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5-1 Log #160 NEC-P05
(Entire Document)

Final Action: Reject

NOTE: The following proposal consists of Comment 5-1 on Proposal 5-1 in
the 2004 May Meeting National Electrical Code Committee Report on
Proposals. This comment was held for further study during the processing
of the 2004 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE. The recommendation in
Proposal 5-1 was:

Change the term “equipment grounding conductor” to “equipment
bonding conductor” throughout the NEC.

Submitter: Glenn W. Zieseniss, Crown Point, IN

Recommendation: The recommendation to change the term “equipment
grounding conductor” to “equipment bonding conductor” throughout the NEC
should have been accepted.

Substantiation: A descriptive designation of EGC and EBC is a necessity to
using the NEC effectively. | agree with the comments of Messers. Dobrowsky,
Johnston, Mello, Skuggevig, and White. In just the last 3 months, had reviewed
plans for 3 cell towers and equipment. Two of the plans specifically stated the
installation to be installed per the NEC and local codes, then went on to
specifically have an Isolated ground rod for the Service Equipment and another
Isolated ground rod for the Telco (telephone) service to the building. The third
installation showed very well detail ground ring with all of the connections to it
and the Grounding Bar detail, then did not connect the Service Equipment to
the grounding ring which is only inches away. These plans were stamped by
Electrical Engineer(s).

Comments by some of the “Explanation of Negative”, such as “the terms
ground, grounding and equipment ground conductor have been used in the
NEC for years and are widely understood”. But it is not widely understood by
all electrical people!

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The panel does not accept the proposal and comment to
globally change the term “equipment grounding conductor” to “equipment
bonding conductor” throughout the 2008 NEC. The NEC Technical Correlating
Committee formed a Task Group on Grounding and Bonding with the
assignment to explore the issues identified in Proposal/Comment 5-1 (from the
2005 Code cycle) regarding “grounding” and “bonding”, and to consider
development of proposals for the 2008 NEC to establish consistent use of the
terms as outlined in Proposal/Comment 5-1.

The Technical Correlating Committee Task Group on Grounding and Bonding
developed the following proposals: 5-2, 5-6, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-14, 5-38, 5-48, 5-
61, 5-76, 5-77, and 5-337. These proposals to CMP-5 revise definitions in
Article 100 and sections of Article 250 to improve and clarify requirements
related to grounding and bonding. Additional proposals were submitted to other
articles.

All of these proposals were balloted through the TCC. After the ballot, the
Task Group considered each of the negative comments received. The task
group responded to and addressed each negative comment and clarified its
intentions. See panel actions and statements on Proposals 5-2, 5-6, 5-8, 5-9, 5-
12, 5-14, 5-38, 5-48, 5-61, 5-76, 5-77, and 5-337.

Number Eligible to Vote: 15
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 14 Negative: 1
Explanation of Negative:

DOBROWSKY, P.: The work of the task group on bonding and grounding
made many changes that help clarify where items are connected to instead of
simply saying they need to be grounded. Changing the term “equipment
grounding conductor” to “equipment bonding conductor” is still necessary
because presently the terms are not clear.

18-1 Log #161 NEC-P18
(Entire Document)

Final Action: Reject

NOTE: The following proposal consists of Comment 18-1 on Proposal 18-1
in the 2004 May Meeting National Electrical Code Committee Report on
Proposals. This comment was held for further study during the processing
of the 2004 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE. The recommendation in
Proposal 18-1was:

Change the term “equipment grounding conductor” to “equipment
bonding conductor” throughout the NEC.

Submitter: John Stricklin, International Assoc. of Electrical Inspectors
Recommendation: Equipment grounding conductor to be changed to
equipment bonding conductor.

Substantiation: Eustace Soares stated in his book “Grounding Electrical
Distribution Systems for Safety”, if | were asked to describe what it is that is
responsible for the mystery in “Grounding” my answer could be given in ONE
word. That word would be TRADITION. Tradition has been the nemesis of the
progress of civilization for centuries. The only way we can fight the enemy of
tradition is to view the facts with an open mind and not let tradition close our
eyes to the truth.

TRADITION says we did something fifty years or more ago so we became
hide-bound (having an inflexible character) and continue to do it despite the
changes over the years, which dictate otherwise.

Eustace Soares states in the preface of his book on grounding, “The
effectiveness and safety of any system finally rests on the methods of
installations. The book covers pitfalls that must be avoided in order to comply
with the rules as set down in the Code.”

One of these pitfalls is to separate the differences between “Ground,
grounded and grounding” and “Bond, bonded, and bonding.”

Ground, grounded and grounding relate to “Electrical systems that are
grounded shall be connected to earth in a manner that will limit the voltage
imposed by lightning, line surges, or unintentional contact with higher-voltage
lines and that will stabilize the voltage to earth during normal operation.” Is it
not the power supplier that needs, “line surges, or unintentional contact with
higher-voltage lines and that will stabilize the voltage to earth during their
noraml operations?”

Bond, bonded, and bonding relate to “Non-current-carrying conductive
materials enclosing electrical conductors or equipment, or forming part of such
equipment, shall be connected together and to the electrical supply source in a
manner that establishes an effective fault current path.”

