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FROM: Kimberly Shea, Administrator, Technical Projects 
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SUBJECT: NFPA 70 First Draft TC Ballot Circulation (A2016) 
 

 
The April 1, 2015 date for receipt of the NEC First Draft Ballots has passed. 
 
The preliminary First Draft ballot results are shown on the attached report. 
 
 13 Members Eligible to Vote  
      Ballots Not Returned (     ) 
 
In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing the Development of NFPA Standards, 
attached are reasons for negative votes for review so you may change your ballot if you wish.  
Abstentions and affirmative comments are also included.  Ballots received from alternate members 
are not included unless the ballot from the principal member was not received.   
 
If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before Friday, 
April 10, 2015.  Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now.  Changes must be 
submitted through the NFPA Vote.net Ballot site. 
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing the Development of NFPA 
Standards. 
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Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 2

Mark R. Hilbert I agree with the proposed text regarding the durability of the label so I am voting affirmative at the first draft stage. However, I do 

not agree with adding the proposed exception. The requirements of the NEC are not retroactive and therefore would not require of a 

panelboard installed prior to the addition of a new system or prior to the inclusion of 210.5(C) in the NEC to meet the marking 

chosen for panelboards installed after.

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

NEC-P02 First Draft Ballot Circulation (A2016)
FR-302, Section No. 210.5(C)(1), See FR-302

FR-303, Section No. 210.5(C)(2), See FR-303

FR-308, Section No. 210.52(C)(5), See FR-308

FR-309, Section No. 210.52(D), See FR-309

http://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/FormLaunch?id=/TerraView/Content/70-2014.ditamap/2/C1420832084529.xml&viewmode=nfpa/xslt/nfpaviewmode.xsl
http://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/FormLaunch?id=/TerraView/Content/70-2014.ditamap/2/C1420832907976.xml&viewmode=nfpa/xslt/nfpaviewmode.xsl
http://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/FormLaunch?id=/TerraView/Content/70-2014.ditamap/2/C1421081322154.xml&viewmode=nfpa/xslt/nfpaviewmode.xsl
http://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/FormLaunch?id=/TerraView/Content/70-2014.ditamap/2/C1421081748480.xml&viewmode=nfpa/xslt/nfpaviewmode.xsl


Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 1

Mark R. Hilbert I agree with revising the section for clarification but proposed text limits the requirements to basements, garages and accessory 

buildings associated with one and two family dwellings. The opening paragraph of 210.52 identifies the requirements are for 

dwelling unit receptacle outlets for 125 volt, 15 and 20 ampere receptacles. Revising 210.52(G) as follows would allow the 

requirements to apply at all dwelling unit locations: “At least one receptacle outlet shall be installed as specified in 210.52(G)(1) 

through (3). These receptacles shall be in addition to receptacles required for specific equipment.”

Negative 1

Frank Coluccio Although I agree with the submitter there wasn't sufficent substation for the change

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 10

Affirmative with Comment 3

Donald M. King The text as proposed refers to physical protection of the lighting outlet where it should refer to physical protection of the luminaire. 

Though the added safety measures included in this First Revision will provide added protection to persons from the increased risk of 

electrocution in these areas, further consideration should be given to requiring GFCI protection for all lighting outlets installed in 

crawl spaces regardless of the level of protection from physical damage that is provided for the luminaire.

Mark R. Hilbert I agree with the revisions clarifying where the existing requirements apply so I am voting affirmative at the first draft stage. Although 

I agree with the intent of protecting a luminaire or fixture from physical damage, I disagree with locating the requirement in Article 

210. Section 210.70 is about where “lighting outlets” and their controlling devices are located. Physical damage requirements are for 

the luminaire not the lighting outlet so the requirement is appropriately located in Article 410. I also disagree with allowing GFCI 

protection as an alternative to protection from physical damage. GFCI protection does not prevent physical damage which is the 

subject of the requirement nor does it eliminate the hazard of a worker coming in direct contact with and breaking a lamp.

