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FROM: Kimberly Shea 
 
DATE: December 5, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 70 CMP-8 ROC TC Letter Ballot (A2013) 

 ______________________________________________________________________  
 
The ROC letter ballot for NFPA 70 CMP-8 is attached.  The ballot is for formally voting 
on whether or not you concur with the panel’s actions on the comments.  Reasons must 
accompany all negative and abstention ballots. 
 
Please do not vote negatively because of editorial errors.  However, please bring 
such errors to my attention for action. 
 
Please return your ballot as soon as possible but no later than January 11, 2013.  Ballots 
may be returned via e-mail to panel8@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7070.  You may 
also mail your ballot to the attention of Kim Shea at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch Park, 
Quincy, MA 02169. 
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.   
 
 
 
Attachments:  Comments 
  Letter Ballot 



Comm # Log#
Comm.
Action

Tech.
Comm. Section

Sort Listing

Seq#

268 100.Cable Routing Assembly- ( ):A18-1 NEC-P08 A2013

310 100.Cable Routing Assembly- ( ):A28-2 NEC-P08 A2013

109 100.Raceway- ( ):A38-3 NEC-P08 A2013

468 100.Raceway and Informational Note (New)- ( ):R48-4 NEC-P08 A2013

591 100.Raceway, Informational Note- ( ):R58-5 NEC-P08 A2013

1082 342 through 392- ( ):R68-6 NEC-P08 A2013

1281 342 through 392- ( ):R78-7 NEC-P08 A2013

110 344.100 (New)- ( ):A88-8 NEC-P08 A2013

812 344.100- ( ):A98-9 NEC-P08 A2013

439 344.120- ( ):A108-10 NEC-P08 A2013

1016 348.30(A) Exception No. 4- ( ):A118-11 NEC-P08 A2013

111 350.42- ( ):A128-12 NEC-P08 A2013

813 350.42- ( ):APR138-13 NEC-P08 A2013

440 352.120- ( ):A158-15 NEC-P08 A2013

441 355.120- ( ):A168-16 NEC-P08 A2013

469 356.2.Liquidtight Flexible Nonmetallic Conduit- ( ):APA178-17 NEC-P08 A2013

1017 356.12(4)- ( ):R188-18 NEC-P08 A2013

1254 356.12(4)- ( ):A198-19 NEC-P08 A2013

1018 356.60- ( ):APR208-20 NEC-P08 A2013

1059 356.60- ( ):A218-21 NEC-P08 A2013

1142 358.44 (New)- ( ):A228-22 NEC-P08 A2013

442 358.120- ( ):A258-25 NEC-P08 A2013

814 362.12(5)- ( ):R268-26 NEC-P08 A2013

443 362.120- ( ):A278-27 NEC-P08 A2013

815 366.1- ( ):R288-28 NEC-P08 A2013

CC800 366.2- ( ):A28 a8-28a NEC-P08 A2013

816 366.2- ( ):A298-29 NEC-P08 A2013

114 366.2. Metallic Auxiliary Gutter and Nonmetallic- ( ):A308-30 NEC-P08 A2013

146 366.2.Metallic Auxiliary Gutter, Nonmetallic- ( ):A318-31 NEC-P08 A2013

592 366.22 and 366.23- ( ):R328-32 NEC-P08 A2013

817 368, Part IV- ( ):A338-33 NEC-P08 A2013

470 370.2.Cablebus and Informational Note 1 and 2- ( ):APA348-34 NEC-P08 A2013

818 370.4(B)- ( ):APR358-35 NEC-P08 A2013

819 370.5 Exception- ( ):A368-36 NEC-P08 A2013

995 370.80- ( ):R378-37 NEC-P08 A2013

115 374.11- ( ):A388-38 NEC-P08 A2013

116 374.11- ( ):A398-39 NEC-P08 A2013

820 374.11- ( ):R408-40 NEC-P08 A2013

593 374.11, Informational Note- ( ):A418-41 NEC-P08 A2013

594 376.56- ( ):A428-42 NEC-P08 A2013
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556 376.56(B)(1)- ( ):APR438-43 NEC-P08 A2013

444 384.120- ( ):A448-44 NEC-P08 A2013

1426 386- ( ):R458-45 NEC-P08 A2013

1427 388- ( ):R468-46 NEC-P08 A2013

595 388.120- ( ):A478-47 NEC-P08 A2013

311 Table 392.10(A)- ( ):APR488-48 NEC-P08 A2013

1228 392.10(B)(1)(a), Exception (New)- ( ):R498-49 NEC-P08 A2013

1602 392.10(B)(1)(a)- ( ):R508-50 NEC-P08 A2013

821 392.18(H)- ( ):A518-51 NEC-P08 A2013

1083 392.18(H)- ( ):R528-52 NEC-P08 A2013

837 392.20(A) and (B)- ( ):APR538-53 NEC-P08 A2013

260 392.22(B)(1)(d)- ( ):A548-54 NEC-P08 A2013

261 392.22(B)(1)(e) (New)- ( ):A558-55 NEC-P08 A2013

1461 392.22(B)(1)(b) and (c)- ( ):R568-56 NEC-P08 A2013

1371 392.60.Grounding and Bonding- ( ):A578-57 NEC-P08 A2013

1019 392.60(A)- ( ):R588-58 NEC-P08 A2013

1597 Chapter 9, Notes to Tables, Note (4)- ( ):R598-59 NEC-P08 A2013
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Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-1     Log #268  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Code-Making Panel 16,

8-5
Continue to Reject Proposal 8-5.

Proposal 8-5 was referred to CMP 16 for comment by the TCC. A Task Group to review Proposal 8-5
for comment was appointed by CMP16 Chairman Tom Moore. It was the recommendation of the CMP 16 task group
that CMP 16 support the CMP 8 panel meeting action to Reject Proposal 8-5. The submitter of Proposal 8-5 wanted to
add new definition of Cable Routing Assembly to Article 100.
Proposal 16-3a included the same recommendation by the same submitter as Proposal 8-5. CMP 16 Rejected Proposal
16-3a with a panel statement indicating that cable routing assemblies are not intended for use with power wiring. Placing
the definition in Article 100 may lead to confusion concerning the applications of cable routing assemblies. In this case, it
is clearer to have the definition closely associated with the applicable articles.

The Task Group members were:
Harry Ohde, Chair, representing: IBEW
George Bish, representing Satellite Broadcasting & Communications Association
Randy Ivans representing Underwriters Laboratories Inc.
Steve Johnson representing National Cable & Communications Association

This comment was developed by a CMP-16 Task Group and balloted through the entire panel with the following ballot
results:

16 Eligible to vote
14 Affirmative
2 Ballots Not Returned (D. Ballast and W.F. Murphy)

No Comments on Vote were received

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-2     Log #310  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Frank W. Peri, Communications Cable & Connectivity Assoc.

8-5
Continue to reject proposal 8-5.

The Communications Cable and Connectivity Association supports the panel’s action to reject this
proposal. Including the definition of cable routing assemblies in Article 100 could give the impression that cable routing
assemblies are suitable for electric light and power wiring. They are not listed for use with electric light and power wiring.

1Printed on  12/7/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-3     Log #109  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,

8-24
The Correlating Committee directs the panel to reconsider the action on this proposal dealing with

the word change from "metal" to "metallic", since in accordance with the NEC Style Manual, "metal" is the correct term
as it relates to this proposal.

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.