Until the users of the National Electrial Code, change grounding and bonding
to what they really are and mean, nearly everyone that trys to use the present
NEC is always confused. Ground, grounded and grounding relate to lightning
protection. Bond, bonded, bonding relates to fault current protection. When
grounding and bonding are separated, that could be the first step in making
grounding workable.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The term Equipment Bonding Conductor as proposed is not
consistent with the TCC Task Group Proposal 18-8, which is accepted by the
panel. The work of the TCC Task Group shown in Proposal 18-8 establishes
common definitions and guidance for these terms throughout the Code.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

18-2 Log #162 NEC-P18
(Entire Document)

Final Action: Reject

NOTE: The following proposal consists of Comment 18-2 on Proposal 18-1
in the 2004 May Meeting National Electrical Code Committee Report on
Proposals. This comment was held for further study during the processing
of the 2004 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE. The recommendation in
Proposal 18-1 was:

Change the term “equipment grounding conductor” to “equipment
bonding conductor” throughout the NEC.
Submitter: John Stricklin, International Assoc. of Electrical Inspectors
Recommendation: Change equipment grounding conductor to equipment
bonding conductor.
Substantiation: The NEC is supposed to be “THE BOOK?” for electricians
and the users of electricity. The biggest part of the NEC is easy to understand
but “GROUNDING” is another subject. How many people have been injured
or killed, or had personal property destroyed by the misunderstanding of
grounding? This little three word (equipment bonding conductor) change could
be the most important change ever made in the NEC.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The term Equipment Bonding Conductor as proposed is not
consistent with the TCC Task Group Proposal 18-8, which is accepted by the
panel. The work of the TCC Task Group shown in Proposal 18-8 establishes
common definitions and guidance for these terms throughout the Code.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

18-3 Log #163 NEC-P18
(Entire Document)

Final Action: Reject

NOTE: The following proposal consists of Comment 18-2a on Proposal 18-
1 in the 2004 May Meeting National Electrical Code Committee Report on
Proposals. This comment was held for further study during the processing
of the 2004 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE. The recommendation in
Proposal 18-1 was:

Change the term “equipment grounding conductor” to “equipment
bonding conductor” throughout the NEC.
Submitter: Paul Dobrowsky, Holley, NY
Recommendation: Accept the proposal.
Substantiation: | still believe changing the term equipment grounding
conductor (EGC) to equipment bonding conductor (EBC) remains the best
thing to do, and understand there is still much to do. Although the necessary
2/3 vote by CMP5 was not achieved, a majority vote was, indicating that there
is support for the change. Using the present term, one must “ignore” the actual
language. It is amazing how many individuals shared verbal comments that
using the proposed term is much clearer. These comments came from those
that are very experienced. Some indicate that the existing terms are acceptable
and have been used for many years. That doesn’t make them correct, and to
understand the function and concept, one must actually ignore the definitions.
What about the new user of the NEC? We need to think of the future and
whether this change is helpful.

Some have argued that a great expense will be incurred, but what about
the hidden expense of misunderstanding. If a FPN is included with the new
definition (EBC) indicating that the term equipment grounding conductor
was for this purpose in past editions of the NEC, product standards and
manufacturers instructions can be changed as part of the normal revision
process. In the 2002 NEC, the term “lighting fixture” was changed to
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“luminaire” with no indication of a tremendous expense to the industry.
Retailers continue to advertise they are selling lighting fixtures. In many
applications, the device terminal described as that intended for the connection
of the equipment grounding conductor actually is “grounded” using equipment
bonding jumper. That jumper doesn’t get connected to ground; it completes

the fault current path by bonding. In many instances, the fault can be cleared
with no current passing through “ground.” Electricians will continue to connect
the green colored or bare conductor to the green device terminal regardless of
whether the manufacturer’s literature describes it as an equipment grounding
terminal.

Some have argued that there will be a fortune to be made in seminars. |
believe that this will be fairly easy to explain and will actually decrease the
amount of education necessary in the future because the terms will be more
self evident of what they are being used for. In 250.80 and 250.84 we provide
exceptions that “do not require elbows buried in the earth to be grounded.”
They are in the earth! Isn’t that grounded by the definition?

The discussions related to the proposed concept have been very interesting
and enlightening and has already increased the awareness of the differences
between grounding and bonding. The true quality of many individuals was very
evident, and exemplifies the NEC process. Even those individuals that disagree
with this change continue to remain good friends.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The term Equipment Bonding Conductor as proposed is not
consistent with the TCC Task Group Proposal 18-8, which is accepted by the
panel. The work of the TCC Task Group shown in Proposal 18-8 establishes
common definitions and guidance for these terms throughout the Code.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

18-4 Log #1121 NEC-P18
(Entire Document)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Daniel Leaf, Seneca, SC

Recommendation: Change “luminaire(s)” to “lighting fixtures”.
Substantiation: There is no definition for a lighting fixture which does not
conform to the definition of luminaire. A chandelier with unenclosed (not
protected) lamps does not conform to the definition nor does a fluorescent
fixture without a lens. The proposed definition does not include equipments
which are basically lampholders, such as sign receptacles, pendant supported
brass screw shell lampholders, or porcelain and plastic lampholders designed
for mounting on an outlet box, or weatherproof type lampholders.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The proposal would change the term “Luminaire” to “Light
Fixture”. Making this change would not address the concerns expressed in the
substantiation.

There are luminaire designs that do not include a diffuser. In these instances
the light is “distributed” by the lamp alone.

“Luminaire” is the term specified by the IESNA, in the ANSI/UL safety
standards and the ANSI/NEMA performance standards for lighting products
that were previously referred to as “light fixtures” in the U.S. “Luminaire”
is also the term used in IEC standards and accepted globally. It is the panel’s
intent to use the internationally accepted term in this Code.

