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1) The meeting was called to order by the chair at 1:35 PM.

2) Members and Guests introduced themselves.

3)  Roster Check:  No change.  Tim will contact Arndt and Beard to see if they wish to retain membership.

4)  Approval of May 1st 2001 minutes : Minutes were accepted as circulated.

5) Report from the Chair
Adscom issues:
a. ASC C37 – As a result of recommendations from a meeting of the Electric Power Industry Executives, a decision has been made, by NEMA, to terminate ASC C37, C57, and C62 (IEEE had already withdrawn from the NEMA/IEEE Memorandum of Understanding, and hence participation in ASC). At the Tuesday C37 meeting, new procedures were approved to enable the group to complete their necessary tasks (primarily the re-affirmation of C37.45).  After C37 has completed such tasks it will cease to exist.  Since NEMA will no longer support any fuse standards efforts, NEMA C37 fuse documents are to be transferred to IEEE as soon as possible.  Standard C37.45, due to expire on December 20th 2002, needs to be re-affirmed so that it can be transferred to IEEE.  It cannot be granted any further extensions.  Assuming IEEE accepts the NEMA fuse standards, PARs will be processed to update C37.42, and 45 (the necessary work having already been done by NEMA).  A PAR for a new document, C37.43, will be sought (this document on values for capacitor fuses, to compliment C37.41, has already been written by NEMA). 

b. It has been decided to make the default ballot and re-circulation period for IEEE documents 30 days (re-circ default duration had been 10days).  A working group chair can request approval for less than 30 days through the standards coordinator.

c. The C37 “telephone directory” document will no longer be available as a paper version, only on CD.

d. There is to be a task force on improving the standards making process.  Ray Capra will be on it.

e. Tim reported on the E, R, & P meeting.  We are applying for an award for the C37.48.1 working group.

6) Working Group Reports
a) Revision of Fuse Standards -- John Leach reported that the Working Group met on October 2nd, with May 1st 2002, with 14 of 16 active members present.  After receiving the chair’s report on NEMA transferring fuse standards to IEEE, the WG heard John’s IEC report.  The TAG then reached a US position for the Beijing meeting (see later IEC report to the sub-committee). Draft standard PC37.40/D8 was then reviewed by the WG. John had removed the altitude correction factors, and moved the information to informative annexes, in a manner similar to C37.60, as suggested by the sub-committee at our last meeting.  In addition, the temperature rise table had been changed to line up with IEC.  The document is now ready for ballot, and it was requested that Tim seek motion 1a at the Switchgear Committee meeting for such an IEEE ballot.  The WG then turned its attention to the revision of C37.48.  John reported that he had applied for a PAR for this work, together with a request for an extension to the present C37.48 while this work was done. A number of changes to C37.48 were reviewed.
b) Full Range Fuses– Tim Royster reported that C37.48.1 current-limiting fuse application guide, has been printed, and congratulated the WG on this achievement.  Responsibility for this document will pass to the revision of fuse standards working group, for revision as appropriate in conjunction with our other documents

7) Report of Liaison to Other Committees
a. NEMA – Frank Muench reported that the NEMA committee met on Tuesday October 1st 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. with eight members and three guests. Based on the situation in NEMA (see item 5a) they are prepared to give up the NEMA fuse standards to IEEE.  Frank reported that there are no plans for the NEMA SG2 Technical Committee to meet again, and requested that the HV sub-committee accept responsibility for these documents.  He made a motion that we create a working group to maintain C37.42, C37.45, C37.46, C37.47, and C37.53.1, and to develop C37.43. The motion was seconded by Ray Capra, and was unanimously approved by the sub-committee.  Frank offered to chair such a WG unless there was someone else prepared to take on this job. Mark Stavnes offered himself for this task.  Tim proposed that a task force meet at our next IEEE Switchgear Committee meetings to review the options concerning the former NEMA standards, assuming that, by then, IEEE will have accepted responsibility for them.  One suggestion was that there will then be two Working Groups of the sub-committee, the present “Revision of Fuse Standards”, and a second WG “Revision of Fuse Rating Standards” (or a similar name), to address the moved standards.  Other suggestions included trying to fold information in the NEMA Standards into the appropriate existing IEEE standards (such as is done by IEC).  It will be the responsibility of the Task Force to make appropriate recommendations to the sub-committee who will decide on the appropriate course of action, and take out a PAR.  It was agreed that the task-force would meet on Monday afternoon, so as not to clash with the ADSCOM meeting on Tuesday Morning. 

b. ER&P (Education, Recognition and Publication) COMMITTEE – see item 5e.

c. COMMON CLAUSES Frank Muench reported that the Working group intends to vote on a draft document containing altitude correction factors, in order to get a thorough review and good comments.