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

FR-310, Section No. 210.52(G) [Excluding any Sub-Sections], See FR-310

FR-315, Section No. 210.70(C), See FR-315

http://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/FormLaunch?id=/TerraView/Content/70-2014.ditamap/2/C1421081981565.xml&viewmode=nfpa/xslt/nfpaviewmode.xsl
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Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 2

Thomas H. Wood I support the FR but I don’t agree adequate substantiation has been provided to leave in the requirement that the branch circuit not 

supply outlets outside the garage. FR 330 will now require this circuit to be a 20 amp circuit. Power tools that may draw 16 amps 

generally are used sporadically and for very short durations. Vacuum cleaners that draw 12 amps generally are used for longer 

periods of time and are plugged into the 15 amp general use lighting circuit. The code does not limit these 15 amp circuits to any one 

specific area. At a minimum, the circuit should be allowed to supply any outdoor receptacles required by the code (which are GFCI 

protected)

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 2

Mark R. Hilbert I agree with revising the section. However, the opening part of the paragraph already identifies the requirement is to simultaneously 

disconnect the ungrounded conductors for devices or equipment. Removing the redundant reference to "devices" and adding the 

word “supply” in the current text as follows would add clarity: “Where two or more branch circuits supply devices or equipment on 

the same yoke or mounting strap, a means to simultaneously disconnect the ungrounded supply conductors shall be provided at the 

point at which the branch circuits originate.”

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

FR-317, Section No. 210.52(G)(1), See FR-317

FR-319, Section No. 210.7, See FR-319

FR-322, Section No. 210.4(D), See FR-322

http://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/FormLaunch?id=/TerraView/Content/70-2014.ditamap/2/C1421339300099.xml&viewmode=nfpa/xslt/nfpaviewmode.xsl
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Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 2

Mark R. Hilbert I agree with the changes made but the panel statement shown regarding PI 1339 seems to be in conflict with the action taken. This 

statement was obviously intended for a resolve action so it was unintentionally overlooked during the first revision process when it 

should have been removed.

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 2

Mark R. Hilbert All the CMP 2 discussion that resulted in the term “fixed cabinets” being included in 210.52(A)(2)(1) the 2011 NEC were directly 

related the receptacle outlets provided for the wall spaces above the countertops in kitchens, pantries, breakfast rooms and dining 

rooms. The CMP 2 members at the time did not want the wall countertop space receptacle outlets required in 210.52(C)to serve the 

wall spaces specified in 210.52(A)(2). A way to accomplish the original goal and correct the current situation would be to delete the 

reference to “fixed cabinets” in 210.52(A)(2)(1) and revise 210.52(A)(4) and (C)(4). “210.52(A)(4) Countertop Receptacles. Receptacle 

outlets installed for countertop surfaces located in the areas specified in 210.52(C) shall not be considered the receptacle outlets 

required by 210.52(A)(2).” In 210.52(C)(4)remove the reference to "refrigerators" in the first sentence. Deleting “fixed cabinets” 

clarifies receptacle outlets installed over fixed cabinets are permitted to be considered as the receptacle outlets for wall spaces 

described in 210.52(A)(2). The recommended revision to 210.52(A)(4) and 210.52(C)(4) will clarify receptacle outlets located to serve 

the countertop wall spaces in kitchens, panties, breakfast rooms and dining rooms are not intended to serve the wall spaces 

described in 210.52(A)(2).

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement excluding exterior wall space, adding fixed cabinets in the 2011 cycle allows a room with fixed 

bookcases on all walls not to have receptacle outlets and it still will

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 13

Not Returned : 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

FR-323, Section No. 210.64, See FR-323

FR-324, Section No. 210.52(A)(2), See FR-324

FR-325, Section No. 220.42, See FR-325
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Eligible to Vote: 13

Not Returned : 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 13

Not Returned : 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 7

Affirmative with Comment 2

Thomas H. Wood I support the FR but would prefer to add additional areas of a dwelling gradually as the code has done over the last few cycles. The 

committee should also add language exempting panelboard changes to existing dwellings. Dwellings with fuse panels or old style 

breaker panels that are having the panel changed many times have equipment or appliances in them that will not work with AFCIs. 

The expansion to the whole dwelling being AFCI protected will lead to nuisance tripping with no remedy except to tell the consumer 

to go buy a new garage door opener, washer, freezer, etc.