The panel also agrees that lampholders and sign receptacles are not luminaires.
See panel action and statement on Proposal 18-44, which deletes the term
“(fixture)” throughout the Code. See also Panel Proposal 18-4b (log CP1800)
which revises the definition of luminaire as follows: Luminaire — A complete
lighting unit consisting of a light source such as a lamp or lamps, together

with the parts designed to position the light source and connect it to the power
supply. It may also include parts to protect the light source, ballast, or distribute
the light. A lampholder itself is not a luminaire.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

ARTICLE 90 — INTRODUCTION

1-1 Log #808 NEC-PO1
(90 and and 110)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: John MacLennan, Prescott, WI

Recommendation: Since the NFPA Standards do exist and are written to
further define the NEC 70 why then aren’t they mentioned as a requirement

in their associated articles of the NEC 70? | am now retired but I still keep
myself active in the codes. As the proud holder of a MN Master Electrician’s/
Contractors License | speak out whenever the need arises on a given subject as
to the further requirements of the NFPA Bulletins on various subjects!
Substantiation: | discussed inspection discrepancies | have come across
through my 50 years in the trades, with the the promoters of the seminar

| attended in Jan 2005 in MN. | was told by the heirarchy from the MN
Electrical State Board that although the NFPA does go a step further, MN laws
only allow us to enforce the NEC70! So my question is why muddy the waters
with un enforced recommendations?

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The submitter does not provide specific locations for the
recommended changes or proposed text, as required by 4-3.3(b) and 4-3.3(c) of
the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-2 Log #3561 NEC-P01
(90.2(D) & (E) (New))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Jeffrey Boksiner, Telcordia Technologies, Inc.
Recommendation: Add new 90.2(D) and 90.2(E) as follows:

(D) Existing Installations. Existing electrical installations that do not comply
with the provisions of this code shall be permitted to be continued in use unless
the authority having jurisdiction for enforcing this code determines that the
lack of conformity with this code presents an imminent danger to occupants.
Where changes are required for correction of hazards, a reasonable amount of
time shall be given for compliance, depending on the degree of the hazard.

(E) Additions, Alterations, or Repairs. Additions, alterations, or repairs to any
building, structure, or premises shall conform to that required of a new building
without requiring the existing building to comply with all the requirements
of this code. Additions, alterations, installations, or repairs shall not cause
an existing building to become unsafe or to adversely affect the performance
of the building as determined by the authority having jurisdiction. Electrical
wiring added to an existing service, feeder, or branch circuit shall not result in
an installation that violates the provisions of the code in force at the time the
additions are made.

Substantiation: The proposed text is intended to clarify in the scope of the
code that the NEC is not retroactive. The proposed wording is based on 80.9(B)
and (C) of Annex G. Presently, Annex G is informative unless specifically
adopted by the local jurisdiction. However, there is confusion and uncertainty
about application of the code, and the proposed text should be a normative part
of the NEC. The application of the NEC described in the proposed wording is
the established practice in the majority of jurisdictions. The assumption that
the NEC is not retroactive is sometimes the basis for acceptance or rejection of
NEC change proposals.

Other standards that are adopted into law by reference contain sections on
application. An example is rule 013 of the National Electrical Safety Code
(NESC).

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: Retroactive application is within the purview of the adopting
jurisdictions, such as Annex G, which may be specifically adopted by the local
authority having jurisdiction adopting the NEC. The Code itself cannot usurp
the authority of these jurisdictions. The submitter’s concerns are addressed by
90.1(A) and (B) and in other NFPA standards such as NFPA 73.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

MCCARVER, R.: While retroactive application may be in the purview
of adopting jurisdictions, it is seldom their practice to make retroactive
applications. It is difficult to see how moving this statement from Annex G into
the Code could be seen as usurping the authority of an adopting jurisdiction.
All a jurisdiction has to do is adopt the Code without this clause if it desires.
There is no authority being usurped. The NFPA Manual of Style, paragraph
1.6.1.5, provides that “retroactivity statements shall be used as applicable.”
Annex A of that document even provides suggested language for retroactivity
statements.

Questions continually arise from Code users as to whether the NEC is
retroactive. Frequently the NEC is interpreted incorrectly on this issue leading
to unnecessary added installation and maintenance procedures and costs. The
proposed revision clarifies the scope of the NEC relevant to retroactivity and
re-institutes retroactivity considerations as normative text.

1-3 Log #3346 NEC-PO1
(90-2(1)(3))

Final Action: Reject

TCC Action: The Technical Correlating Committee advises that Article
Scope statements and are the responsibility of the Technical Correlating
Committee, however, 90.2 covers the scope of the NEC and is not an
Avrticle Scope statement.

Submitter: Paula Walach, P&G/Gillette

Recommendation: Revise text to read:

Exception to railway rolling stock. This would be limited to railway rolling
stock that runs confined in railway territory with overhead electric catenary,and
or third rail or street running conduit slot. Only where the rolling stock cars are
occupied in the same manor as a place of public assembly,and are equipped
with bathrooms and restaurant facilities or sleeping quarters, that as rolling
stock defined only that carries passenger for hire. It also may address station
facilities and waiting rooms, that are connected with electric railway systems. It
does not cover substations, locomotive, or general power distribution. Power
for such electric railway can have power derived from a local utility grid.
Substantiation: With the advent of such electric railway rolling stock having
being equipped for lap top computers, lavatories having Ground fault circuit
interrupter, food service cars having all sorts of electrical appliances that is
normally supplied by on board electric power, there has to be regulation of
installation and repair of such on board conviences. Then qualified people
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(licensed electricians in jurisdictions that such rolling stock is maintained or
built) that work in building premise wiring would carry out a same safe
standard.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject
Panel Statement: The requirements of the Code have been developed,
recognizing that railway rolling stock is not covered, as 90.2(B)(3) is specific
to only railways operating rolling stock associated with generation,
transformation, transmission, or distribution of power. The proposed language
is general and makes an exception to the scope of the Code. As such it is not
specific as to which Code requirements would be applicable to rolling stock
and which would not be applicable. The concerns of the submitter would best
be directed to those industry standards governing railway rolling stock. In
addition, the substantiation addresses station facilities and waiting rooms that
are presently covered by the Code under 90.2(A).