CMP-8 accepts the Correlating Committee's direction to reconsider. CMP-8 reaffirms its position to
Accept in Part, Proposal 8-24 with the text as stated in the Panel Action. The Correlating Committee states that “metal”
is the correct term to used based on the NEC Style Manual. “Metallic” is also an acceptable term per the NEC Style
Manual and is found in the same list as “metal”. “Metallic” is used to describe the material and is used in 366.2.
It is noted that "metallic" appears 375 locations and CMP-8 is supportive of a task group to correlate the terms "metal"
and "metallic" for consistency throughout the entire NEC, per the Style Manual.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-4     Log #468  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

8-25
Revise text to read as follows:

   An enclosed channel of metal or nonmetallic materials designed expressly for holding wires, cables, or
busbars, with additional functions as permitted in this . Raceways include, but are not limited to, rigid metal
conduit, rigid nonmetallic conduit, intermediate metal conduit, liquidtight flexible conduit, flexible metallic tubing, flexible
metal conduit, electrical nonmetallic tubing, electrical metallic tubing, underfloor raceways, cellular concrete floor
raceways, cellular metal floor raceways, surface raceways, wireways, and busways

Raceways include, but are not limited to, rigid metal conduit, rigid nonmetallic conduit, intermediate
metal conduit, liquidtight flexible conduit, flexible metallic tubing, flexible metal conduit, electrical nonmetallic tubing,
electrical metallic tubing, underfloor raceways, cellular concrete floor raceways, cellular metal floor raceways, surface
raceways, wireways, and busways.

I accept the concept that NEC definitions are not required to be in single sentences. However this
definition contains the defined term and the NEC manual of style does not permit the definition to contain the defined
term. Definitions are not requirements. Moreover, the definition also contains a list that is simply informational. The
proposed changes eliminate the defined term and place the list as information, where it belongs.  If the CMP believes
that this information is a requirement it should place it somewhere else, perhaps within one or more of the raceway
articles.
The NEC Manual of Style states as follows:

Definitions. Definitions shall be in alphabetical order and shall not contain the term that is being defined.
Definitions shall not contain requirements or recommendations.

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to accept in part Proposal 8-24. The submitter has revised text that has
been removed per Proposal 8-24.

2Printed on  12/7/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-5     Log #591  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

8-24
Revise text to read as follows:

An enclosed channel of metallic or nonmetallic materials designed expressly for holding wires, cables, or
busbars, with additional functions as permitted in this .

Informational Note: A raceway is identified within specific article definitions. in articles 342 through 390.
Communications raceway is identified in article 800.

It would be a good idea to add a little more information to the informational note.

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to accept in part, Proposal 8-24. The submitter revised text would
include articles where the wiring method is not identified as a raceway within their definitions. CMP-8 does not want a
list of articles within the definition.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-6     Log #1082  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Michael C. Martin, American Chemistry Council

8-43
Replace the phrase "equipment grounding conductor" with the phrase "equipment bonding

conductor" in the Articles and Sections identified in Proposal 8-43.
The Panel should have accepted Proposal 8-43. In the present NEC, Equipment Grounding

Conductors and bonding jumpers provide a "path back" to the source. Both are always performing a bonding function. If
the Grounding Electrode connection is removed or broken, the bonding function remains intact.

Section 250.4 does not permit the earth (ground) to be used as an effective ground fault current path but the term
equipment grounding conductor inherently incorrectly contains the word "ground".

Visualize equipment supplied by a portable generator. The generator frame is not required to be connected to the
earth.
The "green" wire in the flexible cord is not performing a grounding function but is performing a bonding function.

Visualize building one supplied by a service, having the grounded conductor connected to the grounding electrode
system by a grounding electrode conductor. A feeder supplies a second building and a grounding electrode conductor is
required for grounding any equipment in the second building. An equipment grounding conductor is required to be
installed from building 1 to building 2. Not for grounding, but for bonding, providing an effective fault current path.

Making this change has the added benefit of being more harmonized with other international standards and usage of
terminology.

Experienced NEC users have to ignore other concepts in other definitions and requirements to use the existing term.
This does not help the future NEC user or provide clarity in the existing NEC. Changing the term is the right thing to do
and should be supported.

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to reject Proposal 8-43. The submitter has not demonstrated a need in
the field to change electrical grounding conductor to electrical bonding conductor.

3Printed on  12/7/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-7     Log #1281  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Elliot Rappaport, Electro Technology Consultants

8-43
Accept proposal.

The Panel Statement indicates that the issue is one of education and not terminology.  When the
terminology does not reflect the core requirement, then education becomes difficult.

The term “equipment grounding conductor” has a definite purpose that is not uniquely expressed in the term, i.e. “bond
the equipment to a terminal at the source of voltage”.  As a result, there is a misconception that “grounding”, without
bonding to the source, will make a system safe.  On the contrary, connecting equipment to ground without providing the
bonding connection back to the source can make equipment less safe by increasing the time to clear the fault.

There is generally insufficient significance placed on the importance of bonding over grounding.  Bonding provides
sufficient ground fault current back to the source of voltage to operate an overcurrent device and clear the fault quickly.
Connection to ground limits the voltage to ground on normally non-current-carrying parts during non-fault conditions.
During fault conditions, the value of grounding is minimal since the primary safety concern is to remove the fault voltage
as quickly as possible.  A path to ground for fault current is not necessary since ground fault current must return to the
source of voltage, not to ground.

Renaming this conductor as an “Equipment Bonding Conductor (EBC)” will clarify that the primary purpose of this
conductor is to bond to the source in order to provide a known path for ground fault current that will facilitate rapid fault
clearing.

It is recognized that the term “EGC” has been in use for a long time and that changing it to EBC will cause some
concerns including changing written literature that uses the EGC term. After the initial period of understanding, users will
correctly understand the purpose of this conductor and this will enhance the safety of personnel.

The fundamental purpose of this and companion proposals is to clearly state that “systems” are “grounded” and
“equipment” is “bonded”.  The fact that the bonding conductor may be grounded also is secondary to the primary
function of bonding.

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to reject Proposal 8-43. See panel action and Statement on Comment
8-6.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-8     Log #110  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,

8-52a
The Correlating Committee directs the panel to clarify the action on this proposal based on 3.1.1 of

the NEC Style Manual to require mandatory text.
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.

CMP-8 accepts the Correlating Committee's direction to clarify. See panel action on Comment 8-9.

4Printed on  12/7/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-9     Log #812  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

8-52a
Section 344.100 per Proposal 8·52a should be revised to read as follows:

344.100 Construction. RMC shall be made of one of the following:
(1) Steel (ferrous), with or without protective coatings
(2) Aluminum (nonferrous)
(3) Red Brass
(4) Stainless Steel

This comment is submitted to address the TCC Comment pertaining to the NEC Style of Manual for
mandatory text.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-10     Log #439  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

1-114

The manufacturer’s name, trademark, or other descriptive marking by which the
organization responsible for the product can be identified shall be placed on all electrical equipment. Other markings
that indicate voltage, current, wattage, or other ratings shall be provided as specified elsewhere in this . The
marking or label shall be of sufficient durability to withstand the environment involved.

Each length shall be clearly and durably identified in every 3 m (10 ft) as required in the first sentence
of 110.21(A). Nonferrous conduit of corrosion-resistant material shall have suitable markings.

Accepted ROP 1-114 moved the text in 110.21 from 2008 to 110.21(A) in 2014.  110.21 is now devoid
of text and has no first sentence.  The first sentence is in 110.21(A).

CMP-8 recognizes that CMP-1 "accept in principle in part" Proposal 1-114 that created new Sections
110.21(A) and (B). CMP-8 is treating this comment as editorial and this comment and section will need to be correlated
by the Correlating Committee if any action by CMP-1 occurs to Proposal 1-114 and section 110.21 during the ROC
meeting.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-11     Log #1016  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Mike Holt, Mike Hold Enterprises

8-54
Accept the proposal in principal by changing the word “section” to “exception” in the added text, as

follows:
Exception No. 4: Lengths not exceeding 1.8 m (6 ft) from the last point where the raceway is securely fastened for

connections within an accessible ceiling to luminaire(s) or other equipment. For the purposes of this exception section,
listed Flexible Metal Conduit fittings shall be permitted as a means of support.

As proposed, the fittings are considered support for all of Section 348.30. I believe the intent is for this
to apply only as it relates to this exception.