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement, it will be difficult for the AHJ's to enforce

FR-329, Section No. 210.12(A), See FR-329

FR-326, Section No. 220.12, See FR-326

FR-327, Section No. 220.13(G), See FR-327

FR-328, Section No. 220.61(B), See FR-328
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Negative 3

Alan Manche

Thomas A. Domitrovich While NEMA finds the proposed changes in 210.12(A), (A)(5), (A)(6) and the exception acceptable, the change to (4) is not; therefore 

this FR should be rejected. There is no technical reason to reduce the level of safety afforded by the listed solutions in the other five 

installation options by deleting the requirement for a listed system combination AFCI in option 4. There is a need to verify that the 

circuit breaker and OBC AFCI can together provide arc fault protection for the entire branch circuit. NEMA proposed the existing text 

in 210.12(A)(4) as part of ROC0-44 in the 2013 revision cycle. Standard thermal-magnetic circuit breakers are not designed, tested or 

listed to detect and interrupt low level arcing faults. There is no NEMA circuit breaker manufacturer that supports these claims being 

made about their products. In addition, the numbering of the sub-sections needs to be editorially corrected to follow the 2013 NEC. 

Finally, NEMA recommends that NFPA breakout the proposed deletion of 210.12(A)(4)(d) as a ballotable detail.

FR 329 is not acceptable due to the reduction in safety created by eliminating the Listing requirement in 210.12(A)(4). The listing 

requirement for demonstrating arc fault protection of the entire branch circuit and the cords connected to it is currently found in all 

four permitted protection methods. In order to remove a listing requirement from any of the four protection methods and not 

reduce or compromise safety, you must be convinced the protection method will operate within the UL 1699 parameters without 

any verification. The acceptance of this PI ignores the Panel’s acceptance of Comment 2-52 that was introduced by UL during the 

development of the 2013 NEC. The Panel statement cites the UL research report titled, “Effectiveness of Circuit Breakers in 

Mitigating Parallel Arcing Faults in the Home Run" as providing significant statistical assurance that the "home run" portion of the 

branch circuit will be protected from parallel arcing faults by standard circuit breakers. This report was revised three months after it 

was issued, as documented in UL Comment 2-52, and then followed up by two additional reports based on further research. The 

second report, “Evaluation of Run Length and Available Current on Breaker Ability to Mitigate Parallel Arcing Faults - Part I: Effect of 

Panelboard Current for 50 Foot Run Lengths” refutes critical findings in the first report, which includes the following: a) “Evaluation 

of the magnetic trip level of circuit breakers…show that breaker magnetic trip levels are not sufficiently reliable and consistent to 

allow for a generalized assumption of an upper bound, as was proposed before”, and b) “…more controlled verification of the 

magnetic trip level of a circuit breaker intended for mitigating parallel arcing faults may be needed”, and c) “…the magnetic trip level 

of circuit breakers is not as well controlled as was previously found in a previous study.”, and d) “Circuit breakers with magnetic trip 

levels 200A or greater failed to mitigate a large fraction of the arcing events in eight half-cycles.” All of the UL research reports on 

this topic must be considered, unfortunately the only one cited in the PI and the Panel statement was the initial unrevised UL report. 

It is important for the public record to reflect accurate information for Panel consideration and comment. The Panel statement also 

cites the UL research report titled “Influence of Damage and Degradation on Breakdown Voltage of NM Cables”, however, the 

conclusion cited in the Committee statement focuses on only two important but very narrow damage events; voltage surges and 

hammer damage. There are many other ways and documented occurrences about how NM cable can be damaged. Since the 

submission of UL Comment 2-52 test data has been presented to the UL 1699 Standards Technical Panel showing that standard 

thermal-magnetic circuit breakers cannot pass the UL 1699 performance requirements relating to branch circuit arc fault protection, 

leaving a protection gap for the home run of the branch circuit. No data has been presented to justify removing the listing 

requirement in 210.12(A)(4). Standard thermal-magnetic circuit breakers are not designed and tested to detect and interrupt low 

level arcing faults. No manufacturer claims that they can, which is why AFCI protection was identified as a need to provide such 

protection.



Daniel Buuck No data was provided for expanding the requirements of AFCI devices throughout dwelling units based on loss of life or reducing the 

number of fires. No proof was given to the panel that an AFCI device has prevented a fire in the past 15 years, either. Reports show 

that since AFCIs were introduced, they have not made a positive impact on the number of fires. Builders continue to have substantial 

problems with AFCI devices which add unforeseen costs to the home buyers. Expensive callbacks for repairs such as rewiring outlets 

for certain equipment, such as high-end vacuum cleaners or treadmills, are a major inhibitor to the acceptance of these devices.

