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M E M O R A N D U M  

 

To:   NEC Code-Making Panel 17 
 

From:  Kimberly Shea 

Date:  January 24, 2013   

Subject: NEC ROC FINAL Ballot Results (A2013) 

 

The January 23, 2013 date for circulation changes and final receipt of ballots has passed. 
 
The attached report contains the number of members eligible to vote, the number of affirmative, negative, and 
abstaining votes as well as the explanation of the votes for each comment.  Ballot statements from Alternate 
members are not included unless the ballot from the Principal member was not received. 

According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required affirmative votes to pass 
ballot. 

There are two criteria necessary for each comment to pass ballot: (1) simple majority and (2) affirmative 2/3  
vote.   The mock examples below show how the calculations are determined.  

(1) Example for Simple Majority: Assuming there are 20 vote eligible committee members, 11 affirmative 
votes are required to pass ballot.  (Sample calculation:  20 members eligible to vote ÷ 2 = 10 + 1 = 11) 
 
(2) Example for Affirmative 2/3:  Assuming there are 20 vote eligible committee members and 1 member did 
not return their ballot and 2 members abstained, the number of affirmative votes required would be 12. 

 (Sample calculation: 20 members eligble to vote – 1 not returned – 2 abstentions = 17 x 0.66 = 11.22 = 12 ) 
 

As always, please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.   
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Final Ballot Results Report for NEC-P17  Comments

17-1 Eligible To Vote:9  Affirmative: 9  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

100, 422, 518.3(B), 525.23, 600.10(C)(2), and 680 (Log # 920 )

17-2 Eligible To Vote:9  Affirmative: 9  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

408.36(E) (New) (Log # 152 )

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. I support the panel action to accept the TCC direction and the action to reject proposed revision. However, panel statement indicates

installation height of panelboard enclosures is already specified in 680.24. I don't find that requirement in 680.24.

17-3 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.2 (Log # 256 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

17-4 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.2, 422.49, and 422.51 (Log # 262 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. I support the panel action to reject. However, the last sentence of the panel statement was copied from Comment 17-3 and does not
apply.

17-5 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.2, 422.49, and 422.51 (Log # 267 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. I support the panel action to reject. However, the last sentence of the panel statement was copied from Comment 17-3 and does not
apply.

17-6 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.2 (Log # 1024 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.
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17-7 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.2.Portable (Log # 921 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

17-8 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.5 (Log # 947 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. I support the panel action to reject. However, I don't completely agree with the panel statement. In item 1, the statement indicates all
products covered by the FCC requirements are compliant. Several compliant AFCI installations in Shelby County, AL functioned until products
were connected to the branch circuits by consumers. At that point, the AFCI devices tripped. Similar products from different manufacturers were
installed on the same circuit and the circuit functions properly today.  While I am uncertain how to resolve the unwanted tripping, it is not the
consumer and AHJ's responsibility to resolve an issue of compatibility between two products when each is certified to the applicable US product
standard. At this point I don't see any harmonized effort between equipment manufacturers to resolve the issues.

17-9 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.19 (New) (Log # 1566 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

17-10 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.19(E) (Log # 370 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

17-11 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.31(C) (Log # 1586 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.
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17-12 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.31(C) (Log # 1302 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

17-13 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.49 (Log # 230 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. I support the panel action to support the TCC direction. However, the committee action on 17-14 includes an action not addressed in
the original proposal, the comments expressed in the voting, nor in Comment 17-14. The Committee action on 17-14 revised a recommendation to
provide GFCI protection for personnel for three-phase high-pressure spray washing machines rated 208Y/120 volts, 60 amperes or less to a
requirement that requires the proposed GFCI protection to be located in the attachment plug or the cord of the appliance.  While the product
standard may permit attachment plug or cord type (probably a portable type device), three-phase GFCI, it is not obvious that product exist today.
While having the protection in the cord will better ensure the GFCI protection is provided at any location the appliance is used, it will obviously
require a revision to the product standard for high-pressure spay washing machines and require a GFCI manufacturer to develop that specific
product. Based on past actions with vending machines, a revision and implementation of the revision to another product standard could take years to
complete. Meanwhile, designers, contractors, electricians, and AHJ's will be forced to revise or ignore this requirement as they wait for the product
to become available. Panel action on Comment 17-14 should be accept.

17-14 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 7  Negative: 3  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.49 (Log # 948 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

Negative

Cook, D. I support the panel action to expand GFCI protection to three-phase spray washing machines at the voltage and current levels
expressed. However, the committee action on 17-14 to Accept in Principle in Part includes an action not addressed in the original proposal, the
comments expressed in the voting, nor in Comment 17-14. The Committee action on 17-14 revised a recommendation to provide GFCI protection
for personnel for three-phase high-pressure spray washing machines rated 208Y/120 volts, 60 amperes or less to a requirement that requires the
proposed GFCI protection to be located in the attachment plug or the cord of the appliance.  While the product standard may permit attachment plug
or cord type (probably a portable type device), three-phase GFCI, it is not obvious that product exist today. While having the protection in the cord
will better ensure the GFCI protection is provided at any location the appliance is used, it will obviously require a revision to the product standard
for high-pressure spay washing machines and require a GFCI manufacturer to develop that specific GFCI product. Based on past actions with
vending machines, a revision and implementation of the revision to another product standard could take years to complete. Meanwhile, designers,
contractors, electricians, and AHJ's will be forced to revise or ignore this requirement as they wait for the product to become available. Panel action
on Comment 17-14 should be accept.

Schapp, R. I agree with the comments of D. Cook and R. Yasenchek.

Yasenchak, R. We should afford the same protection to hard wired as well as cord and plug connected.
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17-15 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

422.51 (Log # 923 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. I agree with the Panel action to reject Comment 17-15. However the first sentence of the Panel Statement indicates the GFCI
protecting the vending machine can be located in a panel, outlet, or supply cord. Based on the text in 422.51, the location of the GFCI protection is
based on the date the vending machine was manufactured or remanufactured and the location of the GFCI protection is not optional, but prescriptive
based on that date. The first sentence of the Panel statement should be deleted.

17-16 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

424 (Log # 1314 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. I agree with the Panel action to reject Comment 17-16. However the Panel Statement indicates process heating is within the scope of
Article 422. As stated in the IAEI ballot for proposal 17-46, I don't agree that process heating equipment is an appliance.

17-17 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

424.19 (Log # 1025 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

17-18 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 9  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

424.44(D) (Log # 922 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.

Sweigart, R.

Negative

Yasenchak, R. Metal clad and metal sheath are two different types.  The original proposal was editorial in nature and this is a technical
change.

17-19 Eligible To Vote:12  Affirmative: 9  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 2

424.66 (New) (Log # 1312 )

Not Returned

Pannock, J.
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Sweigart, R.

Negative

Cook, D. While I support expanded protection of workers and acceptance of this comment could be viewed as a step toward safer installations,
the text does not provide a complete solution for the concern raised for worker safety. Existing text in 424.66 already requires sufficient clearance
for adjustment, servicing or maintaining duct heaters. That existing text is vague and probably leads to inconsistent enforcement. However, the
following concerns lead enforcement to vote for rejection, and support any future effort to develop a better solution for a legitimate concern for
worker safety:
1) This comment specifically addresses duct heaters and recognizes this equipment is likely to require examination, adjustment, servicing, or
maintenance while energized. A variety of other utilization equipment, subject to other NEC Articles and other CMP's, is typically installed in
similar locations and conditions. Accepting this text provides multiple levels of worker safety based on the type of utilization equipment.
2) For that matter, utilization equipment located in equipment rooms are seldom provided with the workspace dimensioned in NEC 110.26. While
Comment 17-19 addresses this very specific duct heater installation (above ceilings), the same duct heater could be installed in an equipment room
or at an elevated location that does not include a ceiling and the dimensioned workspace is not required.
3) The utilization equipment is typically installed by other trades and in many cases the location of the equipment is driven by its function.  Since
the prescriptive space is not correlated with space requirements in the IMC, adopted in many building departments to regulate all HVAC equipment,
enforcement could be problematic for electrical inspectors.
4) I'm not completely comfortable with the technical reason for allowing metal (potentially grounded) ceiling grid in the workspace, but understand
the practical difficulty of prohibiting the grid from the space.

While I don't believe the specific text is ideal, it provides a start. Comment 17-19 identifies a concern for electrical safety where utilization
equipment is installed at elevated locations and requires access and working space be provided and maintained to permit ready and safe operation
and maintenance of that equipment.

Since the electrical concern (shock hazards) for workers while the equipment is examined, adjusted, serviced, or maintained is clearly within the
scope of the NEC and seems to be identical regardless of the function of the utilization equipment (hazard is not unique to duct heaters), TCC may
wish to develop task group to address the concern and develop correlated requirements throughout the NEC. As the 2014 NEC is adopted and
enforced, if Comment 17-19 is accepted, it will bring this concern for electrical safety to the forefront and immediately raise questions why
dimensioned workspace in crowded ceilings is needed for the duct heater and not needed for the water heater or the air handler located in the same
space. It will also raise questions why duct heaters need dimensioned workspace in crowded areas above ceiling and not needed in crowded spaces
without ceilings.  Enforcement supports a consensus effort to develop consistent workspace requirements for all utilization equipment installations.

Affirmative with Comment

Yasenchak, R. We are voting affirmative on the panel action to Accept comment 17-19. We agree that this action is a step in the right
direction. Providing adequate working space about electrical equipment that is likely to require justified energized work is essential for the safety of
installer/maintainers.
We agree with the comments made by Mr. Cook.
We also suggest that the Correlating Committee develop a task group to review all electrical equipment that is, or can be installed above a ceiling

or in an elevated manner. This effort will include different types of equipment, installation methods, areas above ceilings and installations that are
elevated for other reasons. We support a general requirement that will address all such installations and all equipment. Such a requirement must
exist in Chapter 1 of the NEC.
General requirements for working space about all equipment that is, or can be, installed above a ceiling or in an elevated manner, should be

included as a new first level subdivision in 110.26."

17-20 Eligible To Vote:11  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

426.28 (Log # 688 )

Not Returned

Sweigart, R.

17-21 Eligible To Vote:11  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

426.50 (Log # 249 )

Not Returned
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Sweigart, R.

17-22 Eligible To Vote:11  Affirmative: 9  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

427.14 (New) (Log # 1440 )

Not Returned

Sweigart, R.

Negative

Cook, D. See Cook ballot statement on comment 17-19.

17-23 Eligible To Vote:11  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

427.22 (Log # 689 )

Not Returned

Sweigart, R.

17-24 Eligible To Vote:11  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

427.55(A) (Log # 250 )

Not Returned

Sweigart, R.

17-25 Eligible To Vote:11  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

427.55(A) (Log # 1441 )

Not Returned

Sweigart, R.

17-26 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680, Part III (Log # 1032 )

17-27 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.22(A)(1) (Log # 963 )

17-28 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.22(A)(1) (Log # 964 )

17-29 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.22(A)(1) (Log # 965 )

17-30 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.22(A)(1) (Log # 966 )
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17-31 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.22(A)(3) (Log # 231 )

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. I agree with the Panel Meeting Action, but the text related to that action is not completely clear.  Since revisions were accepted in the
ROP, I hope the following description of proposed text is what we are voting on:
680.22(A) Receptacles
(1) Required Receptacle, Location. Where a permanently installed pool is installed, no fewer than one 125-volt, 15-or 20-ampere receptacle on a
general-purpose branch circuit shall be located not less than 1.83 m (6 ft) from, and not more than 6 m (20 ft) from, the inside wall of the pool. This
receptacle shall be located not more than 2.0 m (6 ft 6 in.) above the floor, platform, or grade level serving the pool.
(2) Circulation and Sanitation System, Location. Insert text from 2011 NEC 680.22 (A) (1) without condition (2) which was deleted by Proposals
17-101, 17-104, and 17-105.
(3) Other Receptacles, Location. Insert text from 2011 NEC 680.22 (A) (2).
(4) GFCI Protection. No change from 2011 NEC.
(5) Measurements. No change from 2011 NEC.

17-32 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.22(B)(6) (Log # 1003 )

17-33 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.22(D) (Log # 424 )

17-34 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 8  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.23(A)(3) (Log # 1333 )

Negative

Cook, D. Discussion associated with committee action to reject and the Panel Statement indicates use of a GFCI in feeders rather than branch
circuits reduces safety by potentially allowing disruption to unintended circuits.  The proposed revision allowing GFCI protection to be provided in
feeders or branch circuits is permissive, not required. Any installation where designers or owners desire to limit an outage, that option would be
permitted. The same concern expressed by the Committee Statement could be extended to the feeder overcurrent device. Any equipment, lighting or
other type that warrants that type of concern, would seem to be covered by the “Emergency” requirements in Article 700 and be provided with an
emergency power source. NEC 210.70 includes required lighting outlets and lighting is not required in many of the areas of concern expressed in
the Panel discussion.  Committee concerns related to loss of area lighting that is not required by the NEC, IRC, or IBC, doesn't seem to be a
technical reason to exclude GFCI protection in a feeder if that is the desire of the designer and owner. Comment should be accepted.

Schapp, R. I agree with the comments of D. Cook.

17-35 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 8  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.23(A)(3) (Log # 1442 )

Negative

Cook, D. See Cook statement on 17-34.

Schapp, R. I agree with the comments of D. Cook.
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17-36 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 8  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.23(A)(3) (Log # 1517 )

Negative

Cook, D. See Cook statement on 17-34.

