment on Proposal No: 2-221

Recommendation: Accept the proposal and strike the Fine Print Note
completely, or edit the Fine Print Note accordingly:

FPN: Listed baseboard heaters include instructions that may-net-do not permit
their installation below receptacle outlets.

Substantiation: The UL Standard, as quoted by the submitter, couldn’t be
clearer. But since the UL language was stated in recommended (“should™)
language, an alternate method of getting the point across would be an edit of
the Fine Print Note as follows:

FPN: Listed baseboard heaters include instructions that may-ret permit restrict
their installation below receptacle outlets.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel maintains that the Fine Print Note is still accurate
and it is important in order to draw attention to the instructions.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-116 Log #2184 NEC-P02
(210.52(1))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Tom Studer, Electric Inspection Agency of Northern Kentucky
Comment on Proposal No: 2-233
Recommendation: Delete the following text:

Substantlatlon This proposal should be rejected Flrst the Iack of a
definition of a foyer within the NEC invites inconsistent enforcement of this
rule throughout the industry. Without a definition of a “foyer”, we need to
use the commonly defined general term of “an entrance hallway” as defined
in Webster’s dictionary. In addition, the sixty square feet requirement will
include foyers/hallways that are too small to place furniture within them. In
the substantiation for this proposal, the statement: “Today’s homes are being
built with large foyers some being as large as other rooms in the dwelling”
was made, and while this may be true for some homes, it is only a small
percentage of the total. There are many home plans that include a hallway

Submitter: Frederic P. Hartwell, Hartwell Electrical Services, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-228
Recommendation: The proposal should be rejected.
Substantiation: Countertop receptacles have been used to comply with
the perimeter spacing rules for generations. Remember that any receptacle
placement not exceeding 5% feet above a floor qualifies as a perimeter
receptacle per 210.52(4). At one time, there were no prescriptive rules for
receptacle placements on countertops and the only requirements that applied
were the customary 6- and 2-foot rules. The receptacles so installed met the
perimeter spacing rules due to their height. When the 2- and 1-foot limits
entered the NEC, kitchen counters became much more heavily populated with
receptacles (and justifiably so), but the perimeter spacing rules never failed to
apply. In the case cited in the substantiation, the counter receptacle does now
and should continue to count as the required receptacle. Before prohibiting
this long-standing practice, CMP 2 should consider that the absence of an
additional receptacle in the three-foot area adjacent to the counter could be
legally cured by installing a receptacle in that space 5 feet above the floor.
Imagine explaining to ordinary people that the counter receptacle some 3 feet
above the floor doesn’t count, but the other one would.

The comment in the voting addresses only one unintended consequence
of this proposal; there are many others. For example, a receptacle placement
adjacent to a refrigerator cut-out (instead of within the cut-out) becomes a code
violation unless an additional receptacle is placed within the cut-out, since this
will now be wall space over two feet wide. The same could be said for stove
locations. Peninsular and island counters would be required to have additional
receptacles below those installed to service the countertop above, in some cases
even if cabinets are exempted. The problems go on and on, and no technical
substantiation in the way of loss experience or engineering judgment was
supplied to support such an extreme change.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: Receptacles that are intended to serve countertops
are dedicated for appliances utilized in that countertop space and are not
intended to serve other loads. Receptacles installed to meet the requirements
of 210.52(A) are separate from those installed to meet the requirements of
210.52(C).
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
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2-119 Log #2802 NEC-P02
(210.52(A))

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Lawrence Brown, National Association of Home Builders (NAHB)
Comment on Proposal No: 2-223
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

“(I) Foyers. Foyers that are not part of a hallway under 210.52(H) and have
an area that is greater than 60 ft2 shall have a receptacle(s) located in each wall
space as defined in 210.52 (A)(2)(1).”

Substantiation: There are many configurations for a home when it comes to
the area just inside the house at the main entry door. The new provision for
receptacles in Foyers might be simple to understand is the foyer was enclosed
by four walls. In most designs, the floor area just inside the main entry door is
either a part of a hallway or is an extension of a room. In other words, the main
entry door is on one exterior wall, with no more than one wall directly adjacent
to the door. In those cases where a door opens directly into an area are the end
of a hallway with openings into a room on each side of this are, then possibly
it could be considered a “foyer”. But without a clear definition of a “foyer” as
it relates to a residential dwelling, there will still be problems with discerning
what exactly is a foyer. As an inspector | never ran into a situation where the
wall space adjacent to an exterior door was not either part of an adjacent room,
or part of a hallway.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Panel Statement: See the panel action and statement on Comment 2-114.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-120 Log #2803 NEC-P02
(210.52(A)(2)(L)

Final Action: Accept

patterns. The Panel should refocus on the safety hazard that has been clearly

and authoritatively substantiated and also recognize that the minimum size of
the room in the proposal is quite large.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: A floor mounted receptacle installed at least six 6 ft. from

the wall would not necessarily be appropriate for all room layouts.