Abstain 1

Robert L. LaRocca In the past UL has taken a leadership position in the development of the requirements in article 210.12(A). We conducted a number 

of research projects at our own expense and the reports from those projects were made available to the members of Panel 2 to help 

each member develop their own conclusion regarding the protection afforded by the system combination AFCI. The panel’s 

statement and the technical substantiation for many of the PIs that led to this FR did not consider the findings of subsequent 

research projects. These findings highlighted the variability of the magnetic trip function of standard thermal magnetic circuit 

breakers, and the potential reduction in protection of the homerun. This FR is only appropriate if the panel is aware of the reduction 

in protection and considers the trade off in protection, for the sake of making alternative protection devices available in the 

marketplace, acceptable. At the present time there is sufficient information available for each Panel member to use in developing 

their own position and understanding the associated risk. UL further recognizes that by taking a position, it may have the inadvertent 

effect of swaying the votes of some panel members. We have no desire to do this and are abstaining. Each Panel member is urged to 

review the information available and formulate their own vote.

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

FR-330, Section No. 210.11(C)(3), See FR-330

FR-332, Section No. 215.12(A), See FR-332

http://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/FormLaunch?id=/TerraView/Content/70-2014.ditamap/2/C1422006060838.xml&viewmode=nfpa/xslt/nfpaviewmode.xsl
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Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 13

Not Returned : 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

FR-337, Section No. 215.2(A)(1), See FR-337

FR-333, Section No. 210.8 [Excluding any Sub-Sections], See FR-333

FR-334, Section No. 215.9, See FR-334

FR-335, Section No. 215.3, See FR-335

FR-336, Section No. 215.2(A)(2), See FR-336
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Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 1

Alan Manche Due to the unacceptable language proposed in FR 347, the addition of this definition is not appropriate for the installation of Special 

Purpose Ground-Fault Circuit Interrupters in 210.8(B) [FR 347].

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 2

Mark R. Hilbert I support the Panel actions and statements but it appears that not all the First Draft Meeting actions were included. Additionally, the 

reference 422.11(E) was to be revised to 422.13 and the line referencing 520 was to be deleted. There is merit in the 

recommendation in Public Input No. 3316 for a task group to review and coordinate Tables 210.3 (former 210.2) and 220.3 and to 

prepare comments for the necessary changes.

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

FR-341, Definition: Calculated Load, See FR-341

FR-338, Section No. 215.1, See FR-338

FR-339, New Definition after Definition: Ground-Fault Circuit Inter..., See FR-339

FR-340, Section No. 220.3, See FR-340
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Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 1

Donald M. King The inclusion of the word "highest" when referring to the average kilowatts for a 15 minute interval significantly increases the 

calculated demand and does not provide a true average of the overall demand of the load. This could result in unnecessary 

oversizing of conductors.

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

FR-344, Section No. 220.87, See FR-344

FR-345, Section No. 210.6(D), See FR-345

FR-342, Section No. 220.1, See FR-342

FR-343, Global Input, See FR-343
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Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 9

Affirmative with Comment 3

Thomas H. Wood PI 516 addressed power tools in the statement. Clothes dryer (and other appliances) receptacles would fall under this requirement 

and no substantiation or data has been provided to warrant this requirement for these items.

Mark R. Hilbert I am supporting this revision at the first daft stage as I believe there is merit in the public’s review comment on the proposed 

changes. There is no doubt that GFCI protection saves lives and plays an important role in our daily lives. However, there is not 

enough substantiation in PI 516 to expand the requirements to include 15 and 20 ampere, 250 volt, receptacle outlets. Generally 250 

volt receptacle outlets in dwelling units are installed for specific purpose equipment such as room air conditioners, electric ranges, 

electric dryers, etc. The GFCI requirements for specific purpose utilization equipment should be located in the article covering the 

specific equipment. Nothing prevents the use of GFCI protection for these receptacle outlets today if desired. I agree that revising 

210.8(A)(5) would be beneficial, but as proposed the reference to “areas of a basement” has been lost and therefore does not aid 

enforcement. How would a habitable area within a basement that has been finished but not as a “room” be treated? Another 

consideration would be to revise (A)(5) to read as follows: “Unfinished basements – for the purposes of this section are defined as 

areas or rooms in basements not intended as habitable.”