Schapp, R. I agree with the comments of D. Cook.

17-37 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.25 (Log # 1513 )

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. Comments 17-37 and 17-38 were initially accepted. Later a motion to reconsider was approved and several subsequent motions made
to accept in principle. Each motion failed. Finally a motion was made and passed to accept the comments as submitted. Final Action in ballot
indicates the comments were accepted, but panel statements from the failed AIP motions are included. Those statements should be removed since
motions for the associated actions failed.

17-38 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.25 (Log # 1514 )

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. See Cook statement on Comment 17-37.

Hunter, R. In 680.25(A)(1) the elimination of the Exception allowing existing flexible metal conduit or cable
assemblies, has removed the acceptance of these methods without any technical substantiation.  The issue for
removal was the enforcement of “Existing”.  There have been no reported issues with these methods feeding
pool equipment panelboards.  This will now require residential dwellings to use wiring methods completely
foreign to the constructions of a dwelling if they choose to pass through the interior of a dwelling.

17-39 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 9  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.26(B)(2)(b) (Log # 877 )

Negative

Richbourg, S. Testing done by the Electric Power Research Institute on pools with nonconductive shells clearly shows that under certain
situations involving intermediate voltage short circuits, the alternate single loop method of constructing an equipotential plane as allowed by the
current NEC will not protect the public from the possibility of serious shock or electrocution. The alternate single loop method of constructing an
equipotential plane should only be allowed for the pools with conductive shells as specified in 680.26(B)(1).

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. I agree with the Panel Action to reject the comment. However, I do not agree with all the Panel Statement. Evidence has clearly been
provided that stray voltage exists in many areas and in some areas the current permission to use a single # 8 will not eliminate the stray voltage
conditions and may not reduce the condition to an acceptable level. I also don't believe enough substantiation has been submitted to determine an
acceptable level of voltage and current and don't believe enough substantiation has been submitted to require the proposed bonding requirement at
ALL pools.
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West, L. The Panel action to reject is correct. The present alternate means of perimeter bonding, which is a minimum requirement, was not
demonstrated to be unsafe. Perimeter bonding utilizing a single buried conductor has been employed successfully and without known injury or
fatality in a widespread fashion across the United States for over 30 years. Further, materials presented to the Panel do not document stray current
issues except in certain geographically localized areas. The studies cited in the comments address pool types that are not in nationally widespread
use and do not represent the construction of the vast majority of in-ground pools in the United States. The copper grid proposed by the Commenter
is already allowed under this Article.

17-40 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 9  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.26(B)(2)(b) (Log # 1358 )

Negative

Richbourg, S. See my Explanation of Negative vote on 17-39.

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. See Cook statement on 17-39.

West, L. The Panel action to reject is correct. The present alternate means of perimeter bonding, which is a minimum requirement, was not
demonstrated to be unsafe. Perimeter bonding utilizing a single buried conductor has been employed successfully and without known injury or
fatality in a widespread fashion across the United States for over 30 years. Further, materials presented to the Panel do not document stray current
issues except in certain geographically localized areas. The studies cited in the comments address pool types that are not in nationally widespread
use and do not represent the construction of the vast majority of in-ground pools in the United States. The copper grid proposed by the Commenter
is already allowed under this Article.

Yasenchak, R. Funding should be added to research this issue.

17-41 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 8  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.27(B)(2) (Log # 1004 )

Negative

Cook, D. See Cook statement on Comment 17-34.

Schapp, R. I agree with the comments of D. Cook.

17-42 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 8  Negative: 2  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.27(B)(2) (Log # 1334 )

Negative

Cook, D. See Cook statement on Comment 17-34.

Schapp, R. I agree with the comments of D. Cook.

17-43 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680, Part III (Log # 232 )
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17-44 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.34 (Log # 1515 )

17-45 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.34 (Log # 1571 )

17-46 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.42(B) (Log # 855 )

Affirmative with Comment

Cook, D. While text submitted in Comment 17-47 is more concise and better reflects NEC Style Manual requirements, this concept is met by

this action.

17-47 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 9  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.42(B) (Log # 1572 )

Negative

Cook, D. See Cook statement on Comment 17-46.

17-48 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 10  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

680.57(B) (Log # 407 )

17-49 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 9  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

682.16 (Log # 1225 )

Not Returned

Sweigart, R.

17-50 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 9  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

682.16 (Log # 1355 )

Not Returned

Sweigart, R.

17-51 Eligible To Vote:10  Affirmative: 9  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 1

682.16 (Log # 1438 )

Not Returned

Sweigart, R.
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