The Manual of Style for NFPA Technical Documents, Section 2.3.5.4, states
that “exceptions shall not be permitted to be used where the exception covers
the predominate use or application and would more appropriately be addressed
as a requirement.” CMP-1 notes that the NEC Style Manual, Section 2.2.1,
requires that “the approval of the article scope statements is the responsibility
of the Technical Correlating Committee.”

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

14 Log #3203 NEC-PO1
(90.2(A)(2), FPN 2)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Donald Cook, Shelby County Development Services
Recommendation: Delete this FPN completely.

Substantiation: A review of 90.2 (A) and (B), the Article 100 definition of
service point, the complete NEC text and specifically the text in Articles 225,
and 230 leads one to believe that electrical wiring and equipment located on
the load side of the service point is under the scope of the NEC. This FPN,
which based on the text in 90.5(C) is not enforceable, provides no value to the
NEC user.

If industry believes information in the NESC is necessary for installations on
the load side of the service point, that information should included as
requirements of the NEC, not as a FPN. As an FPN, it only adds to the
confusion of designers, installers, and AHJ’s working on installations working
on premises wiring.

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The FPN provides the user of the Code an applicable
resource that can be adopted by governmental bodies to cover industrial
substations or multibuilding complexes. Although the submitter recognizes
these rules are not covered fully in the Code, ANSI C2 provides the specific
information for those installations.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 11 Negative: 1

Explanation of Negative:

HICKMAN, P.: We are voting negative to the panel action to reject proposal
1-4. Our explanation is as follows:

While we agree that a FPN reference to the NESC may be helpful, we agree
with the submitter that “as an FPN, it only adds to the confusion of designers,
installers, and AHJ’s working on installations working on premises wiring.” We
further agree with the submitter that “if industry believes information in the
NESC is necessary for installations on the load side of the service point, that
information should included as requirements of the NEC, not as a FPN.”

1-5 Log #2018 NEC-P01
(90.2(B)(5)(b))

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Wayne Robinson, Lothian, MD
Recommendation: Delete the following text:

Are located in legally established easements, rights-of-way, or by other
agreements either designated by or recognized by the public service
commissions, utility commissions, or other regulatory agencies having
jurisdiction for such installations.

Substantiation: 90.2(B)(5)(b) Allows public utilities to work in established
easements and rights of ways. Public Utilities are interpreting that the present
language allows the utility to install lighting installations in private parking
areas, without proper permitting or oversight by the AHJ. The removal of “or
by other agreements either” will limit the public service commission and utility
commissions authority to establish easements or rights-of-way for the
distribution of electricity, not for electrical installations on private property
covered by 90.2(A). Utilities in Maryland have been granted the ability to
supersede the NEC by the public service commission and install private area
lighting without service disconnects, branch circuit protection or proper
grounding means under Article 250 NEC. | believe this is unsafe and wrong.
Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: The text “or by other agreements” allows for the installation
of utility facilities directed by their regulatory commissions on other than
easements or right of ways through applications executed for service to the
premise. These facilities include private area lighting, the safety of which is

covered through utility conformance with the requirements of the authorities
having jurisdiction over the utility.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 10 Negative: 2

Explanation of Negative:

HICKMAN, P.: We are voting negative to the panel action to reject proposal
1-5. Our explanation is as follows:

Accepting this Proposal will, in our opinion, go a long way towards achieving
a primary goal of a still-convened electrical industry coalition. The electrical
industry continues to struggle to find ways to stem the tide of the erosion of
installations installed and inspected in accordance with the requirements of the
NEC. It is important to note that this is not a debate on who should or who will
be making electrical installations, rather what installation codes are to be
followed and enforced. The presentation given by Mr. Mark Ode during the
CMP-1 ROP meeting on the proliferation of industrial machinery installations
built and installed outside the scope of the NEC and its enforcement is very
relevant example of that erosion of NEC installations and enforcement.

The use of difficult to enforce, potentially vague, and open-ended language
such as “or by other agreements” could be compared to writing a blank check.
Using words such as these and hoping they mean what CMP1 thought they
meant in the future does not seem prudent. As utilities continue to deregulate
and the electrical industry as a whole continues to seek its own level, it is hard
to imagine what the scope and implications of the words “or by other
agreements” could one day mean. An excellent picture of what could happen
was eloquently painted in the hypothetical example offered by the Chairman of
CMP-1, Mr. John Minnick, in the code making panel deliberations on this
issue. My notes indicate that he asked us to envision the Hilton Head Crowne
Plaza complex where we were meeting being installed per the NESC under
other agreements that are designated or recognized by regulatory agencies.
Imagine an entire complex of that size and complexity installed without the
requirements and enforcement of the NEC. The words “or by other agreements
could permit an “agreement” with a utility to completely disregard the safety
driven provisions of the NEC. Enforcement may no longer be necessary and
the electrical inspector may no longer be needed.

We continue to agree with Mr. Ivory’s vote to reject TC Comment 1-26a in the
2002 NEC cycle and his Explanation of Negative where he disagrees with the
TC-generated substantiation’s general assertion that the “...amended wording
adds more clarity....” Furthermore, it is extremely important to note that the
term “or by other agreements” did not have public review when it went into the
NEC. The term “or by other agreements” first appeared in the 2002 NEC. The
term did not appear in the 1999 NEC or prior editions of the NEC.
Researching this fact clearly points out that this text was not incorporated into
NFPA-70 through an ANSI consensus process. The term “or by other
agreements” does not appear in a public Proposal or Comment in the 2002
NEC cycle. That term was introduced in a Technical Committee Comment
(Comment 1-26a). Therefore, it is our position that introduction of this term
was in violation of Section 4-4.3.2 (now 4.4.3.2) of the NFPA Rules Governing
Committee Projects. It states that “Technical Committee-generated Comments
shall not introduce a concept that has not had public review.”

It is virtually impossible to argue or contemplate that in the context of
proposals and comments submitted in the 2002 cycle of the NEC that the term
“or by other agreements” was intended. A review of all proposals and
comments clearly reveals that no submitter suggested language that would
allow any entity to make an “agreement” with the utility to completely
disregard the NEC and eliminate electrical inspections. It is the position of the
IBEW that a very serious error has occurred in the NFPA consensus process.
We are of the opinion that the term “or by other agreements” did not have
public review and was therefore not appropriately introduced by the Technical
Committee (TC) in a TC-generated Comment. We ask that the TCC, Standards
Council and NFPA legal counsel review this issue.

HITTINGER, D.: Electrical work that is done on the load side of the utility is
subject to the NEC rules regardless of who does the work. The submitter
indicates in the substantiation that work is being done by utilities without
permits or inspections that enforce the NEC requirements resulting in unsafe
installations. The panel statement addresses “or by other agreements” to allow
for the installation of utility facilities through applications executed for service
to the premises but does not address the concerns raised by the submitter for
parking lot lighting installations on private property by a utility company. If
that is the intent of the statement, a utility could wire an entire building “by
other agreements.” The panel should accept the deletion of the statement to
limit the utilities’ work to legally established easements or rights of way.
Comment on Affirmative:

LABRAKE, JR., N.: Deleting the text “or by other agreements” could cause a
conflict with existing governing laws; i.e., local, state, federal. Out sourcing of
work by utilities is controlled by the utilities methods and procedures within
their tariffs and rules.

1-6 Log #839 NEC-PO1L
(90.3)

Final Action: Accept in Principle

Submitter: Stephen W. Drayton, Eastern Idaho Electrical JATC
Recommendation: Revise as follows:

Chapter 9 consists of tables and shall be applicable only as referenced
elsewhere in the NEC.
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Substantiation: The rest of 90.3 and Figure 91.3 states how each of the
chapters are arranged and how they apply except for the Chapter 9 statement.
Panel Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Revise this proposal as follows:

“Chapter 9 consists of tables applicable as referenced.”

Panel Statement: The mandatory text of “shall” is not required for this
statement and the text is revised according to the NEC Style Manual.
Number Eligible to Vote: 12

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12

1-7 Log #3037 NEC-PO1
(90.3)

Final Action: Reject

Submitter: Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International / Rep. American Fire
Safety Council
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

90.3 Code Arrangement.

This Code is divided into the introduction and nine chapters, as shown in
Figure 90.3. Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 4 apply generally; Chapters 5, 6, and 7 apply
to special occupancies, special equipment, or other special conditions. These
latter chapters supplement or modify the general rules. Chapters 1 through 4
apply except as amended by Chapters 5, 6, and 7 for the particular conditions.
Chapter 8 covers communications systems and is ret subject to the
requirements of Chapters 1 through 7 exeept-where unless the requirements
are specifically excluded referenced in Chapter 8.

Chapter 9 consists of tables.

Annexes are not part of the requirements of this Code but are included for
informational purposes only.

The same changes are needed in Figure 90.3, as shown below.
Substantiation: It is important to make this change because the fire safety
implications of the wiring in Chapter 8 should be discussed at a level that
exceeds that of CMP 16, which has total responsibility now (subject, of course,
to the oversight of the Technical Correlating Committee).

A key issue is the issue of grounding of wires, cables and conductors, which
is addressed, of course, in Article 250, which Chapter does not need to follow.
The wiring covered by Chapter 8 is often not low voltage wiring and it is
inappropriate that Chapter 2, for example, should not apply. Chapter 8 should
become a special condition type of chapter, just like Chapters 5 through 7. This
may have implications in other areas, which will have to be looked into in
detail, probably. However, the safety considerations are critical here.

With regard to wiring in ducts, for example, Chapter 3, in article 300, states
that there shall be no wiring in ducts, as follows:

300.22 (A) Ducts for Dust, Loose Stock, or Vapor Removal. “No wiring
systems of any type shall be installed in ducts used to transport dust, loose
stock, or flammable vapors. No wiring system of any type shall be installed in
any duct, or shaft containing only such ducts, used for vapor removal or for
ventilation of commercial-type cooking equipment.”

At present this is consistent with the statements in each one of the articles in
Chapter 8, as follows, for articles 800, 820 and 830:

800.133 Installation of Communications Wires, Cables, and Equipment.
(D) Wiring in Ducts for Dust, Loose Stock, or Vapor Removal. Section
300.22(A) shall apply.

800.154 Applications of Listed Communications Wires and Cables and
Communications Raceways.

Communications wires and cables shall comply with the requirements of
800.154(A) through 800.154(F) or where cable substitutions are made in
accordance with 800.154(G)

(A) Plenum. Cables installed in ducts, plenums, and other spaces used for
environmental air shall be Type CMP. Abandoned cables shall not be
permitted to remain. Types CMP, CMR, CMG, CM, and CMX and
communications wire installed in compliance with 300.22 shall be permitted.
Listed plenum communications raceways shall be permitted to be installed in
ducts and plenums as described in 300.22(B) and in other spaces used for
environmental air as described in 300.22(C). Only Type CMP cable shall be
permitted to be installed in raceways.