5Printed on  12/7/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-12     Log #111  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,

8-59
The Correlating Committee directs the panel to clarify the action on this proposal based on the fact

that 3.1.3 of the NEC Style Manual does not permit requirements in Informational Notes.
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.

CMP-8 Accepts the Correlating Committee's direction to clarify and to remove the requirement from
the informational note.  See panel action on Comment 8-13.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-13     Log #813  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

8-59
Section 350.42 per Proposal 8-59 should be revised to delete the Informational Note and to read as

follows:
350.42 Couplings and Connectors. Only fittings listed for the use with LFMC shall be used. Angle connectors shall not

be concealed.
This comment is submitted to address the TCC Comment pertaining to the NEC Style with requirements

in Informational Notes and the negative ballot comment.

Revise 350.42 to read as follows:
350.42 Couplings and Connectors. Only fittings listed for the use with LFMC shall be used. Angle connectors shall not

be concealed. Straight LFMC fittings shall be permitted for direct burial where marked.
CMP-8  accepts in principle the comment, but includes the last sentence per Proposal 8-58.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-15     Log #440  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

1-114

The manufacturer’s name, trademark, or other descriptive marking by which the
organization responsible for the product can be identified shall be placed on all electrical equipment. Other markings
that indicate voltage, current, wattage, or other ratings shall be provided as specified elsewhere in this . The
marking or label shall be of sufficient durability to withstand the environment involved.

Each length of PVC conduit shall be clearly and durably marked at least every 3 m (10 ft) as required
in the first sentence of 110.21(A). The type of material shall also be included in the marking unless it is visually
identifiable. For conduit recognized for use aboveground, these markings shall be permanent. For conduit limited to
underground use only, these markings shall be sufficiently durable to remain legible until the material is installed.
Conduit shall be permitted to be surface marked to indicate special characteristics of the material.

Accepted ROP 1-114 moved the text in 110.21 from 2008 to 110.21(A) in 2014.  110.21 is now devoid
of text and has no first sentence.  The first sentence is in 110.21(A).

See panel statement on Comment 8-10.

6Printed on  12/7/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-16     Log #441  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

1-114

The manufacturer’s name, trademark, or other descriptive marking by which the
organization responsible for the product can be identified shall be placed on all electrical equipment. Other markings
that indicate voltage, current, wattage, or other ratings shall be provided as specified elsewhere in this . The
marking or label shall be of sufficient durability to withstand the environment involved.

Each length of RTRC shall be clearly and durably marked at least every 3 m (10 ft) as required in the
first sentence of 110.21(A). The type of material shall also be included in the marking unless it is visually identifiable. For
conduit recognized for use aboveground, these markings shall be permanent. For conduit limited to underground use
only, these markings shall be sufficiently durable to remain legible until the material is installed. Conduit shall be
permitted to be surface marked to indicate special characteristics of the material.

Accepted ROP 1-114 moved the text in 110.21 from 2008 to 110.21(A) in 2014.  110.21 is now devoid
of text and has no first sentence.  The first sentence is in 110.21(A).

See panel statement on Comment 8-10.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-17     Log #469  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

8-81
Revise text to read as follows:

   A flame-resistant raceway, with fittings, of circular cross section of
various types as follows:
(1) A smooth seamless inner core and cover bonded together and having one or more reinforcement layers between the
core and covers, designated as Type LFNC-A
(2) A smooth inner surface with integral reinforcement within the raceway wall, designated as Type LFNC-B
(3) A corrugated internal and external surface without integral reinforcement within the conduit wall, designated as
LFNC-C
LFNC is flame resistant and with fittings and is approved for the installation of electrical conductors

FNMC is an alternative designation for LFNC.
The installation of electrical conductors in LFNC shall be permitted.

I accept the concept that NEC definitions are not required to be in single sentences. However this
definition contains the defined term in the last sentence and also contains requirements and the NEC manual of style
does not permit the definition to contain the defined term. Definitions are not requirements. The proposed changes
eliminate the defined term and the requirements.
The NEC Manual of Style states as follows:

Definitions. Definitions shall be in alphabetical order and shall not contain the term that is being defined.
Definitions shall not contain requirements or recommendations.
Alternate approach, could be as follows (by eliminating the second sentence):

LNFC is a flame resistant raceway which can have fittings and is approved for the installation of
electrical conductors.

CMP-8 accepts in part Comment 8-17. CMP-8 accepts only the deletion of “LFNC is flame resistant
and with fittings and is approved for the installation of electrical conductors”. CMP-8 agrees to remove requirements
from the definition of LFNC.

7Printed on  12/7/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-18     Log #1017  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Mike Holt, Mike Hold Enterprises

8-81a
Reject this proposal.

This wiring method is little more than a piece of garden hose. Please let me know where in the world
people are using this for over 600V (as indicated by the substantiation) so that I can keep myself, my family, and my
friends as far away as possible. I agree with Mr. Loyd’s statement regarding the UL White Book as well. Refer to product
category DXOQ in the white book.

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to accept Proposal 8-81a. LFNC is Listed and is required to meet or
exceed the very rigorous physical requirements such as impacts and crush per UL1660, Liquid-Tight Flexible
Nonmetallic Conduit. In addition, UL Certification Guide Information, DXOQ, does not limit LFNC to 600 volts.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-19     Log #1254  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John Masarick, Independent Electrical Contractors, Inc.

8-82
Continue to reject this proposal which would change 600 volts to 1000 volts.

Replacing 600 volts with 1000 volts will have a major impact on installers, component manufacturers,
and industry standards.  Increased spacing must be considered when going from 600 volts to 1000 volts.  Personal
safety must also be considered.
Because the proposer has not provided enough information to the public to justify and understand all the ramifications of
the proposal, the committee should continue to reject the original submitters proposal.

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to reject Proposal 8-82. However, CMP-8 recognizes that LFNC is
currently permitted to be used in voltages over 600 volts and that the standard and listing does not restrict the product to
600 volts. See CMP-8 Action on Proposal 8-81a.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-20     Log #1018  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Mike Holt, Mike Hold Enterprises

8-84
Reject the proposal, or revise it by deleting the entire first paragraph.

This is a nonmetallic wiring method. It can’t be used as an equipment grounding conductor regardless
of vibration, movement, etc.

See panel action on Comment 8-21.

8Printed on  12/7/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-21     Log #1059  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
George M. Stolz, II, Quicksilver Electrical Training

8-84
Accept the proposal in principle in part by harmonizing 356.60 with 352.60 instead:
Where equipment grounding is required, a separate equipment grounding conductor shall be

installed in the conduit.

Since LFNC is not a recognized equipment grounding conductor per 250.118, the wording should match
other raceways.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-22     Log #1142  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
William A. Wolfe, Steel Tube Institute

8-87
Delete the proposed new text

358.44 Expansion Fittings. Expansion fittings for EMT shall be provided to compensate for thermal expansion and
contraction where the length is expected to be 6 mm (1/4 inch) or greater in a straight run between securely mounted
items such as boxes, cabinets, elbows, or other conduit terminations.

Informational Note: The coefficient of expansion for steel electrical metallic tubing is 1.170 × 10E-5 (0.0000117 mm per
mm of tubing for each degree C in temperature change) [0.650 × 10E-5 (0.0000065 in. per inch of tubing for each
degree F in temperature change)].   The coefficient of expansion for aluminum electrical metallic tubing is 2.34 × 10E-5
(0.0000234 mm per mm of tubing for each degree C in temperature change) [1.30 × 10-E5 (0.000013) in. per inch of
tubing for each degree F in temperature change].

This should be a reject.  This proposal requires an expansion fitting to compensate for thermal
expansion and contraction “…where the length is expected to be 6 mm (1/4 inch) or greater in a straight run…” but it
only considers the expansion of the Steel EMT and not the relative change between the steel EMT and the thermal
coefficient of expansion of the material it is mounted to.  It is the “relative” change of 6 mm (1/4 inch) that we are
concerned with.  Steel EMT securely mounted on a steel building should expand and contract at the same relative rate
and therefore not require an expansion fitting.  If we consider a 100 degree F change between the Summer high and the
Winter low it would require an expansion fitting at 32 feet.  But if the steel EMT was mounted on a steel building or
structure, the relative change would be zero.  Why require an expansion fitting?  Other common building materials that
have a thermal coefficient of expansion less than that of steel are shown on the attached chart (Exhibit “A”) with the
linear distance in feet before achieving a relative change of 6 mm (1/4 inch).