In addition, the submitter has not provided any evidence that any safety
issues have been experienced.

The panel suggests that the submitter provide, during the next code cycle,
specific information that problems related to safety exist.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 9 Negative: 3
Explanation of Negative:

LAROCCA, R.: In large rooms such as “great rooms” that have become
increasingly popular, the only requirement is for receptacles to be installed
along the wall space. If receptacles are not included in the open floor space,
extension cords will be used to provide power to lamps and other appliances
used in the open central area of the room. Cords used in such a manner will
be run under carpets and rugs and may be damaged creating a potential fire or
shock hazard, or create a tripping hazard if left exposed. Requiring one or more
floor receptacles in large rooms would help prevent these potentially hazardous
conditions.

PAULEY, J.: NEMA continues to support the concept that the addition of
a floor outlet in these larger rooms will decrease the need to apply extension
cords to accommodate furniture layout that is often not next to the walls due to
the size of the room.

WEBER, R.: The proposal should have been accepted. With today’s large
homes, room size allows for furniture placement away from walls and
receptacles. Home owners must resort to using extension cords which create
trip hazards or placing them under rugs creating fire hazards.

Submitter: Lawrence Brown, National Association of Home Builders (NAHB)
Comment on Proposal No: 2-228
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

(2) Wall Space. As used in this section, a wall space shall include the
following:

(1) Any space 600 mm (2 ft) or more in width (including space measured
around corners) and unbroken along the floor line by doorways and similar
openings, fireplaces, and fixed cabinets it iRgs.
Substantiation: As noted in NAHB’s Affirmative Comment on this proposed
change, without this added text the “unbroken floor line” would include the
floor line in front of the kitchen cabinets.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-121 Log #2233 NEC-P02
(210.52(A)(2)(3))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Charles E. Beck, Affiliated Engineers NW, Inc.
Comment on Proposal No: 2-235
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

The space afforded occupied by fixed room dividers...”.
Substantiation: Use of the word “afforded” is simply wrong! Pick up any
dictionary, and you will find any definition of “afforded” that fits into the
intended meaning of this article. That word has no meaning, and thus the
sentence has no meaning. The essence of this proposal was not so much about
railings, as the CMP appears to have surmised. That was a minor element. The
essence is that the word “afforded” needs to be replaced.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The submitter’s change would literally state that the space in
question is the space occupied by the fixed room divider itself.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-122 Log #1223 NEC-P02
(210.52(A)(3))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Vince Baclawski, National Electrical Manufacturers Association
(NEMA)

Comment on Proposal No: 2-238

Recommendation: This Proposal should be accepted to add new text to the
requirement in Section 210.52(A)(3).

Substantiation: The substantiation for this proposal provides clear safety
rationale for this requirement. The panel members appear to be laboring over
issues of placement of such a floor receptacle for most practical access. This

is not the role of the Code-Making Panel, but rather, a matter for designers,
and may change over time with lifestyle preferences. In its statement, the
Panel insinuates that placement of a receptacle under furnishings is an inherent
hazard. Floor mounted receptacles are not prohibited by the Code in residential
construction and are increasingly preferred even in rooms much smaller than
is recommended in this proposal. There is little if any Code restriction for their
placement respective of typical floor plans, furniture arrangement or traffic

2-123 Log #2804 NEC-PO2
(210.52(A)(3))

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Lawrence Brown, National Association of Home Builders (NAHB)
Comment on Proposal No: 2-237

Recommendation: Continue to Reject Proposal 2-237.

Substantiation: NO documentation was ever provided to show the current
provisions of the NEC are a cause of a real fire or other life/fire-safety
problem that would be solved if the floor boxes were mandated. The proposed
requirement is nothing more than mandating a “convenience outlet that in fact
may never be used. The installation and locations of floor boxes in commercial
occupancies should be determined by the architect based on the needs of the
building occupant.

Panel Meeting Action: Accept

Panel Statement: The original proposal deals with office buildings and hotels/
motels, however, the proposal is made to the section of the Code that applies to
dwelling units.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

2-124 Log #2805 NEC-P02
(210.52(A)(3) (New) )

Final Action: Accept

Submitter: Lawrence Brown, National Association of Home Builders (NAHB)
Comment on Proposal No: 2-238
Recommendation: Continue to Reject Proposal 2-238.
Substantiation: NO documentation was ever provided to show the current
provisions of the NEC are a cause of a real fire or other life/fire-safety
problem that would be solved if the floor boxes were mandated. The proposed
requirement is nothing more than mandating a “convenience outlet that in fact
may never be used. The installation and locations of floor boxes not adjacent
to a fixed room diver, etc., in any occupancy, especially residential, should be
determined by the architect based on the needs of the occupants.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: