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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NEC® Code-Making Panel 14 
 
FROM: Kimberly Shea, Administrator, Technical Projects 
 
DATE: January 18, 2016 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 70 Second Draft TC Ballot Circulation (A2016) 
 

 
The January 15, 2016 date for receipt of the NEC Second Draft Ballots has passed. 
 
The preliminary ballot results are shown on the attached report. 
 
 16 Members Eligible to Vote  
   1 Ballot Not Returned  (Parks) 

 
 
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, 
January 22, 2016.  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. 
 
 



Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Total Voted : 15

SR-3913, Definition: Cord Connector [as applied to Hazardous (Classi..., See SR-3913

NFPA 70 Panel 14 Second Draft Ballot Circulation A2016

SR-3912, Definition: Combustible Dust [as applied to Hazardous (Clas..., See SR-3912

Total Voted : 15
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Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 14

Affirmative with Comment 1

David B. Wechsler This second revision does not reflect the complete action agreed to by both the 

panel and the submitter (present at the meeting). The panel agreed to delete the 

inserted words “closed-circuit” and “refrigeration systems” from the Informational 

Note #2. While strictly “not enforceable”, because found in an Informational Note, 

this language has always been more generic and directs the user to these 

applicable standards, regardless of whether the ammonia source is a refrigeration 

system or an industrial process using ammonia. Fundamentally, the guidance 

found in these documents is far more complete than in any other document on 

the subject, including NFPA 497. These words need to be deleted from the Second 

Revision and re-balloted by the committee, if needed.

Negative 0

Abstain 0

SR-3916, Section No. 500.5(A), See SR-3916

Total Voted : 15
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Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Total Voted : 15

SR-3921, Section No. 500.8(E)(2), See SR-3921

SR-3920, Section No. 500.8(E)(1), See SR-3920

Total Voted : 15
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Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 14

Affirmative with Comment 1

SR-3902, Section No. 501.10(A)(1), See SR-3902
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Mark Goodman In the current system, this appears to be the only place to comment on the use of TC-ER-HL cable in Division 1 

locations. As indicated in a number of Public Comments rejected by Panel 14, the use of this cable type could 

potentially result in a reduction in safety. API supports Panel 7 actions that are documented in SR 1809 that 

provide specific requirements for the jacket material, applicable voltages, ampacity restrictions, cable diameter, 

and labeling requirements. This is illustrated in the second revision in 336.10(11) below: 336.10(11) (11) In 

hazardous (classified) locations where specifically permitted by other articles in this Code. For Class I, Division 1 

and Zone 1 locations only, Type TC cable used for other than flexible connections shall also comply with the 

following: a. The cable jacket and construction shall be evaluated and listed for the specific hazardous materials 

present in the location, b. The hazardous material group(s) evaluated shall be marked on the cable, c. The cable 

diameter shall be limited to 1” or smaller, d. The cable shall be permitted only for voltages of 150 volts to ground 

or less and currents of 30 amps or less, and e. The cable shall be marked both “-ER” and “-HL” Panel 7 Committee 

Statement for justification of the above second revision. Revisions are being made in order to correlate the Uses 

Permitted for Type TC cable with the permitted installations in Sections 501.10(A)(1)(f) and 505.15(B)(1)(i). Many 

proposals were submitted during the 2014 and 2017 NEC revision cycles requesting and opposing the use of Type 

TC cable for use in hazardous locations. This resulted in First Revision 3940 expanding the use of tray cable into 

general wiring for Class I, Division I locations and removing the size restriction for Class I, Zone 1 locations. The 

Panel has evaluated both the proposals and information provided by manufacturers of Type TC cable, and the 

added language to 336.10 will provide guidance to users of Type TC for the allowed uses in hazardous locations for 

the 2017 NEC. Technical substantiation was submitted to the panel indicating that many of the hazardous 

materials will have an adverse effect on commercially available jacketing materials. Based on the information 

above, we recommend that for consistency, 501.10(A)(1)(f) be revised as per the following with 336.10(11) added 

as the correct reference for Zone 1 restrictions: (f) In industrial establishments with restricted public access, where 

the conditions of maintenance and supervision ensure that only qualified persons service the installation, for 

applications limited to 600 volts, nominal, or less, and where protected from damage by location or a suitable 

guard, listed Type TC-ER-HL cable with an overall jacket and a separate equipment grounding conductor(s) in 

accordance with 250.122 that is terminated with fittings listed for the location. Type TC-ER-HL cables shall be 

installed in accordance with the provisions of 336.10, including the restrictions of 336.10(7) and (11).

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Total Voted : 15
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Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 13

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 2

Steven J. Blais Listed EMT Fittings are tested with listed EMT and meet requirements of the 

Resistance, Short-Time-Current, Bending, and Pullout tests. These tests are also 

conducted on fittings that are listed for use with Rigid Metal Conduit (RMC). In 

addition, EMT Fittings are subjected to a joint deformation test. EMT is not 

permitted to be installed where, during installation or afterward, it will be subject 

to severe physical damage. This provides the necessary authority to an AHJ to 

determine the severity of the Class I, Division 2 location in regards to being 

subjected to severe physical damage.

Robert A. Jones CMP 14 did not provide a technical reason for not allowing EMT as a wiring 

method for Class I Division 2 locations. In the panel statement, support was 

considered not sufficient and if that is a concern CMP 14 can require support 

spacing more stringent than required by 358.30. Also, grounding was cited as not 

adequate and again CMP 14 can require an equipment grounding conductor of the 

wire type to be installed when using EMT in a Class I Division 2 location.

Abstain 0

SR-3901, Section No. 501.10(B)(1), See SR-3901

Total Voted : 15
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Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 6

Affirmative with Comment 9

Jeremy Neagle In item (5) the word 'that' should be deleted.

Donald W. Ankele in (5), the word “that” should not appear. Otherwise, the text does not fit in the 

list. The text for (5) should read exactly the same as the text for (5) in SR3926 (no 

“that”) which addresses the same situation for Class I, Division 2.

William G. Lawrence, Jr. in (5), the word “that” should not appear. Otherwise, the text does not fit in the 

list. The text for (5) should read exactly the same as the text for (5) in SR3926 (no 

“that”) which addresses the same situation for Class I, Division 2.

SR-3925, Section No. 501.105(A)(2), See SR-3925

Total Voted : 15

SR-3922, Section No. 501.15(A)(1), See SR-3922
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L. Evans Massey in (5), the word “that” should not appear. Otherwise, the text does not fit in the 

list. The text for (5) should read exactly the same as the text for (5) in SR3926 (no 

“that”) which addresses the same situation for Class I, Division 2.

Haywood Kines The word "That" is not necessary in (5), it should read the same as (5) in SR3926

Mark Goodman Editorial: In item (5), delete the word "that" for consistency and proper intent in 

the list of items.

Robert A. Jones In (5) the word “that” should not appear. The text for (5) should read exactly the 

same as the text for (5) in SR3926.

David B. Wechsler There is an “editorial issue” with the proposed second revision. In list item # (5), 

the word “that” should not appear. Otherwise, the text does not fit in the list. The 

text for (5) should read exactly the same as the text for (5) in SR3926 (no “that”) 

which addresses the same situation for Class I, Division 2.

John L. Simmons This second revision has an editorial issue that should be addressed In (5), the 

word “that” should not appear. Otherwise, the text does not fit in the list. The text 

for (5) should read exactly the same as the text for (5) in SR3926 (no “that”) which 

addresses the same situation for Class I, Division 2. The change will not effect the 

requirement addressed in the revision.

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

SR-3926, Section No. 501.105(B)(6), See SR-3926

Total Voted : 15
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Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 14

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 1

SR-3927, Section No. 501.125(B), See SR-3927

Total Voted : 15

SR-3923, Section No. 501.115(B)(1), See SR-3923

Total Voted : 15
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David B. Wechsler The language in list item (5) is not enforceable as written. The language states that 

the shaft bonding device “shall be permitted where the potential discharge energy 

is determined to be nonincendive for the application”. Informational Note #5 was 

then added to provide guidance on how to determine incendivity. The problem is 

this language opens up the door for equipment to be installed that isn’t third-party 

certified to be non-incendive and which is known to be a potentially sparking 

device. Informational Notes aren’t enforceable so this very well could be 

“assumed” by the manufacturers to be a task that the user will “self-certify”. This 

leaves the door open for equipment manufacturers to sell these devices for 

installation in hazardous classified locations and the users will not have sufficient 

information from either the motor supplier or the adjustable speed drive supplier 

to determine the circuit to be non-incendive. Fundamentally, if we are going to 

allow these devices in hazardous locations, we should state how they are to be 

determined to be non-incendive in mandatory language and not leave this to 

chance.

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 6

Affirmative with Comment 9

Jeremy Neagle Add the words 'Machines with' to the beginning of item (4).

SR-3928, Section No. 502.125(B), See SR-3928

Total Voted : 15
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Donald W. Ankele The words “Machines with…..” appears to be missing from (4). The intent is to 

permit installation of a motor (machine) with those attributes included. There 

would be no point in installing only those non-electrical parts without the motor, 

which is what it currently states!

William G. Lawrence, Jr. The words “Machines with…..” appears to be missing from (4). The intent is to 

permit installation of a motor (machine) with those attributes included. There 

would be no point in installing only those non-electrical parts without the motor, 

which is what it currently states!

L. Evans Massey The words “Machines with…..” appears to be missing from (4). The intent is to 

permit installation of a motor (machine) with those attributes included. There 

would be no point in installing only those non-electrical parts without the motor, 

which is what it currently states!

Haywood Kines the wording "Machines with" is missing in (4)

Mark Goodman Editorial: In item (4) add, "Machines with" before "sealed bearings, bearing 

isolators and seals.

Robert A. Jones The words “Machines with” are missing from (4). These words need to be added 

otherwise this sentence does not make sense. The intent is to permit the 

installation of a motor (machine) with sealed bearings, bearing isolators, and seals.

David B. Wechsler There is an “editorial issue” with the proposed second revision. The words 

“Machines with…..” appears to be missing from (4). The intent is to permit 

installation of a motor (machine) with those attributes included. There would be 

no point in installing only those non-electrical parts without the motor, which is 

what it currently states!
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John L. Simmons This second revision has an editorial issue that should be addressed. The words 

“Machines with…..” appears to be missing from (4). The intent is to permit 

installation of a motor (machine) with those attributes included. There would be 

no point in installing only those non-electrical parts without the motor, which is 

what it currently states! The change will not effect the requirement addressed in 

the revision.

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 14

Affirmative with Comment 1

David B. Wechsler There is an “editorial issue” in the Informational Note for “Powder Filling “q””. The 

first standard referenced, ANSI/ISA-60079-5 (12.00.04) – 2009 correctly references 

the date of the standard but the second reference for ANSI/UL 60079-5 does not 

reflect the 2009 date. These are the same standards and they should both be 

dated references to avoid confusion. Hopefully this can be handled as an editorial 

correction but it should be re-balloted, if necessary, for consistency within the 

document and compliance with the style manual.

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Total Voted : 15

SR-3917, Section No. 505.2, See SR-3917

Total Voted : 15
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Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 14

Affirmative with Comment 1

David B. Wechsler This Second Revision does not reflect the entire action discussed by and agreed to 

by the committee. The committee discussed and agreed to completely delete the 

reference to IP15 in Informational Note #2 vs. just updating it as done. These 

discussions occurred at the end of the review of PC 160 and weren’t captured by 

staff in the word file (changes weren’t made online in Terra). This is further 

supported by the committee statement on Second Revision 3918, last sentence, 

though the committee action on that Second Revision also does not reflect this 

agreed upon change. This needs to be corrected and re-balloted by the 

committee.

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 14

SR-3915, Section No. 505.5(A), See SR-3915

SR-3919, Section No. 505.4, See SR-3919

Total Voted : 15
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Affirmative with Comment 1

David B. Wechsler This second revision does not reflect the complete action agreed to by both the 

panel and the submitter (present at the meeting). The panel agreed to delete the 

inserted words “closed-circuit” and “refrigeration systems” from the Informational 

Note. While strictly “not enforceable”, because found in an Informational Note, 

this language has always been more generic and directs the user to these 

applicable standards, regardless of whether the ammonia source is a refrigeration 

system or an industrial process using ammonia. Fundamentally, the guidance 

found in these documents is far more complete than in any other document on 

the subject, including NFPA 497. These words need to be deleted from the Second 

Revision and re-balloted by the committee, if needed.

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 7

Affirmative with Comment 8

Jeremy Neagle Remove reference to document ANSI/ISA TR12.24.01 as it was replaced by the 

added text. Remove “Area Classification Code for Petroleum Installations, Model 

Code, Part 15, Institute of Petroleum" as it was intended to be deleted.

SR-3918, Section No. 505.5(B)(1), See SR-3918

Total Voted : 15
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Donald W. Ankele The statement shows that the reference to the US adoption of 60079-10-1 was 

updated. However, although the new text was added correctly, the text it replaced 

“ANSI/ISA-TR12.24.01-1988 (IEC 60079-10 Mod), Recommended Practice for 

Classification of Locations for Electrical Installations Classified as Class I, Zone 0, 

Zone 1, or Zone 2” should have been shown as strike-thru text and is not. The 

statement also shows that the reference to IP 15 was removed. However, the text 

“Area Classification Code for Petroleum Installations, Model Code, Part 15, 

Institute of Petroleum” should have been shown as strike-thru text and is not.

William G. Lawrence, Jr. The statement shows that the reference to the US adoption of 60079-10-1 was 

updated. However, although the new text was added correctly, the text it replaced 

“ANSI/ISA-TR12.24.01-1988 (IEC 60079-10 Mod), Recommended Practice for 

Classification of Locations for Electrical Installations Classified as Class I, Zone 0, 

Zone 1, or Zone 2” should have been shown as strike-thru text and is not. The 

statement also shows that the reference to IP 15 was removed. However, the text 

“Area Classification Code for Petroleum Installations, Model Code, Part 15, 

Institute of Petroleum” should have been shown as strike-thru text and is not.

L. Evans Massey The statement shows that the reference to the US adoption of 60079-10-1 was 

updated. However, although the new text was added correctly, the text it replaced 

“ANSI/ISA-TR12.24.01-1988 (IEC 60079-10 Mod), Recommended Practice for 

Classification of Locations for Electrical Installations Classified as Class I, Zone 0, 

Zone 1, or Zone 2” should have been shown as strike-thru text and is not. The 

statement also shows that the reference to IP 15 was removed. However, the text 

“Area Classification Code for Petroleum Installations, Model Code, Part 15, 

Institute of Petroleum” should have been shown as strike-thru text and is not.
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David B. Wechsler This Second Revision does not reflect the entire action discussed and agreed to by 

the committee. The statement shows that the reference to the US adoption of 

60079-10-1 was updated. However, although the new text was added correctly, 

the text it replaced “ANSI/ISA-TR12.24.01-1988 (IEC 60079-10 Mod), 

Recommended Practice for Classification of Locations for Electrical Installations 

Classified as Class I, Zone 0, Zone 1, or Zone 2” should have been shown as strike-

thru text and is not. The last sentence of the Committee Statement reflects the 

committee’s desire to remove the reference to IP 15 in Informational Note #1, yet 

this action was not done by staff at the meeting. Thus, the text “Area Classification 

Code for Petroleum Installations, Model Code, Part 15, Institute of Petroleum” 

should have been shown as strike-thru text and is not. This needs to be corrected 

and re-balloted by the committee, if needed.

Mark Goodman Editorial: Delete "ANSI/TR12.24.01-1988 (IEC 60079-10-1 Mod)..." and it's title. 

This standard reference was replaced, but the removal of the old reference was 

apparently missed.

Robert A. Jones The statement shows that the reference to the US adoption of 60079-10-1 was 

updated. However, the text it replaced “ANSI/ISA-TR12.24.01-1988 (IEC 60079-10 

Mod), Recommended Practice for Classification of Locations for Electrical 

Installations Classified as Class I, Zone 0, Zone 1, or Zone 2” should have been 

shown as strike-thru text. Also, the text “Area Classification Code for Petroleum 

Installations, Model Code, Part 15, Institute of Petroleum” should have been 

shown as strike-thru text.
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John L. Simmons This second revision has an editorial issue that should be addressed. The 

statement shows that the reference to the US adoption of 60079-10-1 was 

updated. However, although the new text was added correctly, the text it replaced 

“ANSI/ISA-TR12.24.01-1988 (IEC 60079-10 Mod), Recommended Practice for 

Classification of Locations for Electrical Installations Classified as Class I, Zone 0, 

Zone 1, or Zone 2” should have been shown as strike-thru text and is not. The 

statement also shows that the reference to IP 15 was removed. However, the text 

“Area Classification Code for Petroleum Installations, Model Code, Part 15, 

Institute of Petroleum” should have been shown as strike-thru text and is not.

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 14

Affirmative with Comment 1

SR-3906, Section No. 505.15(B)(1), See SR-3906

Total Voted : 15
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Mark Goodman In the current system, this appears to be the only place to comment on the use of TC-ER-HL cable in Zone 1 

locations. As indicated in a number of Public Comments rejected by Panel 14, the unrestricted use of this cable 

type could potentially result in a reduction in safety. API supports Panel 7 actions that are documented in SR 1809 

that provide specific requirements for the jacket material, applicable voltages, ampacity restrictions, cable 

diameter, and labeling requirements. This is illustrated in the second revision in 336.10(11) below: 336.10(11) (11) 

In hazardous (classified) locations where specifically permitted by other articles in this Code. For Class I, Division 1 

and Zone 1 locations only, Type TC cable used for other than flexible connections shall also comply with the 

following: a. The cable jacket and construction shall be evaluated and listed for the specific hazardous materials 

present in the location, b. The hazardous material group(s) evaluated shall be marked on the cable, c. The cable 

diameter shall be limited to 1” or smaller, d. The cable shall be permitted only for voltages of 150 volts to ground 

or less and currents of 30 amps or less, and e. The cable shall be marked both “-ER” and “-HL” Panel 7 Committee 

Statement for justification of the above second revision. Revisions are being made in order to correlate the Uses 

Permitted for Type TC cable with the permitted installations in Sections 501.10(A)(1)(f) and 505.15(B)(1)(i). Many 

proposals were submitted during the 2014 and 2017 NEC revision cycles requesting and opposing the use of Type 

TC cable for use in hazardous locations. This resulted in First Revision 3940 expanding the use of tray cable into 

general wiring for Class I, Division I locations and removing the size restriction for Class I, Zone 1 locations. The 

Panel has evaluated both the proposals and information provided by manufacturers of Type TC cable, and the 

added language to 336.10 will provide guidance to users of Type TC for the allowed uses in hazardous locations for 

the 2017 NEC. Technical substantiation was submitted to the panel indicating that many of the hazardous 

materials will have an adverse effect on commercially available jacketing materials. Based on the information 

above, we recommend that for consistency, 505.15(B)(1)(i) be revised as per the following with "Article" removed 

and reference changed to 336.10 (not the entire article) per 501.10(A)(1) and 336.10(11) added as the correct 

reference for the specific restrictions for Zone 1: "(i) In industrial establishments with restricted public access, 

where the conditions of maintenance and supervision ensure that only qualified persons service the installation, 

for applications limited to 600 volts nominal or less, and where the cable is not subject to physical damage, Type 

TC-ER-HL cable listed for use in Class I, Zone 1 locations, with an overall jacket and a separate equipment 

grounding conductor(s) in accordance with 250.122, and terminated with fittings listed for the location, Type TC-

ER-HL cable shall be installed in accordance with the provisions of 336.10, including the restrictions of 336.10(7) 

and (11)."

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Total Voted : 15
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Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Total Voted : 15

SR-3903, Section No. 506.2, See SR-3903

SR-3924, Section No. 505.16(B)(2), See SR-3924

Total Voted : 15
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Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

SR-3904, Section No. 506.5(B)(2), See SR-3904

Total Voted : 15

SR-3908, Section No. 506.6(B), See SR-3908

Total Voted : 15
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Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

SR-3909, Section No. 506.6(C), See SR-3909

SR-3907, Section No. 506.6(A), See SR-3907

Total Voted : 15

Total Voted : 15

SR-3905, Section No. 506.5(B)(3), See SR-3905
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Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

SR-3910, Section No. 506.9(C)(2), See SR-3910

Total Voted : 15

Total Voted : 15

SR-3911, Section No. 506.9(B), See SR-3911

Total Voted : 15
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Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Eligible to Vote: 16

Not Returned : 1

Ryan Parks

Vote Selection Votes Comments

Affirmative 15

Affirmative with Comment 0

Negative 0

Abstain 0

Total Voted : 15

SR-3914, Article 516, See SR-3914

SR-3929, Section No. 515.3, See SR-3929

Total Voted : 15
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