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 1

William J. McGovern While the concept of expansion of GFCI protection for personnel is always a good idea, Code adoption should be based on solid 

substantiation. Sufficient substantiation has not been provided to expand GFCI protection to 250 volt receptacles in garages based 

solely on the proximity of 125 volt GFCI receptacles in the same area. 125 volt receptacles are typically used for small cord and plug 

appliances possibly with the use of extension cords that may be subject to hard usage and wet locations. 250 volt receptacles for 

equipment such as air compressors and table saws are more stationary and do not see the same type of hard use. Chop saws are 

typically 120 volt and would be required to be connected to a GFCI protected outlet. There is presently nothing that would prohibit 

installing these types of devices in dwelling units.

Abstain 0

FR-346, Section No. 210.8(A), See FR-346

http://submittals.nfpa.org/TerraViewWeb/FormLaunch?id=/TerraView/Content/70-2014.ditamap/2/C1422043800010.xml&viewmode=nfpa/xslt/nfpaviewmode.xsl


Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 5

Affirmative with Comment 4

Robert L. LaRocca The text added in 210.8(B) does not correspond to the revised text in 210.8(B)(1) through 210.8(B)(3). Section 210.8(B) should read as 

follows in order to correct this and add clarity: B) Other Than Dwelling Units. All receptacles installed in the locations specified in 

210.8(B)(3) shall have ground-fault circuit-interrupter protection for personnel in accordance with 210.8(B)(1) or 210.8(B)(2) .

Thomas H. Wood I support the FR but don’t agree that exception 1 to (3) should be deleted from the text. The committee accepted this revision in 

2013 (see ROP 2-52) to add clarity to the code. I agree with the original submitter’s statement but the fact is there are individuals and 

jurisdictions who believe that having to use a ladder to access something makes in NOT readily accessible. This exception should 

remain for clarification purposes.

Mark R. Hilbert I am supporting this at the first draft stage to allow the public a chance to comment on expanding the GFCI requirements in other 

than dwellings and I agree with deleting Exception (1) to (3) regarding the ready access to receptacles on rooftops. The 

substantiation provided is insufficient with regard to expanding the current Class A GFCI ampacity, voltage and phase requirements 

and to now mandate special-purpose ground-fault protection circuit-interrupter, Class C, D or E (SPGFCI), protection for higher 

voltages as general branch circuit requirements. At these expanded levels the receptacle outlets will likely be used for specific 

purpose portable or other cord and plug connected equipment. Specific-purpose ground-fault protection requirements should be 

located in the applicable article for the equipment or the conditions such as 422 or 590 as opposed to a general branch circuit 

requirement in 210. If the proposed expansions of 210.8(B) continues, the first revision will need rewording before it can be 

enforced. At a minimum the opening paragraph will need to be revised. As proposed it identifies that subsections (1) – (8) apply to 

125 volt, 15 and 20 ampere, single phase receptacles when the subsections themselves are expanded to include higher voltages, 

greater ampacities and three phase receptacles.

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

FR-347, Section No. 210.8(B), See FR-347
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Negative 4

Charles L. Boynton Industrial Exemption should be expanded to the locations: (c) Rooftops, (f) indoor wet locations, (h) Garages, (i) crawlspaces, and (j) 

unfinished basements for Special Purpose Ground Fault Circuit-Interrupter devices (SPGFCI). These devices may present nuisance 

trips on certain types of equipment used in these areas and present more of a hazard by shutting down critical equipment. 

Assurance of proper grounding and maintenance practices by qualified personnel would ensure the safety of personnel in these 

areas as it does today.

Alan Manche FR 347 adds a requirement for the use of Classes C, D or E Special Purpose Ground-Fault Circuit Interrupters (SPGFCI) in specified 

locations where the voltage is more that 150 volts to ground. These devices are listed to UL 943C. According to UL 943C, in 

applications where the voltage to ground exceeds 150 volts but does not exceed 300 volts, a Class C SPGFCI is to be used. In 

applications where the voltage to ground exceeds 300 volts, a Class D SPGFCI may be used if an oversized equipment grounding 

conductor is installed. If an oversized equipment grounding conductor is not installed, a Class E SPGFCI must be used. No mention of 

these requirements is made in the proposed Code text, thus there is the possibility of these devices being misapplied, endangering 

persons who should be protected from shock. The other proposed changes in this FR are acceptable; however, due to the potential 

misapplication of SPGFCIs this FR should be rejected and revised to address the safety application gaps.

