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Code Panel Meeting, Hilton Head, SC

The 2008 NEC Report on Proposals started on Sunday the 8th with a task group meeting to select task groups to deal with common proposals.  The groups are tasked with selecting the proposals with similar proposals, which should be dealt with at the same time and which proposal to use as the lead proposal.  This task is done to conserve time during the regular panel meetings.

I was selected to work on the Article 600 proposals with Steve Kieffer as the chair.  Other members were Tim Owens (electrical inspector), Tim Wall (high voltage electrical engineer), Ron Michaels (IBEW).

Our task group was charged with 600-7 the bonding and grounding section.  Bonding and grounding was an entire document project from the last cycle.  The confusion is not just with signs but with all wiring.  Our group was to compare the proposals and develop a panel proposal or except one as a lead proposal.  Our task group met on Tuesday from 6:00PM till 11:30PM through supper.

The regular panel meetings started on Monday the 9th at 8:00 AM and lasted till 7:00PM.  The panel also agreed to start at 7:30 AM due to the speed and number of proposals we had to deal with.  We also had presentations from numerous presenters requesting time to address the panel.

Entire Document
Some of the more noteworthy items started with proposals, some held from the last cycle to change all the “Bonding and Grounding” throughout the entire document.  The panel Accepted in Principal a proposal which changes “grounding” to “connected to the equipment grounding conductor” and “grounds” to “ground faults” for clarity and rejected the areas where the term bonding was correct, such as in 410-15 (B)(4)  and 600-7.

100
The next interesting issue was a proposal to change the definition of “Cold Cathode” to High Ma Cathode/HMC.  The panel rejected the proposal based on Article 410 does not address “appliances”; no safety reasons were provided for the change; no definition was provided and how products are marked is not a valid reason to change the standard.

100
A number of proposals were presented to change back the word  “Luminaire(s)” to “Fixtures”; “Lighting fixtures” or not remove the (fixtures) placed behind the word luminaire for clarity in the 2005 cycle.  There was some concern about the term lampholder and this precipitated a panel proposal to clarify the definition of Luminaire.

406.4 (G)
The next interesting issue was the ever present request to specify the orientation of the equipment grounding conductor location.  As always this is the normal reject.

406.11(new)
For those with young children or us with Grandchildren the panel accepted a proposal for all receptacles in a dwelling unit to be “Damper Resistant”.  The evidence was compelling and the cost per home was insignificant.

410 (entire article)
There were numerous proposals including a task group panel proposal to rearrange and renumber the entire article 410.   The task group did an excellent job and the proposal was accepted.

410.8 (B) (3) (new)
In the closet the panel accepted an LED luninaire with a completely enclosed light source was added to the luminaires allowed in a closet.

410.85; 410.101(C)
There were a number of proposals to remove the adjective “physical” before “damage”, there were other words proposed to change both “physical damage” to other terms.  All were rejected as the panel is clear that “physical damage” is clearly understood and any changes would not improve the usability of the code.

411.3 - 411.4

The panel accepted a proposal to Itemize and clarifies how class two lighting systems can be listed.  This of interest to us, because the class two (led) systems in electric signs need the same clarification.  It seems because it is 30 volts or less that no one pays any attention to fire protection, grounding or the type of wire that must be used through walls and in a wet location.  Another proposal was accepted clarifying the secondary wire and where it can be used.

600.2
Article 600 started with a clarification and addition to the definition of a “Section Sign”.  It was further clarified the sub-assemblies of a section sign is either physically joined to form a sign or is installed a separate and remote parts to form a complete sign.

600.3 A proposal to delete section signs from the listing section was rejected because the unique nature of the section sign requires that emphasis be placed on the listing requirement.

600.4 A proposal, by your truly was accepted in principal to add wording to require marking to indicate that field wiring and installation instructions are required on section signs.

600.4 (B)
A proposal was accepted to reword the section to indicate that incandescent refers to lamps and not lampholders. 

600.5 (C) (3)
The panel accepted a proposal to add non-metallic to the metal pole section to be consistent with 410 and current technology.

600.6 (A)
The panel accepted numerous proposals that added text to require the locking devices on the switches and controllers to remain in place (be permanent) whether a lock is present or not.