The informational note information is already contained in the Information Note following 300.7(B) and is not need.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-25     Log #442  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

1-114

The manufacturer’s name, trademark, or other descriptive marking by which the
organization responsible for the product can be identified shall be placed on all electrical equipment. Other markings
that indicate voltage, current, wattage, or other ratings shall be provided as specified elsewhere in this . The
marking or label shall be of sufficient durability to withstand the environment involved.

EMT shall be clearly and durably marked at least every 3 m (10 ft) as required in the first sentence of
110.21(A).

Accepted ROP 1-114 moved the text in 110.21 from 2008 to 110.21(A) in 2014.  110.21 is now devoid
of text and has no first sentence.  The first sentence is in 110.21(A).

See panel statement on Comment 8-10.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-26     Log #814  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

8-93
Section 362.12(5) per Proposal 8·93 should be revised to reads as follows:

(5) Where subject to voltages over 600 volts unless approved
This comment is submitted to address the TCC Comment and allows ENT to be used in unique

applications over 600 volts when approved.

No substantiation was provided to support the expanded use of the product.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-27     Log #443  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

1-114

The manufacturer’s name, trademark, or other descriptive marking by which the
organization responsible for the product can be identified shall be placed on all electrical equipment. Other markings
that indicate voltage, current, wattage, or other ratings shall be provided as specified elsewhere in this . The
marking or label shall be of sufficient durability to withstand the environment involved.

ENT shall be clearly and durably marked at least every 3 m (10 ft) as required in the first sentence of
110.21(A). The type of material shall also be included in the marking. Marking for limited smoke shall be permitted on
the tubing that has limited smoke-producing characteristics.

Accepted ROP 1-114 moved the text in 110.21 from 2008 to 110.21(A) in 2014.  110.21 is now devoid
of text and has no first sentence.  The first sentence is in 110.21(A).

See panel statement on Comment 8-10.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-28     Log #815  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

8-96
Reject the TCC Comment. Article 366 per Proposal 8-96 should be ACCEPTED as stated in the

Panel Action.
This comment is submitted to address the TCC Comment pertaining to the NEC Style Manual and the

reference to "metal". "Metallic" is also an acceptable term per the NEC Style Manual and is found in the same list as
"metal". "Metallic" is used to describe the material and is used in 366.2.

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to accept Proposal 8-96. CMP-8 rejects the Correlating Committee's
comment pertaining to “metal” vs “metallic”. Not only is “metallic” currently being used in 366.2 for the definition of a
“metallic auxiliary gutter” but “metallic” is also an acceptable term per the NEC Style Manual and is found in the same
list as “metal”.

It is noted that "metallic" appears in 375 locations and CMP-8 is supportive of a task group to correlate the terms
"metal" and "metallic" for consistency throughout the entire NEC, per the style manual.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-28a     Log #CC800  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Code-Making Panel 8,

Revise 366.2 to read as follows:

. A sheet metal enclosure used to supplement wiring spaces at meter centers, distribution
centers, switchgear, switchboards, and similar points of wiring systems. The enclosure has hinged or removable covers
for housing and protecting electrical wires, cable, and busbars. The enclosure is designed for conductors to be laid or
set in place after the enclosures have been installed as a complete system.

. A flame retardant, nonmetallic enclosure used to supplement wiring spaces at meter
centers, distribution centers, switchgear, switchboards, and similar points of wiring systems. The enclosure has hinged
or removable covers for housing and protecting electrical wires, cable, and busbars. The enclosure is designed for
conductors to be laid or set in place after the enclosures have been installed as a complete system.

CMP-8 accepts Comment 8-29 for Proposal 9-73a. Proposal 9-73a revises “metal-enclosed switchgear”
to “switchgear”. CMP-8 recognizes that the submitter incorrectly referenced Proposal 8-98 instead of Proposal 9-73a.
CMP-8 accepts Comment 8-31 and Proposal 9-73a. Proposal 9-73a revises “metal-enclosed switchgear” to
“switchgear”.
CMP-8 accepts to reconsider Proposal 8-98, however, rejects the deletion of the term "distribution centers" from Section
366.2, per Comment 8-30 and Proposal 8-98 since it is utilized throughout the NEC. CMP-8 also rejects revising
“Metallic” to “metal” per Comment 8-30 and Proposal 8-96. CMP-8 continues to support Proposal 8-96 and the revision
of metal to metallic. The TCC stated that “metal” is the correct term to used based on the NEC Style Manual. “Metallic”
is also an acceptable term per the NEC Style Manual and is found in the same list as “metal”.
It is noted that "metallic" appears in 375 locations and CMP-8 is supportive of a task group to correlate the terms "metal"
and "metallic" for consistency throughout the entire NEC, per the Style Manual.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-29     Log #816  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

8-98
Continue to Accept in Principle and Part Proposal 8-98 per the Panel Action and Statement. See

companion Comment on Proposal 8-96.
Also, per the Accept in Principle, revise the "metal-enclosed switchgears" to ·"switchgear" for both the Metallic and

Nonmetallic Auxiliary definitions. This revision will address the TCC Action for Proposal 9-73a.
This comment is submitted to address the TCC Comment reconsider and correlate with Proposal 8-96

and the TCC Comment on Proposal 8-96. The Panel should Accept the TCC Comment for Proposal 9-73a.

See panel action and statement on 8-28a (Log #CC800).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-30     Log #114  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,

8-98
It was the action of the Correlating Committee that this proposal be reconsidered and correlated

with the action taken on Proposal 8-96.
See the Correlating Committee action on Proposal 8-96.

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.

CMP-8 accepts to reconsider Proposal 8-98, however, rejects the deletion of the term "distribution
centers" from Section 366.2, per Comment 8-30 and Proposal 8-98 since it is utilized throughout the NEC. CMP-8 also
rejects revising “metallic” to “metal” per Comment 8-30 and Proposal 8-96. CMP-8 continues to support Proposal 8-96
and the revision of metal to metallic. The Correlating Committee stated that “metal” is the correct term to used based on
the NEC Style Manual. “metallic” is also an acceptable term per the NEC Style Manual and is found in the same list as
“metal”.

It is noted that "metallic" appears 375 locations and CMP-8 is supportive of a task group to correlate the terms "metal"
and "metallic" for consistency throughout the entire NEC, per the Style Manual.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-31     Log #146  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,

9-73a
The Correlating Committee understands that the panel action on this proposal incorporates the

modified definition of “Metal Enclosed Power Switchgear” to “Switchgear” in Proposal 9-7. It was the action of the
Correlating Committee that this proposal be referred to Code-Making Panel 8 for action in Article 366.

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.

See panel action and Statement on 8-28a (Log #CC800).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-32     Log #592  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

8-96
Revise text to read as follows:

The sum of the cross-sectional areas of all contained conductors at any cross
section of a sheet metal an auxiliary gutter shall not exceed 20 percent of the interior cross-sectional area of the sheet
metal auxiliary gutter. The adjustment factors in 310.15(B)(3)(a) shall be applied only where the number of
current-carrying conductors, including neutral conductors classified as current-carrying under the provisions of
310.15(B)(5), exceeds 30. Conductors for signaling circuits or controller conductors between a motor and its starter and
used only for starting duty shall not be considered as current-carrying conductors.

The sum of cross-sectional areas of all contained conductors at any cross section of
the nonmetallic auxiliary gutter shall not exceed 20 percent of the interior cross-sectional area of the nonmetallic
auxiliary gutter.

