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Reclosers and Other Distribution Equipment (RODE) Subcommittee

Meeting Minutes

St. Pete Beach, Florida – May 8, 2007 

	Members
	Present:
	Guests:

	
	
	

	Jerry Baskin

Ray Capra

Marcel Fortin

Harry Hirz

George House

Ed Jankowich

Don Martin 

Steve Meiners

Bob Behl

Chris Ambrose
	Don Parker

Tim Royster

Francois Soulard

Ken Workman

Jan Zawadzki

Bill Walter

Dave Stone

John Wood

Jim Swank
	Larry Davis

Frank DeCesaro

Walt Von Miller

Nenad Uzelec

Thomas Tobin

Craig Befus

Peter Glaesman

Tim Fink

Sebastien Riopel

Mark Stavnes

Glenn Borchard

Jeff Gieger

Michael LaBianco

Fernando Ciprian


 1.   CALL TO ORDER  
Chairman Steve Meiners called the meeting to order at 2:00 PM.   There were 20 members and 14 guests present. The current RODE membership is 28 (see attached membership roster).

 2.   INTRODUCTIONS 

Members and guests introduced themselves.

IEEE Patent By-laws clause 6 & inappropriate topics were presented to the subcommittee.

 3.   MEMBERSHIP CHANGES  
No membership changes. 

 4.   APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
The Fall 2006 meeting minutes were approved without change.

 5.   CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 
ADSCOM’s meeting summary was reported.  See ADSCOM meeting minutes.

 6.  WORKING GROUP REPORTS 
a) Recloser Standard C37.60  This is a new working group.  Working Group Chairmen are Bob Behl and Dave Stone, and Bob Behl reported the following:

The Working Group for the revision of C37.60-2003 held its fourth meeting on the afternoon of May 8, 2007 in St. Pete Beach, FL.   

The agenda was reviewed followed by introductions.  Thirty-four persons were in attendance, twenty five of whom signed up as WG members.  See Annex A for the attendance list.  

The new 5-slide (5/1/2007) IEEE policy for patents and guidelines for the conduct of meetings (inappropriate topics of discussion) was reviewed.

Background of C37.60

The background of the standard was reviewed as follows:

· USAS C37.60-1968

· ANSI/IEEE C37.60-1974

· ANSI/IEEE C37.60-1981 

·  (Reaffirmed in 1988)

· IEEE C37.60-2003

· a) Add gas-insulated reclosers.

· b) Added IEC voltage ratings and new inter ratings 

· c) Revised limits of temperature and temperature rise consistent with circuit breaker standards.

· d) Removed req’t for transf. magnetizing tests

· e) Removed the altitude correction factors. 

· f) Added transient recovery voltage (TRV) specs 

· g) Restricted the use of single-phase testing to verify three-phase performance.

· h) Reduced radio influence voltage (RIV) limits.

· i) Added Partial Discharge as a design and production test.

· j) Reduced dc withstand voltage test time to 5 min.

· k)   Achieved IEC Dual Logo Status - 2005

PAR Status

The PAR was approved in December 2006 with Dave Stone and Bob Behl as Chair and Co-Chairpersons respectively.  The PAR also recognizes that this is an IEC/IEEE Dual Logo standard.

Dual Logo Status

Chairman Stone gave a brief update of the status of the dual logo.  The standard was approved by IEC in September of 2005 by a slim margin and designated at IEC 62271-111.  Comments submitted with the ballot included:

· FDIS ballot that did not allow National Committee a chance to change the standard..

· Lack of definitions in the standard for terms not defined in the IEC [IEV] dictionary.

· Format, including clause numbering does not follow IEC practice

· IEC Common Specifications 60694 is not references

· Normative References do not include IEC documents. 

At the IEC SC17A plenary meeting in Delhi, India on April 17, 2007, the Sub-Committee voted to support the Dual Logo Maintenance Team (DLMT) in the revision of the standard.  The IEC National Committees have until the end of June to appoint experts to serve on the DLMT.  These experts will become members of the IEEE/IEC Joint Working Group and invited to attend future WG meetings.  David Stone has been nominated by the USNC to be the Convenor of the IEC MT47.   

Details of the DLMT and Joint WG procedures are being reviewed by IEEE Staff.  Matt Ceglia will assist the WG as the details are worked out.

WG Membership

Chairman Stone reported that the formation of the official working group had been deferred until the PAR was approved.  Now that the PAR is approved, the group was invited to sign up as a WG member.  Twenty-five persons signed up at the meeting.  The WG membership is open to all IEEE members; others are expected to join in the weeks ahead.  

Expectations of the WG were outlined with the key word being “engagement”.

Members are expected to:

· Attend Working Group meetings if possible

· Not mandatory

· Some meetings in conjunction with IEEE Switchgear meetings

· Some meetings at other times, possibly in other countries depending upon the participation from IEC members of the Joint WG. 

· Accept assignments 

· Respond to correspondence

· Provide feed-back

WG Tasks/Assignments:

While the formation of the DLMT/Joint WG is complete, some work items were discussed and assignments made to volunteers. 

· Compare IEEE/IEC Common Requirements documents (D. Stone and L. Farr).  One objective is to see if both documents can be used as parallel normative references.

· Re-organize numbering of C37.60 into IEC format. (D. Stone and L. Farr).  IEEE has approved this move; it will then match the numbering of IEEE C37.100,1 and IEC 62271-1, the respective common requirements documents.  See Annex B, a chart comparing the clause numbering (organization) of IEEE and IEC standards. 

· Compare C37.60 and Common Requirements (Ed Jankwich).   Dave will send a copy of the renumbered C37.60 as soon as it is complete.  This exercise will identify which parts of C37.100.1 can be adopted “as is”, “with additions or exceptions”, or not at all.  

· Compare normative references for parity (F. DeCesaro).  Objective is to see if any of the IEEE normative references have equivalents in IEC that can be used as parallel references.

· Identify definitions to bring into document  (Chris Ambrose and Bob Behl).  IEEE has indicated that it may allow definitions into the Definitions clause even if they are in IEEE 100 Dictionary.  This is important for IEC understanding.

Other items were suggested for consideration for general revision including the corrigendum, table on temperature rise, Annex A and B from the withdrawn application guide C37.61.   

The meeting adjourned at 5:30 PM. 

Annex A: Attendance and Preliminary WG List:

IEEE C37.60 Working Group Meeting May 8, 2007
	Name
	Company Affiliation
	WG Member
	Attended May 2007 Mtg

	Ambrose, Chris
	Florida Power & Light (DEO-PDC)
	Yes
	Yes

	Bannink, Harm
	KEMA-Powertest, Inc.
	 