600.7
The panel after a lot of deliberation, review of the task group panel proposal, and a presentation from Michael Johnston (member of the task group for bonding and grounding for the entire document) accepted Mike’s proposal in Principal and Part and added wording from the task group. Electric signs, especially high voltage have unique characteristics, which still require the use of the word “bonding” for clear explanation on how the complete connection is made to the equipment grounder conductor. 

600.7 Exception no.1
A proposal to add an exception for non-metallic sign bodies and section letter signs was rejected, but not until a lot of explanation of the high voltage problem.  The static field produced by the high voltage used in the neon sign industry does not become protected, insulated, or restricted by non-metallic conduit, or other products.  Therefore real fire situations develop when a complete bonding return path of metal or copper is not provided to the equipment grounding conductor.  

600.7  (D)
A proposal to protect, where subject to physical damage the #14 AWG bonding conductor was accepted.

600.9 (B) 
The work “readily” was added to clarity access to dry location portable signs.

600.12 Two proposals were rejected to open Part Two to all wiring.  Another proposal was accepted to reference the areas and wiring by relative voltage. This would then work with a later proposal to allow inspector access to field wiring.

600.21 (E)
Three proposals were presented.  Two proposals were accepted to require a lighting outlet in or near equipment requiring servicing. (Remote mounted transformers or power supplies.) One proposal was accepted in part to change the dimension of the opening to conform to actual size construction.

600.24
The section was rewritten for clarity and to specify “Listing”; “Grounding”; and “Secondary wiring”.

600 Part II and 600.30
Once again as outlined earlier in the report there are numerous proposals to allow access to sections of Part II.  So the local (AHJ) Authority Having Jurisdiction (electrical inspector) has access to the requirements for the field installed wiring done in the field.  The four proposals were grouped into one and reworded.  The panel was gracious enough to provide a panel statement for my proposal to clarify their intent to allow access of the requirements for the inspection of the field installed wiring for listed section letter signs and skeleton tubing.

600.31 The word “wiring” replacing “conductors” was accepted by the panel as another clarification of the intend of sections Part II to be available to the inspection community.

600.32 Same as above: The word “wiring” replacing “conductors” was accepted by the panel as another clarification of the intend of sections Part II to be available to the inspection community.

600.32 (A)
A proposal was submitted to remove the words “on insulators” from the wiring methods as a clarification not to run exposed GTO on tube supports in an attic.  The panel felt the insulators were needed in raceways and accepted and reworded the proposal to allow the insulator when in a raceway.

600.32 (A) (1)
A proposal was accepted to remove “the purpose”, referring to listed, following the (TCC) Technical Correlating Committee’s recommendation from the last code cycle and replacing the words with “use with circuits over 1000 volts”.

600.32 (F)
Same as above: A proposal was accepted to remove “the purpose”, referring to listed, following the (TCC) Technical Correlating Committee’s recommendation from the last code cycle and replacing the words with “use with circuits over 1000 volts”.

600.32 (G) (1) and (2)
A proposal was rejected to allow GTO wire to extend only 2 ½ inches instead of the normal 4 inches from a metal conduit in a wet and damp location.  The panel concluded there was no technical data to reduce the current level of protection.

600.32 (K) new
Adding splices and the requirements they be made in an enclosures rated over 1000 volts, accessible after installation and marked for the location where it will be installed. (wet-damp-dry)

600.41 (B)
A proposal was accepted to add the 6 inch support requirement to (B) and remove it from (C) for clarity.

600.41 (D) new 
A section on “protection” was accepted for skeleton tubing where subject to physical damage.

600.42 (A) new
A proposal to provide requirements for a point of transition or where the wiring exits the building or raceway was accepted in part and reworded for clarity.

600.42 (C)
A proposal was accepted to reword, based on the 600.42 (B), to change the support from the “neon tubing” support to the support of the “conductor”, and remain at 6 inches.


600.42 (G)
A proposal to itemize how these enclosures need to be listed was accepted.  This should comply with the (TCC) Technical Correlating Committee’s request to have the requirements state how the product is to be used.

This concluded the panel actions.  As always there is final voting by ballot to formalize the vote on the panel actions and comments.  The cycle is jut beginning and will require the comment period ending October 20, 2006. 
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