FPN: See 8.14.1 of NFPA 13-2002, Installation of Sprinkler Systems, for
requirements for sprinklers in concealed spaces containing exposed
combustibles.

820.3 Other Articles.

Circuits and equipment shall comply with 820.3(A) through 820.3(G).

(A) Spread of Fire or Products of Combustion. Section 300.21 shall apply.
The accessible portion of abandoned coaxial cables shall be removed.

(B) Ducts, Plenums, and Other Air-Handling Spaces. Section 300.22, where
installed in ducts, plenums, or other spaces used for environmental air, shall
apply.

Exception: As permitted in 820.154(A).

820.154 Applications of Listed CATV Cables and CATV Raceways.

CATV cables shall comply with the requirements of 820.154(A) through
820.154(D) or where cable substitutions are made as shown in Table 820.154.
(A) Plenums. Cables installed in ducts, plenums, and other spaces used for
environmental air shall be Type CATVP. Abandoned cables shall not be
permitted to remain. Types CATVP, CATVR, CATV, and CATVX cables
installed in compliance with 300.22 shall be permitted. Listed plenum CATV
raceways shall be permitted to be installed in ducts and plenums as described
in 300.22(B) and in other spaces used for environmental air as described in
300.22(C). Only Type CATVP cable shall be permitted to be installed in these
raceways.

FPN: See 8.14.1 of NFPA 13-2002, Installation of Sprinkler Systems, for
requirements for sprinklers in concealed spaces containing exposed
combustibles.

830.3 Other Articles.

Circuits and equipment shall comply with 830.3(A) through 830.3(E).

(A) Spread of Fire or Products of Combustion. Section 300.21 shall apply.
The accessible portion of abandoned network-powered broadband
communications cables shall be removed.

(B) Ducts, Plenums, and Other Air-Handling Spaces. Section 300.22 shall
apply where installed in ducts, plenums, or other spaces used for
environmental air.

Exception: As permitted in 830.154(B).

830.151 Medium Power Network-Powered Broadband Communications
System Wiring Methods.

Medium power network-powered broadband communications systems shall
be installed within buildings using listed Type BM or Type BMR, network-
powered broadband communications medium power cables.

(A) Ducts, Plenums, and Other Air-Handling Spaces. Section 300.22 shall
apply.

Hpgv\);ever, CMP 16 added into articles 800 and 820 the definition of a new
term, which is actually not used in the articles, namely “air duct”, as follows:
Air Duct. A conduit or passageway for conveying air to or from heating,
cooling, air conditioning, or ventilating equipment, but not including the
plenum.

Since air ducts are neither defined in Chapter 100 of the NEC nor in Chapter
3, clearly, the intent of the addition of this definition is to add requirements for
wiring in air ducts. In fact, CMP 16, responsible for Chapter 8, approved
proposals for the last edition of the NEC that would have allowed wiring
methods into air ducts, before Standards Council imposed a moratorium.

[ Figure 90.3 Code Arrangement

Chapter 1 - General

Chapter 2 - Wiring and Protection
Chapter 3 - Wiring Methods and Materials
Chapter 4 - Equipment for General Use

Applies Generally to All Electrical
Installations

Supplements or Modifies Chapters 1 through 4

Chapter 5 - Special Occupancies|
Chapter 6 - Special Equipment
IChapter 7 - Special Conditions

Chapter 8 is net subject to the
requirements of Chapters 1 through 7

Chapter 8 - Communications Systems except-where unless the requirements
are specifically referenced excluded
in Chapter 8.
[Chapter 9 - Tables | Applicable as Referenced

[Annex A through Annex G

f Informational only; not mandatory
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Another example of potential problems is that the communications wiring
methods defined in 300.22 would, at first sight, appear to exclude the use of
the type of cables that is normally used in plenums (or in “other spaces used
for environmental air””), namely CL2P, CL3P, FPLP, NPLFP, OFNP, OFCP,
CMP, CATVP and BLP. In fact, however, the CATVP and BLP wiring systems
are covered confusingly in articles 820 and 830 by the exclusion of Chapter 8
from requiring compliance with article 300.22, with added exceptions, as
follows:

820.3 Other Articles.

Circuits and equipment shall comply with 820.3(A) through 820.3(G).

(A) Spread of Fire or Products of Combustion. Section 300.21 shall apply.
The accessible portion of abandoned coaxial cables shall be removed.

(B) Ducts, Plenums, and Other Air-Handling Spaces. Section 300.22, where
installed in ducts, plenums, or other spaces used for environmental air, shall
apply.

Exception: As permitted in 820.154(A).

820.154 Applications of Listed CATV Cables and CATV Raceways.

CATV cables shall comply with the requirements of 820.154(A) through
820.154(D) or where cable substitutions are made as shown in Table 820.154.
(A) Plenums. Cables installed in ducts, plenums, and other spaces used for
environmental air shall be Type CATVP. Abandoned cables shall not be
permitted to remain. Types CATVP, CATVR, CATYV, and CATVX cables
installed in compliance with 300.22 shall be permitted. Listed plenum CATV
raceways shall be permitted to be installed in ducts and plenums as described
in 300.22(B) and in other spaces used for environmental air as described in
300.22(C). Only Type CATVP cable shall be permitted to be installed in these
raceways.

FPN: See 8.14.1 of NFPA 13-2002, Installation of Sprinkler Systems, for
requirements for sprinklers in concealed spaces containing exposed
combustibles.

830.3 Other Articles.

Circuits and equipment shall comply with 830.3(A) through 830.3(E).

(A) Spread of Fire or Products of Combustion. Section 300.21 shall apply.
The accessible portion of abandoned network-powered broadband
communications cables shall be removed.