	Yes

	Baskin, Jerry
	Federal Pacific
	Yes
	Yes

	Befus, Craig
	BC Hydro
	Yes
	Yes

	Behl, Bob
	ABB
	Yes
	Yes

	Borchardt, Glenn
	S&C electric Co
	Yes
	Yes

	Capra, Raymond L.
	Consultant
	Yes
	Yes

	Davis, Larry
	Reuel, Inc
	Yes
	Yes

	DeCesaro, Frank
	Cooper Power Systems
	Yes
	Yes

	Dotson, Randall
	Lakeland Electric
	Yes
	Yes

	Falkingham, Leslie
	VIL
	Yes
	Yes

	Farr, Larry
	Eaton Electrical Group
	Yes
	Yes

	Fortin, Marcel
	Consultant: Electrical T& D
	Yes
	Yes

	Gieger, Jeff
	Elastimold/T&B
	Yes
	Yes

	Glaesman, Peter
	Reuel, Inc
	Yes
	Yes

	Hirz, Harry
	Joslyn Hi-Voltage
	Yes
	Yes

	Jankowich, Edward M.
	Thomas & Betts
	Yes
	Yes

	LaBianco, Michael
	G&W Electric Co
	 
	Yes

	Martin, Donald R.
	G & W Electric Co
	 
	Yes

	Meiners, Steve
	General Electric
	Yes
	Yes

	Parker, Don
	Alabama Pwr / Southern Co.
	Yes
	Yes

	Riopel, Sebastien
	ECI-ElecroComposites
	 
	Yes

	Royster, Timothy E.
	Dominion Virginia Power
	Yes
	Yes

	Smith, R. Kirkland
	Eaton
	Yes
	 

	Soulard, Francois
	Hydro-Qurebec
	Yes
	Yes

	Starcevic, Kresimir
	KEMA-Powetest
	 
	Yes

	Stavnes, Mark
	S&C Electric Co
	 
	Yes

	Stone, David T.
	DTS Technical Services
	Yes
	Yes

	Swank, Jim
	Cooper Power Systems
	Yes
	Yes

	Tobin, Thomas J.
	S & C Electric Company
	 
	Yes

	Uzelac, Nenad
	G&W
	Yes
	Yes

	von Miller, Walt
	Consultant
	Yes
	Yes

	Walter, Bill
	WE Energy
	 
	Yes

	Workman, Ken
	Schweitzer Engineering Inc
	 
	Yes

	Zawadzki, Janusz
	Powertech Labs
	Yes
	Yes


b) Capacitor Switch Standard C37.66  Working Group Chairman Harry Hirz reported the following:

Standard is now published and available for purchase, date March 2006.

Harry Hirz, requested that a time slot be arranged for next meeting to begin next revision of standard.

c) Underground Switchgear Standard C37.74  Working Group Chairman Steve Meiners reported the following:

The PAR has been approved.

The minutes from the October meeting were reviewed.

NEC 2006 revision to put in service entrance connection rules was rejected due to work by Chuck Ball.   Jerry Baskin will supply documentation. (Attachment 1)

C57 12.30 & 31 is in revision in Transformer group, and the RODE will act as a liaison.

These standards are for enclosure of pole mounted equipment, 30 is pole mounted applications, and 31 is for pole mounted in Coastal Areas.

The minutes from October 2006 were accepted as presented.

Ed Jankowich comments: (Attachment 2)

1) Requested that 1247 be referenced in the introduction.  WG didn’t see that this was needed. No action to be taken.

2) New entries requested – fused way.  Check against C-37-100 for existing definitions.  Expand 3.4 to include fuses in “protected way” if needed.  Jerry Baskin will follow up
3) Paragraph 5 – Ratings, required related capabilities and test requirements.  WG discussed “related test requirements.” (“Related required capability”). Suggestion to remove upper row in Table 1, in 5.2.1.1 and merge in to next row, as appropriate. Steve will draft up a revision for review by the WG
4) 6.7.1 to be deleted (the last sentence, referring to errors in older version of 1247).  WG agreed to delete.  Steve will update document text for first Draft.
5) 6.7.2.1, first sentence, remove “or greater than”.  Discussion of tolerances, IEC, HV circuit breaker standards. Some of these centers on the capabilities of the labs.  Remove “equal to or greater than the levels” to “as specified.”  Dave Stone will look into IEC standard 62271-1 as a reference.
6) 6.7.2.1 – Points of application test voltage, delete V & G from 10 & 11 (redundant with lines 4 & 7).  WG agrees to delete.  Steve will update document text for first Draft.
7) 6.7.2.5, paragraph a – Related lightning-impulse withstand voltage test.  Tolerances are covered in Std 4.  Remove tolerance and refer to Std. 4. 

- Dave Stone urges the WG to incorporate -100.  Form a task force to examine how to incorporate -100 into -74. (Ray and Dave)
8) 6.7.4.1, second & third paragraphs.  Recommend adding reference to 6.7.4.5.  WG feels this to be between the manufacture and lab.  No action required.

9) 6.7.5.4 suggest deleting note regarding error in 1247.  WG - Remove.  Steve will update document text for first Draft.
10) 6.7.5.6 Same as above. Steve will update document text for first Draft.  

11) 7.4 does not agree with 6.7.9.1.  No change.

12) Section 9 – harmonize with 37-60, section 9.  Ground connections.  Jim Swank will check.
13) 9.10, second sentence.  Need Ed to clarify.
14) Annex A, Table A.1.  Ask Ed to clarify.

Meeting was adjourned.
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Attachment 1 
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Attachment 2 
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Attendance – 17 Members & 9 Guest (see Attachment 3)

Note to WG team members!

Action items are in Bold text in the text above.  Please complete this task and return to WG Chair, Steve Meiners, when completed.

Also, team please prepare any other comments in Errata Sheet format for discussion by WG team at our next meeting.

d) Task Force on Controls for Distribution Equipment   Task Force Chairman Don Parker:
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Refer to the pdf for the minutes of the meeting.

e) Task Force on Solid Dielectric  Equipment   Task Force Chairman Chris Ambrose & Marcel Fortin chaired this session and reported the following:

Chris Ambrose opened the meeting at 3:45.  The Task Force (TF) members and guests introduced themselves, and the roster was circulated.  A copy of the completed roster is attached separately.  There were 36 people in attendance: 19 members, one corresponding member, and 16 guests.

The minutes of the Fall 2006 meeting were presented and approved.

The new (May 1, 2007) IEEE patent slides were presented. The attendees had no patent issues to report. The full copies of the new patent slides are attached to these minutes.

Chris Ambrose restated the TF theme as laid out in the RODE subcommittee minutes from the October 5, 2005 meeting in Montreal.