The current carried continuously in bare copper bars in auxiliary gutters shall not
exceed 1.55 amperes/mm2 (1000 amperes/in.2) of cross section of the conductor. For aluminum bars, the current
carried continuously shall not exceed 1.09 amperes/mm2 (700 amperes/in.2) of cross section of the conductor.

Where the number of current-carrying conductors contained in the sheet metal
auxiliary gutter is 30 or less, the adjustment factors specified in 310.15(B)(3)(a) shall not apply. The adjustment factors
in 310.15(B)(3)(a) shall be applied only where the number of current-carrying conductors, including neutral conductors
classified as current-carrying under the provisions of 310.15(B)(5), exceeds 30. Conductors for signaling circuits
or controller conductors between a motor and its starter and used only for starting duty shall not be considered as
current-carrying conductors. The current carried continuously in bare copper bars in sheet metal auxiliary gutters shall
not exceed 1.55 amperes/mm2 (1000 amperes/in.2) of cross section of the conductor. For aluminum bars, the current
carried continuously shall not exceed 1.09 amperes/mm2 (700 amperes/in.2) of cross section of the conductor.

The adjustment factors specified in 310.15(B)(3)(a) shall be applicable to the
current-carrying conductors in the nonmetallic auxiliary gutter.

1: With the removal of the ampacity text in 366.22, (A) and (B) are essentially duplicate text and can be
merged into a single sentence under 366.22 directly. (as is done 366.44 through 366.58 for example).

2: The ampacity rules for sheet metal auxiliary gutters are presently contained in 366.22 (which is labeled “Number of
Conductors” and in 366.23(A). Further the rules differ in detail and could easily lead others into confusion (as it has for
me).

3: The definitions for sheet metal and nonmetallic auxiliary gutters both reference bus bars, but the busbar ampacities
in the original text only appear under sheet metal auxiliary gutters. Moving that information directly under 366.23 solves
that problem.

Combining the ampacity rules in a single place for sheet metal auxiliary gutters and especially in a place labeled
“Ampacity of Conductors” leads to easier correct application of the . Placing the busbar ampacity directly in 366.23
makes it easier to find for nonmetallic auxiliary gutters.

This comment contains new material that has not had public review. CMP-8 states that the proposed
restructuring and wording does not improve the clarity or usability of the NEC.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-33     Log #817  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

8-109
Continue to Reject Proposal 8-109.

There was not technical substantiation to change the requirements for 600 volts to 1000 volts. Leaving
368 Part IV as is does not affect unique applications nor prohibits applications at or over 1000 volts.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-34     Log #470  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

8-113
Revise text to read as follows:

   An assembly of insulated conductors with fittings and conductor terminations in a completely enclosed,
ventilated protective metal housing. Cablebus is ordinarily assembled at the point of installation from the components
furnished or specified by the manufacturer in accordance with instructions for the specific job. This assembly is designed
to carry fault current and to withstand the magnetic forces of such current.

Cablebus is ordinarily assembled at the point of installation from the components furnished or
specified by the manufacturer in accordance with instructions for the specific job.

This assembly is designed to carry fault current and to withstand the magnetic forces of such
current.

I accept the concept that NEC definitions are not required to be in single sentences. However this
definition contains the defined term and the NEC manual of style does not permit the definition to contain the defined
term. Definitions are not requirements. An alternative, if CMP 8 believes this is a requirement is to place the information
somewhere else in Article 370, where it would serve as a valid requirement.
The NEC Manual of Style states as follows:

Definitions. Definitions shall be in alphabetical order and shall not contain the term that is being defined.
Definitions shall not contain requirements or recommendations.
Alternate approach, could be as follows:

A cablebus shall be assembled at the point of installation from the components furnished or specified by the
manufacturer in accordance with instructions for the specific job.

A cable bus assembly shall be designed to carry fault current and to withstand the magnetic forces of such
current.

CMP-8 accepts Informational Note No. 1 and the deletion of the second sentence in the definition.
CMP-8 rejects Informational Note No. 2 and the deletion of the third sentence, since it adds a requirement to an
informational note which is in violation of the NEC Style Manual.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-35     Log #818  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

8-115
Accept in Principle ProposaI 8-115. Revise 370.4(B) to read as follows:

(B) Ampacity of Conductors. The ampacity of conductors in cablebus shall be in accordance with Table 310.15(B)(17)
and Table 310.15(B)(19) for installations up to and including 2000 volts, or with Table 310.60(C)(69) and Table
310.60(C)(70) for installations over 600 2001 to 35,000 volts.

Changing 600 volts to 1000 volts is not relevant for 370.4(B). Tables 310.15 are for voltages up to 2000
volts. Whereas Tables 310.60 are for 2001 to 35,000 volts.

Section 370.4(B) is revised as follows:
(B) Ampacity of Conductors. The ampacity of conductors in cablebus shall be in accordance with Table 310.15(B)(17)
and Table 310.15(B)(19) for installations up to and including 2000 volts, or with Table 310.60(C)(69) and Table
310.60(C)(70) for installations 2001 to 35,000 volts.

CMP-8 accepts in principle Comment 8-35. CMP-8 removes the word “over” from 370.4(B) since it
does not apply.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-36     Log #819  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

8-117
Accept Proposal 8-117.

This is a correlation issue. Panel 10 Accept Proposal 10-60 to revise 240, Part IX and Sections 240.100
and 240.101 to apply for overcurrent protection over 1000 volts, nominal.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-37     Log #995  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

Revise text to read as follows:
The ampacity of conductors in cablebus shall be in accordance with Table

310.15(B)(17) and , or for voltages below 2,000 and with Table 310.60(C)(69) and or Table 310.60(C)(70) for
installations over 600 2,000 Volts and over.

Typo and correlation with high voltages.
“and , or” typo
Table (17) for up to 2000 and (69) (70) for 2000 and more

CMP-8 rejects the comment as the proposal was not referenced nor does the Section 370.80 exist.
CMP-8 also directs the submitter to the action and statement on Comment 8-35.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-38     Log #115  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,

8-120a
It was the action of the Correlating Committee that this proposal be reconsidered and correlated

with the action on Proposal 8-126.
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.

See panel action on Comment 8-41.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-39     Log #116  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on National Electrical Code®,

8-126
It was the action of the Correlating Committee that this proposal be reconsidered and correlated

with the action on Proposal 8-120a.
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.

See panel action on Comment 8-41.

15Printed on  12/7/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-40     Log #820  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

8-120a
Continue to Accept Proposal 8-120a.

This Comment is to address the TCC Comment requesting that Panel 8 reconsider and correlate with
the panel action on Proposal 8-126. The language proposed in 8-120a is identical to the Panel Action in 8-126.

See panel action on Comment 8-41. CMP-8 continues to support Proposal 8-120a with the deletion
of the information note as revised in Comment 8-41.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-41     Log #593  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

8-120a
Revise text to read as follows:

Connections between raceways and distribution centers
and wall outlets shall be made by means of liquidtight flexible metal conduit, flexible metal conduit where not installed in
concrete, rigid metal conduit, intermediate metal conduit, electrical metallic tubing, or approved fittings. Where there are
provisions for the termination of an equipment grounding conductor, rigid polyvinyl chloride conduit, reinforced
thermosetting resin conduit, electrical nonmetallic tubing, or liquidtight flexible nonmetallic conduit shall be permitted.
Where installed in concrete, liquidtight flexible metal conduit and liquidtight flexible nonmetallic conduit shall be listed
and marked for direct burial.

Informational Note: Liquidtight flexible metal conduit and liquidtight flexible nonmetallic conduit that is suitable for
installation in concrete is listed and marked for direct burial.

The informational note now just repeats the meaning of the last sentence of 374.11. It serves no
purpose.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-42     Log #594  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

8-142
Revise text to read as follows:

Splices and taps shall be permitted within a wireway, provided they are accessible. The
conductors, including splices and taps, shall not fill the wireway to more than 75 percent of its area at that point.