 8) Report of IEC Activities -- John Leach reported on the comments to the Committee Draft for IEC 60282-1 (current-limiting fuses), and the US “position paper” on high temperature fuse testing (fuses in enclosures).  His written report is appended to the minutes. As anticipated, the Europeans dominated the comments, although we received strong support from Australia, and support in principle from Norway.  However with “block voting” from some Europeans (i.e. comments from France and Spain had almost identical wording) we will almost certainly be out-voted at the Sub-Committee 32A meeting during the IEC general meeting in Beijing.  The TAG has expressed the position that, if we cannot get appropriate testing for US style fuses and service requirements into the body of the standard, then we have no choice but to put the information in as an “in some countries” clause, or, preferably, as a clause under the “implementation of the IEC policy on Global Relevance of IEC Standards” (if European opposition to this procedure is overcome).  The first option would be just informative, while the second would be normative.  It was further agreed that while the US proposals for modification to the standard 60282-1 had been “watered down” in an attempt to gain more widespread acceptance, such action would no longer be necessary.  An “in some countries” clause could contain all of the essential differences between IEC requirements and our IEEE standard requirements.  Thus, for example, we could include our more severe thermo cycling for submersible fuses, the requirement that fuse to be used in parallel must be tested in parallel, 10 minute voltage holding period for I2 and I3 (if only 5 m is adopted by the sub-committee), and the full “fuses in enclosures” testing requirements.  The TAG has also suggested that a technical paper be written for IEEE publication outlining the differences between IEC testing and IEEE requirements.  The sub-committee enthusiastically received this latter idea, and it was suggested that it be written as a sub-committee paper.  John Leach will do a first draft, and circulate it for comments.

9) Unfinished Business  -- None

10) New Business:  John St. Clair reported that a PC37.66/D9 (capacitor switches) is using L/R (in ms) rather than X/R to make the rating applicable to 50Hz and 60Hz.  He asked us to consider doing the same thing if other switchgear standards are going to follow suit. 

11) Future Meetings:    








St. Pete Beach, FL (Tradewinds Serata Beach Resort);                   4-8th May 2003



Portland, OR ?


Fall 2003

12) The meeting was adjourned at 2:45 PM.

Respectfully Submitted,               John G. Leach, Secretary (10-7-02)

IEC Report  2002-3, May - September, 2002 

By:  Dr. John G. Leach, Technical Advisor SC32A

No IEC meetings have been held since the last report, but the 66th IEC General Meeting is about to be held in Beijing (Oct 24th –28th for our SC32A, MT3, and TC32 meetings).  I will be representing the US.

Thirteen IEC documents have been circulated to the TAG for comments, including the Committee Draft of IEC 60282-1 containing the changes recommended by the Maintenance Team, together with the National Committee responses.  We also got the National committee responses to our “minority report” proposal for elevated temperature testing (fuses in enclosures).  

To the main CD, Australia, Italy, Japan and Poland responded with “no comment”.  Substantive comments were received from Germany, Belgium, Spain, the UK, France, and the USA. In the controversial recovery voltage duration area, France and Spain (with identical wording) proposed that “fuse barrel” be removed from the list of examples of organic material that would require a fuse to be subjected to a recovery voltage longer than 60 s.  This is because “Experience in Europe with fuses having organic barrels, shows that there is no evidence of failure due to reignition after breaking, during testing as well as during use”.  The secretariat (France) recommended that this change be accepted!   This is more evidence of what I have pointed out before, the Europeans consider IEC fuse documents to be European rather than world Wide standards, and are generally unsympathetic to concerns from other countries. Based on discussions I had with my counterpart in Canada, I had anticipated some support for our proposal for a recovery voltage duration of 10m rather than the proposed IEC value of 5 m, since the only advocate for keeping our North American IEEE/ANSI standard at 10 m is a Canadian member of our HV Fuse subcommittee. However, there was no Canadian response to the CD.

In the area of our proposal for “fuses in enclosure” testing, responses were mixed.  We had enthusiastic support from Australia (who have been trying to get similar proposals considered for some years).  We had support in principal from Norway (providing existing designs did not need to be unnecessarily tested).  There was limited support from the UK, for testing in situations where the fuse was to be used in an environment where heat would be imported into the fuse (such as in a transformer).  As anticipated, there was strong opposition from France and Spain (again with substantially identical wording – obviously written by the same person), and opposition from Germany. Italy wrote in “no comments”, and Japan felt that much more discussion was needed (they have not participated in the discussions in the MT). By my reckoning that leaves us evenly divided, but the Secretariat (France) observed that the proposal “receives only minimal support”.  Clearly I have a thankless task in Beijing!

JGL 9-27-02

2