Action items from the last meeting

The main action item was to conduct the literature survey and analysis. Very little progress has been made to this point.

Overall course of direction

The proposed overall course of action (a conceptual development tool) was presented by the chair as follows:
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Brain storming

Main topics discussed and dealt with were:

· The TF objective and initial direction. 

· The past and present RODE Subcommittee chairs reiterated that the initial objective were to:

Develop a set of aging test methods and construction guidelines for switchgear with solid dielectric insulation to be considered by product standards.

· The TF discussed various types of products and potential aging problems.

· The TF discussed membership (see “Membership of Task Force” below).

· Standards (IEC, IEEE, others) that already covers ageing tests on similar materials used in different types of equipments and/or components.

Membership of Task Force

It was agreed that membership to the Task Force would be opened to anyone in attendance at this meeting in an effort to generate more interest and enthusiasm for this project.  Several attendees took advantage of this offer and became members of the Task Force.

Course of action

The following actions items were agreed upon by attendees:

· Every attendees will sent to Marcel Fortin (fortin.marcel@ieee.org) and Chris Ambrose (chris_ambrose@ieee.org) the list of standards (IEEE, IEC, relevant papers, and others) they know that covers some aging tests on solid insulation. Deadline: end of July 2007.
· Chris Ambrose will complete the bibliography search and initiate the bibliography analysis. The attendees who know of some papers that would be useful will send them to Chris Ambrose for end of July 2007.
The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 P.M.
 7.   OLD BUSINESS 
None.

 8.   NEW BUSINESS 
· Need slot for 37.66 (2005) at next meeting (Harry Hirtz).

· Inquiry to take on another TF faulted circuit indicators, IEEE-495. (Harry Hirz).  Now at ICC.  Will revisit in October.

John Wood was recognized for his leadership of RODE.  John will be retiring form PG&E on June 1.

An interpretation of the C37.74 Switch standard was presented to the sub-committee for consideration.  [image: image7.png]Introduction:

Mr. Larry Putman of Powell Electrical Systers, Inc has asked for an opinion from IEEF
regarding an SF6 insulated pad-mount loadbreak switch rated for 15.5kV. In particular, the
switch has demonstrated the capability to withstand and fault close on a 64 KA asymmetrical
peak current. However, the fault-close capability s limited to two operations.
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Reference C37.74-2003 clause 5.2
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Review by sub-committee and voted unanimously was to present to the main committee that a switch tested to C37.74 and under Table 7 paragraph 6.7.4.6 must operate three times fault close as a required test for name-plating to this standard.  Any number of operations less than this does not meet the required ratings.

There was reference to standard 1247 and this cannot be commented on by RODE and will be referred to HVS subcommittee.

 9. NEXT MEETINGS: 
· September 23 – 27, Philadelphia 

· Spring 2008, Las Vegas, Portland, Anaheim, Asheville, Nashville

· Fall 2008, Open

Respectively yours,

Steven Meiners

Chairman

RODE Subcommittee

Attachments:

See S07RODEa1 - RODE Standards Status Report.

See S07RODEa2 - RODE Membership Roster
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Errata Sheet for IEEE Std C37.74


		Page

		Section

		Paragraph

		Existing

		Proposed



		

		

		

		

		



		iv

		Introduction

		---

		None.

		Suggest the following as a new second paragraph.  “It is the intent of this standard to pursue the direction described in the Introduction to IEEE Std 1247.  In that document it was established that when application requirements are similar, the body of standards should treat the requirements uniformly; refer to IEEE Std 1247 for a full comment of this practise.  For this reason, extensive reference is made to the preceding document when appropriate.”






		3

		3

		---

		New entry requested

		Fused Way – a protected way incorporating a fuse but no additional integral or in series switching device.






		5

		5

		5

		5.  Ratings, required related capabilities, and test requirements

		I am paraphrasing my previous comment.  There is little recognition from people outside of our Committee about the distinction to be made in these three categories.  They are not defined in either IEEE Std 100 or IEEE Std C37.100.  If nothing else we should provide a definition of them.  





		Page

		Section

		Paragraph

		Existing

		Proposed



		

		

		

		

		



		5

		5

		5

		(Continued from above.)

		I also suggest when we use the terms in our document, we preserve the order of the second term. We sometimes refer to them as “related required capabilities”; see Section 6.7.8.


If I had a better idea of what our intent was for preserving these distinctions, I would gladly offer a suggestion with this comment.  The one entry where this is used is in Section 5.2.1.6.  IEEE Std 1247 does not discuss DC Withstand Voltage Tests.  A related document, IEEE Std C37.63, does recognize these tests, Table 2.  This latter document does note in the Introduction and in the footnotes after Table 2 that DC Withstand Tests are being replaced by VLF Tests.  






		18

		6.7.1

		1st

		Last sentence.

		Suggest deleting since the new revision of IEEE Std 1247 was published with the corrections.






		18

		6.7.2.1

		1st

		Entire sentence.

		This sentence seems to contradict the intent described in Section 6, 2nd paragraph, first sentence.  Recommend deleting “or greater than” from 6.7.2.1.






		

		

		

		

		



		Page

		Section

		Paragraph

		Existing

		Proposed



		

		

		

		

		



		18

		6.7.2.1

		3rd

		Figure 2.

		Suggest deleting “V” and “G” from lines 10 and 11 for single-phase units since they are redundant with Lines 4 and 7.






		20

		6.7.2.5

		2nd

		a) 

		Since we are referencing IEEE Std 4, recommend using the established tolerances for defining the impulse waveshape.






		22

		6.7.4.1

		2nd and 3rd

		Entire content.

		These two paragraphs describe a very common condition that can exist with laboratory equipment.  Recommend adding “; see Section 6.7.4.5 to compensate for these conditions.” at the end of the third paragraph.






		27

		6.7.5.4

		Note

		Existing.

		Suggest deleting since the new revision of IEEE Std 1247 was published with the correction.






		28

		6.7.5.6

		Note

		Existing.

		Suggest deleting since the new revision of IEEE Std 1247 was published with the corrections.






		31

		7.4

		1st

		Gauge pressure.

		Why is this requirement greater than the design requirement in Section 6.7.9.1?  If the maximum internal pressure in 6.7.9.1 is less than 50psi gauge why would the production test be at 50psi gauge?



		Page

		Section

		Paragraph

		Existing

		Proposed



		

		

		

		

		



		33

		9

		All

		Entire section.

		Recommend this section be harmonized with IEEE Std C37.60, Section 9 since both DSG are used in the same environments; see the descriptions of Grounding Provision in each standard as an example.






		34

		9.10

		1st

		2nd sentence.