Power distribution blocks installed in metal wireways shall be listed.
In addition to the wiring space requirement in 376.56(A), the power distribution block shall be

installed in a wireway with dimensions not smaller than specified in the installation instructions of the power distribution
block.

Wire bending space at the terminals of power distribution blocks shall comply with 312.6(B).
Power distribution blocks shall not have uninsulated live parts exposed within a wireway, whether or not

the wireway cover is installed.
Where the wireway is used for conductors that do not terminate on the power distribution

block(s), the through Conductors shall be arranged so the power distribution block terminals are unobstructed following
installation.

Suggest that obstruction by any conductors is bad.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-43     Log #556  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard E. Loyd, Sun Lakes, AZ

8-140
Reconsider and accept the proposal.

I agree with the negative voter comments. I do agree with 90.1(C) I also agree with 90.1(A). This
change does add language that will reduce the likelihood of misapplication with could lead to shock hazard. Where
safety is an issue  redundancy is warranted.

Revise 376.56(B)(1) to read as follows:
(1) Power distribution blocks installed in metal wireways shall be listed. Power distribution blocks installed

on the line side of the service equipment shall be listed for the purpose.
CMP-8 recognizes that power distribution blocks may be suitable for line side of the installation if

listed for the purpose.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-44     Log #444  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

1-114

The manufacturer’s name, trademark, or other descriptive marking by which the
organization responsible for the product can be identified shall be placed on all electrical equipment. Other markings
that indicate voltage, current, wattage, or other ratings shall be provided as specified elsewhere in this . The
marking or label shall be of sufficient durability to withstand the environment involved.

Each length of strut-type channel raceways shall be clearly and durably identified as required in the
first sentence of 110.21(A).

Accepted ROP 1-114 moved the text in 110.21 from 2008 to 110.21(A) in 2014.  110.21 is now devoid
of text and has no first sentence.  The first sentence is in 110.21(A).

See panel statement on Comment 8-10.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-45     Log #1426  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David A. Gerstetter, UL LLC

8-154
Revise text as follows:

386.2 Definition.
Surface Metal Raceway. A metallic raceway that is intended to be mounted to the surface of a structure, either directly
or by suspension, along with associated couplings, connectors, boxes, and fittings for the installation of electrical
conductors.
386.10(5) Surface or Suspension (Pendant) Mounted.
386.30 Securing and Supporting. Surface metal raceways shall be supported at intervals in accordance with the
manufacturer's installation instructions.
(A) Surface Mount. Surface metal raceways shall be secured to the mounting surface at intervals in accordance with the
manufacturer's installation instructions.
(B) Suspension Mount. Surface metal raceways shall be permitted to be suspension mounted at the manufacturer's
recommended Intervals and by uslng mounting methods accordance with the manufacturer's installation instructions.

Perhaps a revision to either the definition and/or to the accepted installation practices for surface metal
raceways is required in order to make the modified proposed revision, provided above, to the Securing and Supporting
portion of Article 386 acceptable.
The securing and support portion of proposal 8-154 was simply an attempt to align the language in Article 386 with what
has bee identified to UL by industry as a commonly accepted installation practice for surface metal raceways.
In 2010, UL proposed to revise the current definition of a surface metal raceway in the standard for Surface Metal
Raceways and Fittings, ULS, to remove the word "pendant" when referring to how a surface raceway could be mounted.
The belief was that by removing the pendant mounting option from the definition in the standard that the definition in the
standard would better align with the definition in the NEC for a surface metal raceway. The message from industry was
loud and clear that it is common practice for AHJs to accept the suspension/pendant mounting of surface metal
raceways, by the use of all-thread or strut, and that the definition in the standard should continue to include the word
"pendant" as it had since 1996.
As noted in the explanation of the negative ballot by Mr. Berman, the NEC definition of a surface metal raceway simply
states that the raceway is to be mounted to the surface of a structure and makes no mention that the raceway must be
in intimate contact with the surface of that structure. The current definition and accepted installation practices for surface
metal raceways have been in Article 386 of the NEC since 2002.
Since it can be verified that industry believes that it is common prac 'ce for AHJs to accept tbe suspension/pendant
mounting of surface metal raceways, would respectfully request tbat the portion of proposal 8-154 to revise 386.30
Securing and Supporting surface metal raceways, as modified above, be considered and accepted in order to provide
guidance to AHJs and installers when determining whether either surface mounted or suspension mounted surface
metal raceways are being installed employing approved appropriate methods in accordance with the manufacturer's
installation instructions. I would also request that at this time special consideration also be given to revising the definition
and/or uses permitted portion of Article 386.

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to accept in part Proposal 8-154.  CMP-8 clearly stated that the scope of
Article 386 states that surface metal raceways are intended to be mounted on the surface of the structure.

The submitter has given anecdotal statements of “commonly accepted installation practice” and “The message from
industry was loud and clear that it is common practice for the authority having jurisdiction (AHJ) to accept the
suspension/pendant mounting of surface metal raceways” without any technical supporting data to support the
installation.  AHJs are always permitted to accept the installation per 90.2(C).  The submitter goes on to state that the
application can be “verified” without supplying the verification.

CMP-8 would support revisiting this issue for the 2017 NEC and recommends that the submitter includes a fact finding
report that technically supports the use of surface metal raceways in suspended applications.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-46     Log #1427  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David A. Gerstetter, UL LLC

8-157
Revise text as follows:

388.2 Definition.
Surface Nonmetallic Raceway. A nonmetallic raceway that is intended to be mounted to the surface of a structure,either
directly or by suspension, along with associated couplings, connectors, boxes, and fittings for the installation of electrical
conductors.
388.10(3) Surface or Suspension (Pendant ) Mounted.
388.30 Securing and Supporting. Surface nonmetallic raceways shall be supported at intervals in accordance with the
manufacturer's installation instructions
(A) Surface Mount. Surface nonmetallic raceways shall be secured to the mounting surface at intervals in accordance
with the manufacturer's installation Instructions.
(B) Suspension Mount. Surface nonmetallic raceways shall be permitted to be suspension mounted at the
manufacturer's recommended intervals and by using mounting methods in accordance with the manufacturer's
installation instructions.

Perhaps a revision to either the definition and/or to the accepted installation practices for surface
nonmetallic raceways is required in order to make the modified proposed revision, provided above, to the Securing and
Supporting portion of Article 388 acceptable.
The securing and support portion of proposal 8-157 was simply an attempt to align the language in Article 388 with what
has been identified to UL by representatives from NEMA, CSA, U.S. and Canadian industries as a commonly accepted
installation practice for surface nonmetallic raceways when they worked together to develop and publish the Third
Edition of UL SA, the bi-national standard for Nonmetallic Surface Raceways and Fittings. Requirements used to
develop the third edition of the standard were derived from the First Edition of CSA C22.2 No. 62, Surface Raceway
Systems, and the Second Edition of UL SA, Nonmetallic Surface Raceways and Fittings.
The group included the following definition for a surface nonmetallic raceway:
SURF ACE NONMETALLIC RACEWAY - a raceway for surface or suspension mounting with a nonmetallic base and a
nonmetallic or metal cover.
The group also included in the standard evaluation criteria for pendant type raceways.
As noted in the explanation of the negative ballot by Mr. Berman. the NEC definition of a surface nonmetallic raceway
simply states that the raceway is to be mounted to the surface of a structure and makes no mention that the raceway
must be in intimate contact with the surface of that structure. The current definition and accepted installation practices
for surface metal raceways have been in Article 388 of the NEC since 2002.
Since it can be verified that NEMA, CSA, U.S. and Canadian industries all believe that it is common practice for AHJs to
accept the suspension/pendant mounting of surface nonmetallic raceways, I would respectfully request that the portion
of proposal 8-157 to revise 388.30 Securing and Supporting surface nonmetallic raceways as provided above, be
considered and accepted in order to provide guidance to AHJs and installers when determining whether either surface
mounted or suspension mounted surface nonmetallic raceways are being installed in accordance with the
manufacturer's installation instructions. I would also request that at this time special consideration also be given to
revising the definition and/or uses permitted portion of Article 388.

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to accept in part Proposal 8-157.  CMP-8 clearly stated that the scope of
Article 388 states that surface metal raceways are intended to be mounted on the surface of the structure.

The submitter has given anecdotal statements of “commonly accepted installation practice” and “The message from
industry was loud and clear that it is common practice for the authority having jurisdiction (AHJ) to accept the
suspension/pendant mounting of surface nonmetallic raceways” without any technical supporting data to support the
installation.  AHJs are always permitted to accept the installation per 90.2(C).  The submitter goes on to state that the
application can be “verified” without supplying the verification.

It should also be noted that by revising the definition in the tri-national standard is not substantiation for changing the
NEC.  In fact, the revised definition is incorrect per the NEC and should be revisited.
CMP-8 would support revisiting this issue for the 2017 NEC and recommends that the submitter includes a fact finding
report that technically supports the use of surface non-metallic raceways in suspended applications.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-47     Log #595  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James F. Williams, Fairmont, WV

8-154
Revise text to read as follows

Surface nonmetallic raceways that have limited smoke-producing characteristics shall be permitted
to be so identified. Each length of surface nonmetallic raceways shall be clearly and durably identified as required in the
first sentence of 110.21(A).

110.21 is now devoid of text, the text is now in 110.21(A).

See panel statement on Comment 8-10.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-48     Log #311  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Frank W. Peri, Communications Cable & Connectivity Assoc.

8-158a
Delete the rows “optical fiber raceways” and “signaling raceways”.

CMP 16 actions on proposal 16-81 eliminated optical fiber raceways; they were replaced by
communications raceways. CMP 3 action on proposal 3-156 eliminated signaling raceways; they too were replaced by
communications raceways.

CMP-8 continues to support Proposal 8-158a. Per Comment 8-48, the proposed Table 392.10(A)
needs to delete rows “optical fiber raceways” and “signaling raceways”. The “article” column for “communication
raceways” needs to be revised to add “725” and “770” so that it reads “725, 770 and 800”.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-49     Log #1228  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Christel K. Hunter, Alcan Cable, a General Cable Company

8-176
Add new exception to 392.10(B)(1)(a) that reads:

Exception: Where the cable tray system is not installed on, in or connected to a building, conductors installed in cable
tray shall not be required to be identified for use in cable tray.

This proposal should have been accepted. The “CT” mark on a conductor is strictly based on how far
flame is propagated on a conductor installed in a vertical cable tray; there are no other tests required for the “CT” mark.
The purpose is to limit the spread of fire throughout a building by conductors and mitigate the flame spread ability of the
conductors through fire-rated penetrations. The relevant language from UL 44 and UL 83.
Requiring this rating on conductors installed in open air installations that do not connect in any way to a building is
unnecessary and does not improve safety. The panel statement included the sentence “These conductors could still be
a fire risk even though not on or connected to a building.” I’m not sure what that means in this context. Even “CT rated”
conductors can burn, just more slowly. A common example of where this exception might be used is in large open air
industrial-type ground-mount solar installations, where requiring a CT mark for conductors installed in cable tray does
not increase safety. There is precedence for this in other areas of the code. For example, USE-2 conductors are not
required to have any flame resistance when installed outside a building, even if they are not directly buried.
I have requested that the new language be included as an exception to 392.10(B)(1)(a) since that is the requirement
that is specific to the cable tray requirement. I used the word “identified” in place of “listed and marked” in order to avoid
any perception that this exception relaxes the requirement for a listed conductor.
Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

CMP-8 agrees that for some specific installations such as large open air industrial-type
ground-mount solar installations, the CT rating may not be required in accordance with Article 690.

However, regarding other applications adequate substantiation has not been provided by the submitter to permit
unlimited outdoor applications.
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8-50     Log #1602  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Mark Albers, SunPower Corp.

8-176
Add new text to read as follows:

Exception: Where the cable tray system is not installed on, in or connected to a building, conductors installed in cable
tray shall not be required to be of a type listed and marked on the surface for use in cable tray.

SunPower supports the comment submitted by Christel Hunter from General Cable on this proposal.
SunPower uses single conductor cables in cable trays extensively in industrial scale ground mounted PV Systems. To
date, our cable selection for these systems has been limited to cables with a CT rating. Unfortunately, this restriction
offers no added value. The CT rating was designed for slowing the spread of fire inside of a building. This is particular
important when the cable trays are in an environment where they could be the fastest means for spreading a fire when
they do NOT have the CT rating. Whereas, in an outdoor application like a ground mounted PV system, there are other
combustibles that allow a fire to spread more rapidly than the cables, such as grass or other vegetation. Thus, in the
unlikely event of a fire, the CT rating has no affect on slowing the spread of fire. While, SunPower requires the use of
fire retardant cables, such as PV Wire, in ground mounted PV Systems, the CT rating requires additional provisions
beyond those of fire retardant cables to slow the spread of fire. As a result, we request that you include this important
exemption in 392.10(B)(1)(a). This will allow single conductor cable types such as PV Wire to be used this application
without modifications.

In this proposed text, we have used the same language that is used 392.10(B)(1)(a) to reference the certification in
question. We believe this will improve clarity about the intended exemption for inspectors.

See panel statement on Comment 8-49.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-51     Log #821  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David H. Kendall, Thomas & Betts Corporation

8-181
Continue to Reject Proposal 8-181.

This requirement pertains to marking and does not restrict conductors over 600, 1000 or 15,000 volts.
Section 392.18(H) just states that if there are conductors over 600 volts, the Cable Tray shall be marked.
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8-52     Log #1083  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Michael C. Martin, American Chemistry Council

8-182
Exception after 392.18(H) to read as follows:

Exception: Where not readily accessible (as applied to equipment), in industrial establishments where the conditions of
maintenance and supervision ensure that only qualified persons service the installation, cable tray system warning
notices shall be located where necessary for the installation to assure safe maintenance and operation.

It is more appropriate to use the term "readily accessible". Using the term "accessible (as applied to
equipment)" for a wiring method (tray) is confusing. I believe the term "readily accessible" matches the intent of the
Panel in approving the exception.

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to accept in principle Proposal 8-182. The panel does not accept the
term "readily accessible" as it pertains to equipment because it does add clarity to the requirement.

24Printed on  12/7/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 70
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-53     Log #837  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas F. Mueller, The Southern Company

8-187
Revise text to read as follows:

(A)  Multiconductor Cables Circuits Rated 600 Volts or Less.  Multiconductor cables circuits rated 600 volts or less shall
be permitted to be installed in the same tray.

(B) Cables Circuits Rated Over 600 Volts. Cables Circuits rated over 600 volts and those rated 600 volts or less
installed in the same cable tray shall comply with either of the following:

(1) The cables circuits rated over 600 volts are Type MC.
(2) The cables circuits rated over 600 volts are separated from the cables circuits rated 600 volts or less by a solid

fixed barrier of a material compatible with the cable tray.
The original proposal should have been ‘accepted in principle’ rather than rejected.  The panel

statement acknowledged that the submitter’s intent and reasoning was basically sound and reasonable.  Even though
cable rating, rather than circuit rating is used appropriately in other places in Article 392, I found no other places where
cable rating was used in this restrictive manner.

From time to time, my company will design 480 volt nominal circuits using both 600 volt cable and 2000 volt cable.
There is no reason that such 480 volt nominal cables cannot be placed side by side in the same tray, but the code
currently disallows this.  Additionally, 2000 volt cable may be the cable readily available at installation time when design
originally called for 600 volt cable.  Again, both such cables should be allowed in the same tray side by side.   The intent
of the rule is to separate for safety higher voltage circuits from lower voltage circuits in a tray.  The re-write above makes
the directive plain without being too restrictive.

Revise text to read as follows:

Multiconductor cables operating at 600 volts or less shall
be permitted to be installed in the same tray.