(B) Ducts, Plenums, and Other Air-Handling Spaces. Section 300.22 shall
apply where installed in ducts, plenums, or other spaces used for
environmental air.

Exception: As permitted in 830.154(B).

830.154 Low-Power Network-Powered Broadband Communications System
Wiring Methods.

Low-power network-powered broadband communications systems shall
comply with any of the requirements of 830.154(A) through 830.154(D).

(A) In Buildings. Low-power network-powered broadband communications
systems shall be installed within buildings using listed Type BLX, Type BL,
Type BLR, or Type BLP network-powered broadband communications low-
power cables.

(B) Ducts, Plenums, and Other Air-Handling Spaces. Cables installed in
ducts, plenums, and other spaces used for environmental air shall be Type
BLP. Type BLX cable installed in compliance with 300.22 shall be permitted.
However, CMP cables are also covered confusingly in Article 800, which
states as follows:

800.3 Other Articles.

(A) Hybrid Power and Communications Cables. The provisions of 780.6 shall
apply for listed hybrid power and communications cables in closed-loop and
programmed power distribution.

FPN: See 800.179(J) for hybrid power and communications cable in other
applications.

(B) Hazardous (Classified) Locations. Communications circuits and
equipment installed in a location that is classified in accordance with Article
500 shall comply with the applicable requirements of Chapter 5.

(C) Spread of Fire or Products of Combustion. Section 300.21 shall apply.
The accessible portion of abandoned communications cables shall not be
permitted to remain.

(D) Equipment in Other Space Used for Environmental Air. Section
300.22(C) shall apply.

800.154 Applications of Listed Communications Wires and Cables and
Communications Raceways.

Communications wires and cables shall comply with the requirements of
800.154(A) through 800.154(F) or where cable substitutions are made in
accordance with 800.154(G)

(A) Plenum. Cables installed in ducts, plenums, and other spaces used for
environmental air shall be Type CMP. Abandoned cables shall not be
permitted to remain. Types CMP, CMR, CMG, CM, and CMX and
communications wire installed in compliance with 300.22 shall be permitted.
Listed plenum communications raceways shall be permitted to be installed in
ducts and plenums as described in 300.22(B) and in other spaces used for
environmental air as described in 300.22(C). Only Type CMP cable shall be
permitted to be installed in raceways.

Going to articles 725, 760 and 770, thecables are covered by exceptions as
follows:

725.3 Other Articles.

Circuits and equipment shall comply with the articles or sections listed in
725.3(A) through 725.3(G). Only those sections of Article 300 referenced in
this article shall apply to Class 1, Class 2, and Class 3 circuits.

(A) Number and Size of Conductors in Raceway. Section 300.17.

(B) Spread of Fire or Products of Combustion. Section 300.21. The
accessible portion of abandoned Class 2, Class 3, and PLTC cables shall be
removed.

(C) Ducts, Plenums, and Other Air-Handling Spaces. Class 1, Class 2, and
Class 3 circuits installed in ducts, plenums, or other space used for
environmental air shall comply with 300.22. Type CL2P or CL3P cables and
plenum signaling raceways shall be permitted for Class 2 and Class 3 circuits
installed in other spaces used for environmental air.

760.3 Other Articles.

Circuits and equipment shall comply with 760.3(A) through 760.3(F). Only
those sections of Article 300 referenced in this article shall apply to fire
alarm systems.

(A) Spread of Fire or Products of Combustion. Section 300.21. The
accessible portion of abandoned fire alarm cables shall be removed.

(B) Ducts, Plenums, and Other Air-Handling Spaces. Section 300.22, where
installed in ducts or plenums or other spaces used for environmental air.

Exception: As permitted in 760.30(B)(1) and (B)(2) and 760.61(A).

760.30 Multiconductor NPLFA Cables.

Multiconductor non—power-limited fire alarm cables that meet the
requirements of 760.81 shall be permitted to be used on fire alarm circuits
operating at 150 volts or less and shall be installed in accordance with
760.30(A) and 760.30(B).

(B) Applications of Listed NPLFA Cables. The use of non—power-limited fire
alarm circuit cables shall comply with 760.30(B)(1) through (B)(4).

(1) Ducts and Plenums. Multiconductor non—power-limited fire alarm circuit
cables, Types NPLFP, NPLFR, and NPLF, shall not be installed exposed in
ducts or plenums.

FPN: See 300.22(B).

(2) Other Spaces Used for Environmental Air. Cables installed in other
spaces used for environmental air shall be Type NPLFP.

Exception No. 1: Types NPLFR and NPLF cables installed in compliance
with 300.22(C).

Exception No. 2: Other wiring methods in accordance with 300.22(C) and
conductors in compliance with 760.27(C).

Exception No. 3: Type NPLFP-CI cable shall be permitted to be installed to
provide a 2-hour circuit integrity rated cable.

760.61 Applications of Listed PLFA Cables.

PLFA cables shall comply with the requirements described in either
760.61(A), (B), or (C) or where cable substitutions are made as shown in
760.61(D).

(A) Plenum. Cables installed in ducts, plenums, and other spaces used for
environmental air shall be Type FPLP. Types FPLP, FPLR, and FPL cables
installed in compliance with 300.22 shall be permitted. Type FPLP-CI cable
shall be permitted to be installed to provide a 2-hour circuit integrity rated
cable.

770.3 Other Articles.

Circuits and equipment shall comply with 770.3(A) and 770.3(B). Only those
sections of Article 300 referenced in this article shall apply to optical fiber
cables and raceways.

(A) Spread of Fire or Products of Combustion. The requirements of 300.21
for electrical installations shall also apply to installations of optical fiber
cables and raceways. The accessible portion of abandoned optical fiber
cables shall be removed.