		I am not certain what is being suggested in the second sentence.  Typically, if the cables are coming up out of a boxpad, they have to be moved to set the DSG.






		38

		Annex A

		Table A.1

		4th main column

		Unless I am mistaken, rms factors are a ratio of two currents and should have them shown in parenthesis as done in the previous column; suggest the following Irms (asym)/Irms (sym).
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		Attendance C37.74 WG meeting.

		May-07

		Name		e-mail		Member		Guest		Present

		Chuck Ball		cball@sandc.com		yes

		Nenad Uzelac		nuzelac@gwelec.com

		Eric Sagen		erica@selinc.com

		Dave Stone		dtstone@ieee.org		yes

		John Wood		jgw5@pge.com

		Ken Workman		kennwo@seline.com

		Enrique Baqueiro		enrique.baqueiro@cfe.gob.mx

		Bob Behl		bob.j.behl@us.abb.com

		Chung Lam		cyl2@pge.com

		Jan Zawadzki		jan.zawadzki@powertechlabs.com		yes

		Ed Jankowich		emjj@ieee.org		yes

		Jeff Gieger		Jeffrey_gieger@tnb.com		yes

		Bill Walter		bill.walter@we-energes.com		yes

		Brian Steinbrecher		bsteinbrecher@cooperpower.com

		Jerry Baskin		jbaski@federalpacific.com		yes

		Francois Soulard		soulard.francois@hydro.qc.ca		yes

		Chris Ambrose		chris-ambrose@ieee.org		yes

		Larry Davis				yes

		Walt von Miller		waltv@ieee.org		yes

		James Swank				yes

		Don Martin		donmartin@ieee.org		yes

		George House		george.house@ieee.org		yes

		TraceyComely		tcomely@warcoinc.com				yes

		Chad Morris						yes

		Dave Gohil		davegohil@azz.com				yes

		Ray Capra		raymoc@aol.com		yes

		Tim Royster		Tim_Royster@ieee.org		yes

		John Wood		jgw5@pge.com				yes

		Craig Befus		craig.befus@bchydro.com				yes

		Fernando Ciprian		fernando.ciprian@fnb.com		yes

		Tyrone Meeks		tmeeks@sandc.com				yes

		Hanan Attia		hattia@sandc.com				yes

		Frank Muench		fmuench@ieee.org				yes

		Peter Glaesman		peter@reuelnc.com				yes
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Taskforce on Controls for Distribution Systems 
May 8, 2007 Minutes 


1. Call meeting to order. 
Don Parker called the meeting to order. 


The IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards and Inappropriate Topics for 
IEEE WG Meetings slides were displayed to the group and discussed. Five slides were 
viewed and discussed.  There was some confusion regarding when members or guests needed 
to provide the notification.  It was stated that if the group gets into a particular design that 
infringes on a member or guest’s patent they need to notify the chair and the group will cease 
discussion until the issue has been clarified so we do not infringe on a patent. 


Each of the (20) participants introduced themselves. 


2. Minutes of last meeting – Corrections, approval 
The minutes of the May 8, 2006 meeting were passed out.  One amendment was suggested 
and adopted.  The underlined and italicized note on page 5 of the minutes will be changed by 
adding that IEC standards obtained from the IEEE can be shared with working group 
members in support of the groups work.  No other changes were noted. 


3. Review status of previous assignments 
Don Parker has obtained IEC documents for use by committee members only.  These 
documents can be found at the ftp site listed below.  A copy of Don’s email explaining this 
will be emailed as an attachment to these minutes to taskforce members. 


https://xtr.southernco.com  


User id is:   APC_PD_DES_EX_FTP 
Password is:  Hb3xAl                  


ENVIRONMENTAL:   
Chuck Ball is not at the meetings today.  He is responsible for Environmental.   


MECHANICAL: 
Ed Steele is the leader of this group but was not able to be present at our meeting today. 


John Wood stated that the original intent of vibration in this area was not from a seismic 
standpoint.  The seismic problems utilities usually incur are normally in the higher 
transmission voltage level, not distribution level.  PG&E’s latest seismic event indicated that 
systems 115 kV and below were ok.  PG&E’s biggest concern for mechanical vibration is the 
transportation of equipment to the site.  Controls get placed into a crew’s material trailer and 
then get banged around while the crew drives to the work site.  The comment was made that 
what has been researched so far, as related to the DOT standard, is ok if the final product of 
this group accepts that.  Another area of concern is solid mounting of controls.  They are 
subjected to mechanical vibrations from wind, road traffic, nearby trains, etc on a 24/7, 365 
basis when mounted to poles.  The group should be concerned with the effect this has on 
controls?  It was questioned if there is data available specifying what type of levels this 27/7 
vibration actually is.  After some discussion it was felt that data is available.  ACTION 
ITEM:  Ed Steel’s group should look into this. 
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It was stated there is information in IEEE 1613-2003, (substation committee) based on 
C37.1, which identifies vibrations and shock.  This appears to be at the substation, not pole 
equipment.  It includes transportation of equipment, shock phenomena, normal and rough 
handling etc. 


Don Parker noted that from his experience, vibration is related to the type of equipment on 
the pole; e.g., capacitors versus heavy regulators.  Soil condition, pole length, wind loading, 
etc will also affect the vibration.  


A question was raised on the vibration that fault indicators are subjected to?  The mechanical 
group should look into this type of information from fault indicator users and manufacturers.   


It was commented that all of this could be an opportunity for a NEETRAC study.  A 
comment was made that obtaining this type of data will take a long time. It was also asked 
obtaining data takes a long time are we then to not look into it? 


REMAINING GROUP REPORTS:  
The remaining groups are listed below.  Don Parker stated that from what he understands 
there was not a large amount of work that was completed since the last meeting.  No further 
reports were provided at this point. 


HARMONICS: 


This group has not had a new team leader assigned since the previous leader asked to be 
replaced. 


ACTION ITEM: Parker to find new team leader. 


Grounding Variations: 
Harry Hirz is the lead person for this group. 


EMI: 
Bob Behl is the leader of this group.   


Lightning and other surges:  
Frank DeCesaro is the leader of this group.  Ed Steele and Nenad Uzelac are members. 


Functional requirements:  
Francois Soulard is the leader of this group.   Ken Workman is also a member. 


4. Group Direction 
The discussion then dealt on the direction that the taskforce was going.  A comment was 
made that the group continues to find new items that they feel need to be looked at each of 
our meetings and we don’t get anywhere.  We had submitted a PAR.  What is the status of 
this? 


