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The working group met on May 8, 2000 to review comments on Draft 5.  The meeting was called to order by chairman E. Byron at 3:35PM.  4 WG members and  8 guests were present.





An approved PAR is on file.





Draft 5 of C37.20.4, addressing ballot comments on draft 4 to the IEEE-SA ballot pool and ASC C37 had been distributed by E-Mail earlier.  Comments received from various WG members were listed on a consolidated list, and were reviewed.  Significant points of discussion:


The major source of negative comments was on the issue of peak versus momentary.  It has been previously decided that switchgear assemblies will be consistent in the use of the term “momentary”.  Thus, D5 uses this term.


References to C37.39 will be changed to IEEE 1247.


M. Fortin comment on 6.2.3.1, on the location of the short-circuiting conductor for short-circuit tests were discussed.  It was agreed to leave existing language (in C37.20.4, C37.20.3, IEEE 1247, and related documents unchanged).


M. Fortin proposes that 6.2.3.2 require peak current in one outer pole, with a major loop occurring in the other outer pole.   It was agreed to let the existing requirement remain as is, namely that peak current occur in an outer pole.


M. Fortin comment on 6.2.4.2 relating to detection of ground current accepted in principle.  If the source is floating (i.e., delta source), there can be no significant current flow to the enclosure, and the fuse wire serves no purpose.  This can be overcome by isolating the enclosure from ground and monitoring voltage from each phase to the enclosure.  Alternatively, we could restrict the test to being performed on a grounded system.  Conclusion is to emulate the language of C37.20.7.  Add   “The neutral of the supply system must be connected to the switchgear assembly by either a separate bus or the ground as permitted by the laboratory” to 6.2.4.2.  Also add “The equipment qualified by this standard is tested as a grounded system to produce the maximum fault conditions and may be applied on both grounded and ungrounded systems” to 6.2.4.  Figure 2 and associated notes are to be changed to coordinate.


W. Long change to table 2 merely restores the information in the 1996 published version of the document and will be incorporated.


J. Ransom comment on 6.2.5.2 is partially accepted, and the provisions of IEEE 1247 will be accepted with 5% of tests at minimum voltage and 5% at maximum voltage.





The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:00PM on May 8, and reconvened at 3:20PM on May 9, with 9 WG members and 9 guests.  Discussion of comments continued, with issues as follows:


P. Notarian raised issue (6.2.2.3) regarding the method of performing continuous current tests on fused switches.  He questions the validity of testing with a single set of specimen fuses because of the uncertainty regarding heat loss variation across the population of fuses of the same rating from one manufacturer.  He questions whether the presence of the fuse and mountings should be simulated, and if so, how one verifies that the simulation is valid.  The WG agreed that the test must be done with the fuse, not be simulation.


P. Notarian questions the exclusion of testing a fused switch if the unfused fault making current exceeds the let-through current of the fuse (clause 6.2.4.3.1).  He feels that at least one test should be done with fuses to confirm that the switch and fuse combination will not experience flashover when the fuse blows.  This also supports the position stated in the last paragraph of 6.2.4.4(2).  No decision was reached, and the WG was requested to review this issue and provide comments to E. Byron by no later than May 19.


T. Tobin / G. Kamber comments:


Items ignored which are covered elsewhere.


A number of items were considered but not accepted, such as 2 and 5.  Inclusion of the information from referenced documents aids in usability of the document.


Item 4 concerns the origin of ratings, which rests with the NEMA SG5 Technical Committee.  The ratings could not be transferred to C37.20.4 without agreement from NEMA.


It is felt that item 8 is addressed by the last sentence of clause 6.1.


On item 9, the major difference between C37.20.4 and IEEE 1247 is that the 110% test is not optional but is required.  Thus, the language in clause 6.2.1 is appropriate.


Item 10 deals with conductors used in continuous current tests, and the requirements in the clause are considered appropriate to MEI switchgear.  The requirements are conceptually similar to those in C37.20.1, C37.20.2, and C37.20.3.


Items 11, 12, 14 are deemed appropriate as in the document.


Item 16 is accepted in principle, by referencing the test to 6.2.1.1, and by further refining the listing of tests in figure 3.  E. Byron will create some new language.  “Equivalent means” of verifying dielectric integrity will be incorporated.


Items 17 and 18 are not required in other documents and must be retained.


Rated momentary current will be added per item 19, but there is no rated peak withstand.


Items 20 and 22 are considered correct as is.


Item 21 will be added.


Items 23 and 24 will be retained.





WG members are requested to provide input by May 19.





The meeting was adjourned at 5:55PM.
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