Cables operating at over 600 volts and those operating at 600 volts or less
installed in the same cable tray shall comply with either of the following:

(1) The cables operating at over 600 volts are Type MC.
(2) The cables operating at over 600 volts are separated from the cables operating at  600 volts or less by a solid fixed

barrier of a material compatible with the cable tray.
CMP-8 recognizes that the submitter is attempting to rationalize a mismatch between insulation

rating of cables and  operating voltage of circuits. The panel modified the existing text to address the concerns of the
submitted comment.
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8-54     Log #260  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Code-Making Panel 6,

8-191
Continue to Reject Proposal 8-191.

We assume that CMP-6 was included in this evaluation because the width of trays and any installation
spacing requirements have to do with proper and adequate heat dissipation for the conductors. If these rules were
violated, then the equivalent of bundling-induced heating would change the safe ampacity of the conductors.

There is no substantiation given for possibly changing the requirements for the width of the various trays. The
submitter apparently believes that the same physics apply to under 600-volts as to over 2000-volts, but gives no
technical substantiation for this belief.

The submitter's issue of having to do with how the cables are installed should be addressed in Section 392.20.  If the
suggested text was added to the end of 392.22(B)(1)(d) as requested, it would only apply to 1/0 through 4/0 cables.

This comment was developed by a CMP-6 Task Group and balloted through the entire panel with the following ballot
results:

10 Eligible to Vote
10 Affirmative
No Comments on Vote were received

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-55     Log #261  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Code-Making Panel 6,

8-192
Continue to Reject Proposal 8-192.

We assume that CMP-6 was included in this evaluation because the width of trays and any installation
spacing requirements have to do with proper and adequate heat dissipation for the conductors. If these rules were
violated, then the equivalent of bundling-induced heating would change the safe ampacity of the conductors.

The special ampacity allowances for 392.80(A)(2)(d) do not apply to all bundled cable systems. No substantiation is
given for possibly changing the requirements.  There is no substantiation given for possibly changing the requirements
for the width of the various trays.

There is no need for a statement regarding single layer installation for a case where the bundles must already have a
maintained spacing.  Any requirements having to do with installation alone should be in 392.20.

This comment was developed by a CMP-6 Task Group and balloted through the entire panel with the following ballot
results:

10 Eligible to Vote
10 Affirmative
No Comments on Vote were received
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8-56     Log #1461  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert Crain, Legrand/Cablofil

8-190
Revise text and tables as follows:

392.22(B)(1) (b) Where all of the cables are from 250 kcmil through 900 kcmil, the sum of the cross-sectional areas of
all single conductor cables shall not exceed the maximum allowable cable fill area in Column 1 of Table 392.22(B)(1) for
the appropriate cable tray width.

392.22 (B)(1)(c) Where 1000 kcmil or larger single-conductor cables are installed in the same cable tray with
single-conductor cables smaller than 1000 kcmil, the sum of the cross sectional areas of all cables smaller than 1000
kcmil shall not exceed the maximum allowable fill area resulting from the computation in Column 2 of Table 392.22(B)(1)
for the appropriate cable tray width.

Add 3 tables to new or revised Annex C(13) through C(15) for single conductor power cables used in cable tray as
follows:

***Insert Tables C.13, C.14 (XHHW) and C.14 (RHW) Here***

The rules and charts provided in Article 392 for determining the required cable tray size are complex.
Cable tray manufacturers receive many technical inquiries regarding how to calculate cable tray sizes.  Locating a table
of industry standard single conductor cable sizes would allow for simplified determination of the maximum number of
cable allowed in a tray width.

Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

CMP-8 identified a number of errors with original Proposal 8-190. The submitted comment also
contains many of the same errors that appeared in that proposal.
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8-57     Log #1371  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Vince Baclawski, National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA)

8-195
NEMA opposes the Panel Action (reject), because the original submitter has a valid point with

respect to the deletion of the phrase “not smaller than a 10 AWG,” which NEMA supports.
392.60 Grounding and Bonding.
(A) Metallic Cable Trays. Metallic cable trays shall be permitted to be used as equipment grounding conductors where

continuous maintenance and supervision ensure that qualified persons service the installed cable tray system and the
cable tray complies with provisions of this section. Metallic cable trays that support electrical conductors shall be
grounded as required for conductor enclosures in accordance with 250.96 and Part IV of Article 250. Metal cable trays
containing non-power conductors shall be electrically continuous through approved connections or the use of a bonding
jumper not smaller than a 10 AWG

Informational Note: Examples of non-power conductors include nonconductive optical fiber cables and Class 2 and
Class 3 Remote Control Signaling and Power Limiting Circuits.

As substantiation for the original proponent’s revision to delete the phrase “not smaller than a 10 AWG”,
NEMA reports that draft NEMA VE 2-2013, Cable Tray Installation Guidelines, no longer contains the provision for
installing a 10 AWG bonding jumper as there is no identified substantiation for this statement. An alternative is to delete
this entire sentence and Informational that was added in 2011.

CMP-8 only accepts the deletion of "not smaller than a 10 AWG ". The panel recognizes that the
submitter of the comment inadvertently omitted the term "only" before the words "non-power conductors " in the last
sentence.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
8-58     Log #1019  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Mike Holt, Mike Hold Enterprises

8-194
Revise as follows:

Metallic cable trays shall be permitted to be used as
equipment grounding conductors where continuous maintenance and supervision ensure that qualified persons service
the installed cable tray system and the cable tray complies with provisions of this section. Metallic cable trays that
support electrical conductors shall be grounded as required for conductor enclosures in accordance with 250.96 and
Part IV of Article 250. Metal cable trays containing only non-power conductors shall be electrically continuous through
approved connections or the use of a bonding jumper not smaller than a 10 AWG.
Informational Note: Examples of non-power conductors include nonconductive optical fiber cables and Class 2 and
Class 3 Remote Control Signaling and Power Limiting Circuits.

This comment seeks to remove the language that was added to the 2011 NEC. There was no
substantiation for this change, which makes sense because you couldn’t possibly substantiate such a requirement.
Bonding the cable tray when it is full of communications cables does what exactly? We aren’t connecting the tray to
earth to help mitigate induced energy from lightning. We aren’t connecting it to a power supply so as to remove
ground-fault voltage by opening an overcurrent device. It seems that the only thing bonding the tray is doing is ensuring
that the entire tray (instead of just a small portion) gets energized in the event of a fault!

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to reject Proposal 8-194.  One of the results of effective grounding and
bonding electrical systems is the reduction of electrical shock hazards. Per the submitter’s statement: “It seems that the
only thing bonding the tray is doing is ensuring that the entire tray (instead of just a small portion) gets energized in the
event of a fault!”

If properly bonded and grounded, the cable tray voltage potential will go to ground and the cable tray will be at ground
(zero) potential reducing electrical hazards.
Further, CMP-8 does not agree that any substantiation was provided for this change.
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8-59     Log #1597  NEC-P08

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Scott Cline, Monterey Park, CA

8-197
In Chapter 9 Table 1, Note (4) change the term “nipples” to “raceways.”

We need to use the fully NEC defined term "raceways" to avoid any unintended omissions.
I somehow failed to communicate that the common industrial term "nipples" does not cover the full range of raceways

to which this Note should apply.
The 2011 change of the term in 310.15(B)(3)(a)(2) from “nipples” to “raceways” was made to correct the unintended

omission of certain raceways.
I cannot order an 18" EMT "nipple" and yet it should certainly fit this Note. Terms in the NEC may not define

themselves, and so we cannot say that the 18" EMT is a "nipple" just because it is no more than 24 inches long. Also a
24 inch or shorter piece of any non-tubular (and therefore also non-"nipple") raceway (such as an 18” long piece of 4” by
4” wireway) should still be included.

CMP-8 reaffirms its position to reject Proposal 8-197.  Making this revision does not provide clarity.
“Nipples” is a commonly used industry term, and appears multiple times in the NEC.
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