Don Parker stated that a PAR based on the last meetings comments was completed and 
submitted after the meeting.  It has not been approved yet.  It is not scheduled for approval 
until the June PAR approval group.  The PAR states that the group will be developing an 
application guide for microprocessor controls used on pad mounted and pole mounted 
switchgear.  A copy of the submitted PAR was not available at our meeting.  It will be sent 
out with the minutes.  The following note was received from Don Parker in a May 21, 2007 
email for inclusion into these minutes: 
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In the copy of the PAR attached are a few commas missing and some capitalization 
needed. The content is otherwise the same as what is at NESCOM  now. I was unable 
to retrieve it since it was nearing the end of the approval process. I think now that we 
should let them approve the PAR and then consider requesting a change if needed 
after we have circulated the attached among the committee and determined what the 
changes will be. 


It was stated that we talked about an application.  The intention is to provide guidelines to 
end-users.  Concerns such as vibration can be resolved by the user rather than put it in a 
standard.  Requirements that equipment need to withstand should be part of the appropriate 
apparatus standard.  The items we are talking about should be in the apparatus standard, not 
the application.  This group should not get into design aspects.  It was suggested that we 
identify areas that need to have additional work performed on them, either from a design or 
testing standpoint.  The group agreed that if design concerns were discovered then 
suggestions would be submitted to the apparatus-working group.  All agreed that we need to 
focus our scope.  The guide can recommend how to reduce the vibration, etc but not how to 
design it.  PC37.68 is the number of the PAR (attached to minutes).  We remain a taskforce 
until the PAR is formally approved.  The PAR will be retracted.  Don Parker will work on 
changes and send out to the taskforce for email balloting before resubmission. 


A question was raised if we are coordinating with the technical relay committee?  Francois 
cited a SCADA standard, which excludes relays.  A PAR from a relay group was read.  The 
scope of the relay PAR is within electric substations.  Standards such as ANSI C37.1 or 1613 
may have information that we could differentiate from or take exception to.  Wording in the 
PAR should clarify this.  The PAR wording allows you to cite existing standards.  A question 
was raised about underground vaults?  There is switchgear being put into underground 
structures.  A question was raised if this guide will deal with connecting to the control. 
Utilities try to connect vendor equipment to vendor B.  Don Parker stated that we should 
state that the interface is something to be considered when purchasing a device but that we 
will not recommend a common interface.  It was pointed out that manufacturers are now 
making controls as part of the devices themselves.  We need to consider this.  Should we 
define what is the frontier between the device and the control?  It was suggested that we 
include items to be considered when trying to apply a control.  Do you only want to have a 
fixed function for that control? Do you want to have programming capability that the 
manufacturer might do for you?  Do you want a user interface where the user can modify 
variables or obtains data from it?   The guide should inform users that these are different 
types of controls for interfacing.  They should be also informed to check the conformance 
table to determine if their software is compatible to DNP3 level 2 protocol, MODBUS, etc.   


John Wood reiterated that the group has had a lot of discussion.  We need to start 
documenting and have the groups start writing up sections so we can have documents to 
review and make more progress.  It was decided to work out the Table of Contents as a group 
and then make assignments.  This was performed and is attached to the minutes.   
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Assignments are: 


Environmental: (Chuck Ball is still leading this group). 


Mechanical: (Ed Steele is still leading this group) 


Electromagnetics: (Frank DeCesaro, Bob Behl, and Nenad Uzelac, will work together 
along with anyone else who wants to help).  Note, this is a combination of the former 
harmonic, lightning, and switching surge groups. 


Grounding: (Harry Hirtz and Ken Workman will work together along with anyone else 
who wants to help). 


Functional Requirements: (Francois Soulard and Ken Workman will work together 
along with anyone else who wants to help). 


Survey: (Francois Soulard is leading this group).  Francois reported that he had received 
(4) surveys since the last meeting.  All were from utilities.  Common problem reported 
was electromechanical and software.    Users referred to C37.90.1 Francois will not 
continue to issue the survey.  He will make a bibliography of the standards to present to 
the group 


These meeting minutes were prepared and respectfully submitted by Frank DeCesaro. 


May 26, 2007 
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   c) Article 480 covers various types of storage batteries. Not all storage 
batteries emit hydrogen, so in many cases, this concern is moot. 
   d) If the panel really intended to address the alleged explosion hazard than 
the proposed text is inadequate since it does not assure that the disconnect 
means does not generate sparks. 
   3. The panel provides no substantiation whatsoever for the 30 Volt threshold. 
Why is the threshold selected by the panel different from the established 
battery disconnect threshold in 690.71(E) and 690.71(F)? Note that these 
apply to the more severe situation where the batteries are cycled frequently 
as opposed to typical usage for back-up purposes where the batteries are not 
cycled frequently. 
   HORNBERGER, B.: There are other methods of providing disconnecting 
means without the installation of a single disconnect device. The wording 
proposed in this section is not clear as to the number of disconnects allowed. 
There is no substantiation for the need of a single disconnect device nor the 
need for it to be in sight of the battery.  


    ARTICLE 490  EQUIPMENT, OVER 600 VOLTS, NOMINAL 
___________________________________________________ 
9-81 Log #1836 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Reject 
(490.21(A)(4)(2)) 
________________________________________________________ 
  TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee directs that this 
comment be reported as “Reject” because less than two-thirds of the 
members eligible to vote have voted in the affirmative.
Submitter: Michael Walls, American Chemistry Council 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-152 
Recommendation: The panel should have voted to Accept this Proposal. 
Substantiation: This proposal as written recognizes a system that provides 
reliable power to loads in large manufacturing plants. These secondary 
selective systems are common in double ended substations where maintaining 
power to loads is critical for operation or system safety in continuous 
manufacturing facilities and generating stations. These systems utilize 
automatic logic that parallels sources only momentarily and prohibits 
continuous paralleling. IEEE 666, “Design Guide for Electric Power Service 
Systems for Generating Stations” specifically allows this arrangement. 
Transformer impedances required to allow continuous paralleling would limit 
the ability to start very large motors in these facilities when operating on a 
single source. Also, the probability of a fault during the very brief time when 
both sources are connected in parallel is very low. 
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
   Convert the text to mandatory text, as follows: 
Insert the following new (5)  
   (5) Ratings for Systems with Tie Breakers. Circuit breakers shall be 
permitted to be rated based on the maximum contribution from all connected 
sources of energy with the tie breaker open provided all of the provisions in (1) 
through (3) are met. 
   (1) The conditions of maintenance and supervision shall assure that only 
qualified persons will design and operate the system. 
   (2) The system shall have a transfer scheme that limits the time the sources 
can be operated in parallel. 
   (3) The time period for which the source and tie breakers can be 
simultaneously closed during source transfers shall be strictly limited through 
compliance with (a) and (b.) 
   (a) A source breaker is arranged to automatically open at the end of the 
design delay, which shall not exceed 1 second. 
   (b) Any failure of a source breaker to open at the end of the design delay 
period results in the generation of an alarm at a continuously monitored point.  
Panel Statement: CMP 9 agrees that the comment has merit, however, the 
subject has many mandatory features and does not qualify for inclusion as a 
fine print note. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 7 Negative: 4  
Explanation of Negative:  
   BELISLE, R.: Although I agree with the panel in allowing alternative 
methods to provide switching, manual vs. automatic; in double ended power 
systems, I do not agree that a time amount can be determined at random to 
allow for overlap of both systems, thereby exceeding the Fault Current Rating 
of the associated equipment for any amount of time. In electrical terms, one 
second is an extremely long time and no documentation was presented to show 
that said equipment can function in this method without damage or failure. I do 
not believe the CMP was provided with adequate information to make such a 
change. 
   BREITKREUTZ, B.: This comment should be rejected because it would 
allow the short circuit rating to be exceeded for too much time. There should 
be no intentional delay. 
   OSBORNE, R.: The comment permits the sources to be in parallel for 1 
second. A fault can occur in much less than 1 second and significant damage 
may occur within 1/2 cycle or less. If the circuit breaker has an interrupting 
rating that is less that the fault current, the breaker may fail to interrupt the 
fault, may be violently destroyed, and may present a fire hazard. Failure to 
interrupt fault current can in turn cause catastrophic damage to the entire 
system. 
   RUPP, B.: This comment should have continued to be rejected. As stated 
by the panel in the ROP, a tie breaker should have a short circuit interrupting 
rating based on an evaluation that considers contributions from ALL available 
sources. There was no substantiation that paralleling for one second without an 