William J. McGovern While the concept of expansion of GFCI protection for personnel is always a good idea, code adoption should be based on solid 

substantiation. Sufficient substantiation has not been provided to expand GFCI protection beyond 125 volt receptacles in the areas 

specified other than the fact that new products have been developed for sale in the market place. There is presently nothing that 

would prohibit installing these types of devices in existing occupancies.

Daniel Buuck The added GFCI requirements were not justified by any submitted reports. The proponent stated that the use is based on 

electrocutions that occurred in industrial settings, yet this would apply to all occupancies other than dwellings--even those far 

different from an industrial occupancy. Regarding the introduction of SPGFCI devices: Since they were introduced on the market last 

year, there is not sufficient field data to know how well they perform. In addition, there are proprietary concerns, since only one 

manufacturer holds the patent rights for these devices. It is clearly too early to mandate these devices without closer study by the 

panel.

Abstain 0



Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 10

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement this should be included in article 422

Negative 2

Alan Manche The 2013 NEC addresses the hazard associate with boat hoists beginning with the outlet serving the boat hoist up to 240V. Protection 

is not limited to just protecting the “appliance.” There can be cord and plug connected boat hoists. A hazard may exist when 

inserting or removing the plug from the receptacle, therefore the protection needs to be in the branch circuit. Since the protection 

needs to remain in the branch circuit the requirement in the NEC must remain in 210.8.

Thomas A. Domitrovich Moving this requirement to Article 422, providing the option for appliances equipped with GFCI protection to meet this requirement, 

would reduce the existing protection afforded by the NEC. For new construction, GFCI protection afforded in the outlet or in the 

circuit breaker is the best solution for safety as this solution pays no regards to whether or not GFCI protection is provided for in the 

cord of the appliance. Because appliance UL standards do not currently require GFCI protection in cords, a lack of consistency may 

exist with regard to the availability of GFCI protection in cords of appliances. Because replacements of this equipment may or may 

not require inspection, depending upon jurisdiction and whether or not a permit is required to be pulled before replacing an 

appliance, the provision of GFCI protection for appliances, if left to the appliance cord for protection, has a very good likelihood of 

not being provided when the appliance is replaced post construction.

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 1

Thomas A. Domitrovich Moving this requirement to Article 422, providing the option for appliances equipped with GFCI protection to meet this requirement, 

would reduce the existing protection afforded by the NEC. For new construction, GFCI protection afforded in the outlet or in the 

circuit breaker is the best solution for safety as this solution pays no regards to whether or not GFCI protection is provided for in the 

cord of the appliance. Because appliance UL standards do not currently require GFCI protection in cords, a lack of consistency may 

exist with regard to the availability of GFCI protection in cords of appliances. Because replacements of this equipment may or may 

not require inspection, depending upon jurisdiction and whether or not a permit is required to be pulled before replacing an 

appliance, the provision of GFCI protection for appliances, if left to the appliance cord for protection, has a very good likelihood of 

not being provided when the appliance is replaced post construction.

Abstain 0

FR-348, Section No. 210.8(C), See FR-348

FR-349, Section No. 210.8(D), See FR-349
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Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 2

Robert L. LaRocca The modified text in 210.12(C) contains an error in its reference to 210.12(C) and should read as follows based on the other changes 

in this section: C) Branch Circuit Extensions or Modifications — Dwelling Units and Dormitory Units. In any of the areas specified in 

210.12(A) or 210.12(B), where branch-circuit wiring is modified, replaced, or extended, the branch circuit shall be protected by one 

of the following:

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 10

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 2

Thomas H. Wood PI 1353 has failed to provide any substantiation or data there have been problems or hazards in guest rooms. The AFCI requirements 

for branch circuit protection are based upon incidents that occurred in dwelling units. Hotel and motel rooms are wired and 

managed different than dwelling units and should not be subject to the same requirement without data to support it.