adequately rated interrupting device results in a safe installation.
 
_________________________________________________________ 
9-82 Log #1243 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Accept 
(490.37, 490.55, and 490.72(D)) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Neil F. LaBrake, Jr., Syracuse, NY 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-18 
Recommendation: Accept CMP-9’s Panel action reference items 10, 11, and 
12 on 490.37, 490.55, and 490.72(D) in Proposal 9-18. 
Substantiation: This Comment was developed by a Task Group assigned by 
the NEC Technical Correlating Committee to address actions that were other 
than “accept” taken by Code-Making Panels on proposals from the TCC to 
resolve 2005 NEC Proposal 5-1 and Comment 5-1. Members of the Task 
Group on Grounding and Bonding for this Comment included: C. Douglas 
White; Michael Johnston; Jeffrey Boksiner; Daleep Mohla; Phil Simmons; 
Christopher Hutchings; James Carroll; Alan Rebeck; Richard Loyd; Paul 
Dobrowsky; and Neil F. LaBrake, Jr. 
Panel Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11  
________________________________________________________ 
9-83 Log #580 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Accept 
(490.46) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Charles Ball, S & C Electric Company 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-158 
Recommendation: Reject Proposal 9-158 and retain the text in the 2005 
edition. 
Substantiation: Most utilities have their own design requirements for 
customer-owned switchgear that is connected to their system. These 
requirements are based on decades of experience and typically apply to 
incoming and metering sections. Proposal 9-158 contains design requirements 
for the incoming section of metal-clad or metal-enclosed switchgear applied as 
high-voltage service equipment. While these requirements are based on those 
of one utility, not all utilities have the same requirements. When there is a 
conflict, the utility will continue to insist that their requirements be met if the 
power user wants service. The power user will be in a catch 22 between utility 
requirements and NEC requirements. 
Panel Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 8 Negative: 3  
Explanation of Negative:  
   FOGARTY, R.: Proposal 9-158 should not have been rejected. The 
requirements were reviewed and affirmed by the member utilities of the Edison 
Electric Institute which represents the consensus of the utility industry through 
EEI and not just of one utility. 
   HARTWELL, F.: Please refer to my Explanation of Negative vote on 
Comment 9-91. 
   MCCULLOUGH, R.: See my explanation of negative vote on Comment 9-
91. 
________________________________________________________ 
9-84 Log #889 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Accept 
(490.46) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Brad Gruenewald, We Energies 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-158 
Recommendation: Reject Proposal 9-158 and retain the text in the 2005 
edition. 
Substantiation: As an electric utility, We Energies has design requirements 
for customer-owned medium-voltage switchgear, which is connected to our 
electrical system. These design requirements have been developed with decades 
of experience. Our design requirements for medium-voltage switchgear 
(either metal-clad or metal-enclosed) require separate incoming (termination) 
and metering bay sections. Typically the termination compartment and 
isolating switch are contained in the same compartment. This compartment is 
exclusively under utility control. Our utility personnel are fully qualified to 
perform switching, testing and phasing operations. This Proposal 9-158 to the 
2008 National Electrical Code (NEC) contains design requirements for the 
termination section of medium-voltage switchgear when applied as service 
equipment which is in direct conflict with our design requirements. 
Panel Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 8 Negative: 3  
Explanation of Negative:  
   FOGARTY, R.: Proposal 9-158 should not have been rejected. The 
requirements were reviewed and affirmed by the member utilities of the Edison 
Electrical Institute which represents the consensus of the utility industry 
through EEI and not just of one utility. 
   HARTWELL, F.: Please refer to my Explanation of Negative vote on 
Comment 9-91. 
   MCCULLOUGH, R.: See my explanation of negative vote on Comment 
9-91.
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___________________________________________________ 
9-85 Log #916 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Accept 
(490.46) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: George House, Yaskawa Electric America, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-158 
Recommendation: Reject Proposal 9-158 and retain the text in the 2005 
edition. 
Substantiation: It would appear unwise to make such a widespread 
amendment based on the requirements of one utility since not all utilities 
have the same requirements. In such a conflict it will be the “user” of such 
equipment caught between the requirements of the electric utility and the NEC 
requirements. Why must NEC amend and enforce new design requirements 
that utilities have (for many years) provided for to incoming and metering 
sections of metal-clad and metal-enclosed switchgear? This amendment will 
have serious repercussions for customers desiring NEC approval and meeting 
the demands of the electric utilities’ requirements. 
   Please strike completely. 
Panel Meeting Action: Accept 
Panel Statement: The Panel does not necessarily agree with all the 
substantiation provided by the submitter of this Comment. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 8 Negative: 3  
Explanation of Negative:  
   FOGARTY, R.: Proposal 9-158 should not have been rejected. The 
requirements were reviewed and affirmed by the member utilities of the Edison 
Electrical Institute which represents the consensus of the utility industry 
through EEI and not just of one utility. 
   HARTWELL, F.: Please refer to my Explanation of Negative vote on 
Comment 9-91. 
   MCCULLOUGH, R.: See my explanation of negative vote on Comment
 9-91.
 
_________________________________________________________ 
9-86 Log #1451 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Accept 
(490.46) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Robert Molde, Xcel Energy 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-158 
Recommendation: Reject Proposal 9-158 and retain the text in 490.46 in the 
2005 edition. 
Substantiation: The design requirements included in Proposal 9-158 are 
too limiting. Utilities typically have specific requirements for customer-
owned switchgear connected to their system. Not all utilities have the same 
requirements. Contrary to Proposal 9-158 our utility presently specifies the 
service conductors and an isolating switch in the same compartment and 
the metering equipment is required to be in an adjacent separate metering 
compartment. Although there is a footnote in Proposal 9-158 stating the utility 
may have additional requirements, conflicts with customers will occur when 
the mandatory requirements of the utility differ from the NEC rule. 
Panel Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 8 Negative: 3  
Explanation of Negative:  
   FOGARTY, R.: Proposal 9-158 should not have been rejected. The 
requirements were reviewed and affirmed by the member utilities of the Edison 
Electrical Institute which represents the consensus of the utility industry 
through EEI and not just of one utility. 
   HARTWELL, F.: Please refer to my Explanation of Negative vote on 
Comment 9-91. 
   MCCULLOUGH, R.: See my explanation of negative vote on Comment 
9-91.
 
___________________________________________________ 
9-87 Log #1825 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Reject 
(490.46) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jerry Baskin, Federal Pacific 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-158 
Recommendation: Omit (delete) the entire proposed Section 490.46 Metal 
Enclosed and Metalclad Service Equipment. 
Substantiation: This proposed section develops specific design criteria 
for metal-enclosed switchgear. (1) The NEC is not be be design oriented, 
(2) There is no particular safety advantage in arranging the switchgear in 
the described fashion (i.e., there is the same exposure to high voltage), (3) 
The developed design precludes other configurations of metal-enclosed and 
metalclad switchgear that have been used successfully for decades, (4) The 
developed design precludes the use of certain other classes of equipment 
such as wall-mounted switches and pad-mounted switchgear that have been 
used successfully for decades as high-voltage service equipment and (5) The 
developed design is known to be presently used only in a small area of the 
United States and only by one organization. 
Panel Meeting Action: Reject 
Panel Statement: There is no substantiation to delete the entire existing 
section 490.46, as well as the proposed text. See panel action and statement on 


Comment 9-83. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 
 
________________________________________________________ 
9-88 Log #1838 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Accept in Principle 
(490.46) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Michael Walls, American Chemistry Council 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-158 
Recommendation: This proposal should have been rejected by the Panel. 
Substantiation: The panel should have voted to reject this proposal. The 
submitter provided no substantiation as to the safety benefits to be added by 
these new requirements over existing practices. These are design specifications. 
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle 
Panel Statement: See panel action on Comment 9-83. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 8 Negative: 3  
Explanation of Negative:  
   FOGARTY, R.: Proposal 9-158 should not have been rejected, Consistency 
in equipment is of benefit for safety where contractors work on equipment 
connecting to different utilities. 
   HARTWELL, F.: Please refer to my Explanation of Negative vote on 
Comment 9-91. 
   MCCULLOUGH, R.: See my explanation of negative vote on Comment
 9-91.
 
________________________________________________________ 
9-89 Log #2173 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Accept 
(490.46) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Daniel Wycklendi, Copper Power Systems 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-158 
Recommendation: Reject Proposal 9-158 and retain the text in the 2005 
edition. 
Substantiation: Most utilities have their own design requirements for 
customer-owned switchgear that is connected to their system. These 
requirements are based on decades of experience and typically apply to 
incoming and metering sections. Proposal 9-158 contains design requirements 
for the incoming section of metal-clad or metal-enclosed switchgear applied as 
high-voltage service equipment. While these requirements are based on those 
of one utility, not all utilities have the same requirements. When there is a 
conflict, the utility will continue to insist that their requirements be met if the 
power user wants service. The power user will be in a catch 22 between utility 
requirements and NEC requirements. 
Panel Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 8 Negative: 3  
Explanation of Negative:  
   FOGARTY, R.: Proposal 9-158 should not have been rejected. The 
requirements were reviewed and affirmed by the member utilities of the Edison 
Electrical Institute which represents the consensus of the utility industry 
through EEI and not just of one utility. 
   HARTWELL, F.: Please refer to my Explanation of Negative vote on 
Comment 9-91. 
   MCCULLOUGH, R.: See my explanation of negative vote on Comment
 9-91.
 
___________________________________________________ 
9-90 Log #2232 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Accept 
(490.46(1)) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Anne Morgan, Pepco 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-158 
Recommendation: Reject Proposal 9-158 and retain the text in the 2005 
edition. 
Substantiation: The proposed wording contains design requirements, but little 
that addresses safety. Our design requirements for primary customers have 
been in place for decades and used successfully for both the customer and our 
electric system. We require MC switchgear with drawout breakers, glow tubes, 
voltage transformers as well as the equipment listed. For special installations 
we need to be able to design to the need and not be limited to the devices listed 
in the NEC. We also require a ground and test device for testing and phasing. 
Isolating switches and ground bails would not be allowed in the MC switchgear 
connecting to our system. I am not sure from the wording that the difference 
between MC and ME switchgear is understood. The proposed wording 
addresses design and goes well beyond the stated purpose of the NEC. It leaves 
our customers with the difficult choice of designing to our requirements or the 
NEC requirements. 
Panel Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 8 Negative: 3  
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Explanation of Negative:  
   FOGARTY, R.: Proposal 9-158 should not have been rejected. The 
requirements were reviewed and affirmed by the member utilities of the 
Edison Electric Institute which represents the consensus of the utility industry 
through EEI and not just of one utility. The proposal does not restrict the use of 
additional requirements of a particular utility. 
   HARTWELL, F.: Please refer to my Explanation of Negative vote on 
Comment 9-91. 
   MCCULLOUGH, R.: See my explanation of negative vote on Comment 
9-91. 
________________________________________________________ 
9-91 Log #1176 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Reject 
(490.46(B)(1)) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Neil F. LaBrake, Jr., National Grid / Rep. Edison Electric Insitute-
Electric Light & Power Group 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-158 
Recommendation: The Panel action rewording of paragraph 490.46(B)(1) 
should be changed back to the original wording of the submitter. The text 
would now read as follows: 
(B)(1) Door. The compartment shall include a hinged door with provision for 
applying a separate lock in the field. 
Accept the remainder of the text as shown in the Panel meeting action section 
published in the ROP on Proposal 9-158. 
Substantiation: The hinged cover provides for more immediate access to 
service entrance equipment which enhances safety for the purpose of testing for 
the presence of voltage and applying safety grounds. A hinged cover provides a 
safer means of access.  
   Edison Electric Institute affirms the remainder of the Panel’s action and the 
work of the Panel represents the consensus of the utility industry through EEI 
and not just of one utility. 
Panel Meeting Action: Reject 
Panel Statement: The panel action on Comment 9-83 has removed this text. 
Refer to the substantiation in Comments 9-83, 9-84, 9-85, 9-86, 9-88, 9-89 and 
9-90. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 8 Negative: 3  
Explanation of Negative:  
   FOGARTY, R.: Proposal 9-158 should not have been rejected, and this 
comment should have been accepted. The requirements were reviewed 
and affirmed by the member utilities of the Edison Electric Institute which 
represents the consensus of the utility through EEI and not just of one utility. 
   HARTWELL, F.: This comment should have been accepted. It is apparent 
that the utilities have coalesced, finally, around consensus language that would 
lead to a consistent approach that would allow consistency in training. It is 
worthy of note that of the negative comments, only two were from utilities, 
although the reported negative oral comment from a former utility member 
of this panel is of concern. This comment should form the basis for a further 
attempt at consensus during the next cycle. 
Note to the TCC: Assuming this comment remains rejected, this submitter’s 
Comment 4-51 should be reported as rejected as well. CMP 4 met before CMP 
9 and would not have been aware of this action. In addition, the staff decision 
in the Draft to locate this section as 490.47 is correct and should stand. 
   MCCULLOUGH, R.: I concur with the reasoning of Mr. Fogarty and Mr. 
Hartwell. Comment 9-158, submitted on behalf of the EEI, does indeed 
indicate consensus by that segment of the industry.
 