Daniel Buuck The committee statement provides no technical information to support this change. In fact NFPA reports show that there are only 

220 electrical fires in hotels and motels annually, and it is unknown how many of those could be prevented by an AFCI protective 

device. In addition, wiring methods typically used in hotels and motels are the same as those which allow fire alarms in dwellings to 

be exempted from AFCI protection. Therefore, the potential safety increase is very likely not worth the increased cost.

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

FR-352, New Section after 210.12(C), See FR-352

FR-353, Section No. 210.17, See FR-353

FR-350, Section No. 210.12(B), See FR-350

FR-351, Section No. 210.12(C), See FR-351
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Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 13

Not Returned : 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 2

Thomas H. Wood I support the FR but additional language should be added that secondary sources of light for stairwell be allowed to be on dimmers. 

As the language is written now no lighting in stairwells would be allowed to be on a dimmer. The committee statement refers to safe 

levels of illumination but article 210 does not reference required illumination levels for dwellings.

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement, there may be lighting installed just for the staircase and there may also be other task lighting 

to illuminate wall paintings and small displays on staircase platforms

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 1

William J. McGovern The revised language will eliminate the required receptacle on kitchen peninsulas less than 4' in length causing persons wanting to 

use portable appliances on the peninsula to resort to the use of extension cords which is in conflict with the sole purpose for the 

receptacle requirements located in 210.52. While the proposed language of the measurement being taken from the connected 

perpendicular wall establishes where the measurement is to be taken from, it makes it impossible to plug an appliance into the 

countertop wall receptacle and place it on the peninsula. Kitchen counters are typically 24" deep and cords on small appliances can 

be as short a 18" which would prohibit the small appliance to being set on the peninsula without the use of an extension cord.

Abstain 0

FR-354, Section No. 210.70(A)(1), See FR-354

FR-355, Section No. 210.70(A)(2), See FR-355

FR-356, Section No. 210.52(C)(3), See FR-356
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Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 13

Not Returned : 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 12

Affirmative with Comment 1

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 11

Affirmative with Comment 2

Mark R. Hilbert I agree with the panel action and the first sentence of the statement. The additional statements included in the FR are from early 

actions and should be disregarded as they are no longer relevant. This change was part of companion actions to clarify the general 

requirements for branch circuits are located in Article 210 and specific purpose branch circuit requirements are found in other 

articles. As part of the companion actions the text of 210.2 was revised and along with Table 210.2 relocated to 210.3. Former 210.3 

Ratings, was relocated to Part II.

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 0

Abstain 0

FR-357, Section No. 210.3, See FR-357

FR-7522, Detail, See FR-7522

FR-7524, Section No. 210.2, See FR-7524

FR-7512, Section No. 210.1, See FR-7512
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Votes Comments

Affirmative 9 8

Affirmative with Comment 1 Vote Selection

Frank Coluccio I agree with the committee statement

Negative 3

Charles L. Boynton There are too many varied arrangements and situations in conference and meeting rooms to dictate how and where to place 

receptacles. This is clearly a design function when planning these types of rooms. Renovating an existing facility would also be very 

difficult as this would require chipping concrete floors to install receptacles, which could also present a tripping hazard.

Thomas H. Wood PI 2872 has not provided any substantiation or data that there have been problems or hazards with insufficient receptacles in 

meeting rooms. The committee statement indicates “the new section addresses the inherent life safety concerns relating to 

inadequate access to electrical power in meeting rooms”. The committee statement lacks support in that the issue would still exist, 

as the proposed section is written and if added. This is a design issue that Architects and owners are currently addressing to meet 

consumer needs.

Daniel Buuck Item (E) overrides all "mandatory" location requirements in (B), (C) and (D). For example, the provision in (C) to locate a receptacle at 

least 1.8 m from a fixed wall, or in (D) to locate receptacles within 450 mm of a partition, can be ignored by the designer. In fact, Item 

(E) allows the designer to locate all wall and floor receptacles in one big group in one corner of the meeting room if they choose--or 

to locate all floor receptacles in the middle of the room. If this section is going to allow designers to do what they want to do as far as 

location is concerned, then the mandatory code language referring to location should be removed in (B) through (D), and the section 

should focus on the number of receptacles required.

Abstain 0

FR-7517, New Section after 210.70(B), See FR-7517
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