________________________________________________________ 
9-92 Log #1508 NEC-P09 	 Final Action: Accept 
(490.72(D)) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Jeffrey Boksiner, Telcordia Technologies, Inc. 
Comment on Proposal No: 9-163 
Recommendation: Technical Correlating Committee Task Group on the 
definition of “Neutral Conductor” concurs with the panel action on this 
proposal. 
Substantiation: This comment was developed by the Technical Correlating 
Committee (TCC) Task Group (TG) on the definition of “Neutral Conductor.” 
Task Group members were: Jeffrey Boksiner (Chair) (CMP 5, TCC ), Paul 
Dobrowsky (CMP 5), Walter Skuggevig (CMP 5), Doug White (CMP 5), 
Michael Toman (CMP 2, TCC), Bob Wilkinson (CMP2), Jim Daly (CMP 
6, CMP 7, TCC), Bill Laidler (CMP 6), and Oran Post (CMP 6). The TCC 
directed that the action on this proposal be sent to the TG for review and 
comment. 
Panel Meeting Action: Accept 
Number Eligible to Vote: 11 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 


ARTICLE 500  HAZARDOUS (CLASSIFIED) LOCATIONS, 
CLASS I, II, AND III,  DIVISIONS 1 AND 2


 
________________________________________________________ 
14-1 Log #116 NEC-P14 	 Final Action: Accept in Part 
(500.6(A), FPN 3) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code  
Comment on Proposal No: 14-14 
Recommendation: 	The Technical Correlating Committee directs the panel to 
reconsider the action on this proposal and include the Fahrenheit temperature in 
order to maintain consistency with the balance of the code. 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 Part 
   The panel is accepting the TCC direction to reconsider. But the panel is not 
changing the action on Proposal 14-14 
Panel Statement: The panel is not changing the action on Proposal 14-14 
because: 
- Degrees Celsius is the industry standard for this application. 
- The panel wishes to maintain consistency with Table 4.4.2 of NFPA 497, 
which reports data in degrees Celsius. 
The panel notes that portions of the Code express certain parameters as a 
percentage of the autoignition temperature in degrees Celsius. The percentage 
of the autoignition temperature in degrees Fahrenheit is not the same. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 14 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 14 
 
____________________________________________________________ 
14-2 Log #636 NEC-P14 	 Final Action: Reject 
(500.7(K)) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Eliana Beattie, ISA 
Comment on Proposal No: 14-15 
Recommendation: The panel statement indicates that the referenced standard 
contained in the recommendation is not currently published. The referenced 
standard will be published and publicly available prior to the ROC meeting. 
Substantiation: The standard referenced, ISA TR12.13.03 will be published 
prior to the ROC meeting. 
Panel Meeting Action: Reject 
Panel Statement: This particular standard has not been published and, 
therefore, cannot be referenced. 
Number Eligible to Vote: 14 
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 14 
 
________________________________________________________ 
14-3 Log #2026 NEC-P14 	 Final Action: Reject 
(500.7(K), FPN 1) 
________________________________________________________ 
Submitter: Patrick J. Byrne, FM Approvals, LLC 
Comment on Proposal No: 14-18 
Recommendation: Revise as follows: 
   FPN No. 1: For further information, see ANSI/ISA-12.13.01, Performance 
Requirements, Combustible Gas Detectors, and ANSI/UL2075, Gas and Vapor 
Detectors and Sensors. 
Substantiation: There are three main technical reasons to show that a gas 
detector listed to ANSI/UL 2075 not only contradicts the requirements of 
ANSI/ISA 12.13.01 it also contradicts the requirements of this article within 
the NEC. ANSI/UL 2075 does not mandate acceptance to ANSI/ISA 12.13.01 
section 15.1 it requires compliance to ANSI/ISA 12.13.01 or UL 284. The 
section 15.1 e) which references ANSI/ISA 12.13.01 violates two main 
requirements in ANSI/ISA 12.13.01, it allows both the measurement and the 
alarm levels to exceed 100% LEL. ANSI/ISA 12.13.01 limits the measurement 
to 100% LEL and limits Alarm levels not to exceed 60 percent LEL. Section 
9.4.1 states “Removal of a snap on cover to gain access to the sensitivity 
control is permissible only when no hazardous voltage parts are able to be 
contacted by the user. By not requiring a too secured cover or password 
protection to the adjustments, this requirement contradicts the first sentence 
of 500.7 K) “...where the conditions of maintenance and supervision ensure 
that only qualified persons service the installation.” Section 2.7.2 of ANSI/ISA 
12.13.01 states a special tool is required to gain access to, or to adjust, controls. 
The design of the tool is intended to discourage unauthorized interference with 
the apparatus. 
   The use of this standard is not common practice by the gas detection 
community in fact the standard, in its current format, has been rejected by the 
gas detection community. Three of the most predominate nationally recognized 
testing laboratories (NRTL) that list gas detection equipment for the detection 
of combustible gas detectors are FM Approvals. CSA International and UL.  