(B) Ducts, Plenums, and Other Air-Handling Spaces. The requirements of
300.22 for electric wiring shall also apply to installations of optical fiber
cables and raceways where they are installed in ducts or plenums or other
space used for environmental air.

Exception: As permitted in 770.154(A).

770.154 Applications of Listed Optical Fiber Cables and Raceways.
Nonconductive and conductive optical fiber cables shall comply with any of
the requirements given in 770.154(A) through 770.154(E) or where cable
substitutions are made as shown in 770.154(F).

(A) Plenums. Cables installed in ducts, plenums, and other spaces used for
environmental air shall be Type OFNP or OFCP. Abandoned cables shall not
be permitted to remain. Types OFNR, OFCR, OFNG, OFN, OFCG, and
OFC cables installed in compliance with 300.22 shall be permitted. Listed
plenum optical fiber raceways shall be permitted to be installed in ducts and
plenums as described in 300.22(B) and in other spaces used for
environmental air as described in 300.22(C). Only type OFNP and OFCP
cables shall be permitted to be installed in these raceways.

FPN: See 8.14.1 of NFPA 13 (2002), Installation of Sprinkler Systems, for
requirements for sprinklers in concealed spaces containing exposed
combustibles.

In consequence, it is important to ensure that proper guidance for wiring
systems is given throughout the NEC and that CMP 16 not be able to set its
own rules in a vacuum.

In many ways, the responsibility of overall requirements for Chapter 8 wiring
(which is, indeed, low voltage wiring, in most cases, albeit not in all cases) is
not that different from the responsibility of overall requirements for Chapters 5,
6, and 7 wiring and communications systems should be treated the same way
as the “special occupancies”, “special equipment” and “special conditions”
systems. In fact, communications systems could easily be considered special
equipment just like the equipment in Chapter 6.
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When chapter 8 was initially being treated differently, it was thought that it
would include only low voltage wiring. However, there are now “medium
power wiring” systems in articles 800, 820 and 830, as well as in articles 725,
760 and 770. Thus, there is actually less difference between the wiring systems
of articles 725, 760 and 770 and those of articles 800, 820 and 830 than is
apparent initially. In fact, network-powered broadband communications
systems can have up to 150 V and should be required to meet all grounding
requirements of article 250, rather than having a selection of rules made in
article 820: this is a worker safety issue.

The changes proposed to article 90 need to be correlated with a proposed
change to section 300.22 that specifically includes the permitted wiring
systems, such as the following, which is a proposal | am making to CMP 3.
With these changes, further clarity is added to the NEC.

300.22 Wiring in Ducts, Plenums, and Other Air-Handling Spaces.

The provisions of this section apply to the installation and uses of electric
wiring and equipment in ducts, plenums, and other air-handling spaces.
FPN: See Article 424, Part VI, for duct heaters.

(C) Other Space Used for Environmental Air. This section applies to space
used for environmental air-handling purposes other than ducts and plenums
as specified in 300.22(A) and (B). It does not include habitable rooms or
areas of buildings, the prime purpose of which is not air handling.

FPN: The space over a hung ceiling used for environmental air-handling
purposes is an example of the type of other space to which this section
applies.

Exception: This section shall not apply to the joist or stud spaces of dwelling
units where the wiring passes through such spaces perpendicular to the long
dimension of such spaces.

(1) Wiring Methods. The wiring methods for such other space shall be
limited to _the following:

(a) Totally enclosed. nonventilated. insulated busway having no provisions

for plug-in connections
(b) Type MI cable

(c) Type MC cable without an overall nonmetallic covering

(d) Type AC cable

(e) Factory-assembled multiconductor control or power cable that is
specifically listed for the use

(f) Listed prefabricated cable assemblies of metallic manufactured wiring
systems without nonmetallic sheath

(9) Cables and conductors installed in electrical metallic tubing, flexible
metallic tubing. intermediate metal conduit, rigid metal conduit without an
overall nonmetallic covering, flexible metal conduit, or, where accessible
surface metal raceway or metal wireway with metal covers or solid bottom
metal cable tray with solid metal covers

(h) Cables listed as low smoke-producing cable and fire-resistant cable
because the cable exhibits a maximum peak optical density of 0.5 or less, an
average optical density of 0.15 or less, and a maximum flame spread distance
of 1.52 m (5 ft) or less when tested in accordance with NFPA 262-2002
Standard Method of Test for Flame Travel and Smoke of Wires and Cables
for Use in Air-Handling Spaces.

(2) Equipment. Electrical equipment with a metal enclosure, or with a
nonmetallic enclosure listed for the use and having adequate fire-resistant
and low-smoke-producing characteristics, and associated wiring material
suitable for the ambient temperature shall be permitted to be installed in such
other space unless prohibited elsewhere in this Code.

Exception: Integral fan systems shall be permitted where specifically
identified for such use.

(D) Information Technology Equipment. Electric wiring in air-handling
areas beneath raised floors for information technology equipment shall be
permitted in accordance with Article 645.

| understand that the responsibility for scopes belongs to the NEC Technical
Correlating Committee, but this is being brought to the NEC TCC attention for
CMP 1 and TCC action

Panel Meeting Action: Reject

Panel Statement: CMP-1 rejects this proposal because it is incomplete and
would create conflicts with other panels for which there are no proposals to
resolve in this code cycle. However, the Panel concludes that the intent of the
submitter would be met as editorially modified by CMP-1 as follows:

90.3 Code Arrangement.

This Code is divided into the introduction and nine chapters, as shown in
Figure 90.3. Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 4 apply generally; Chapters 5, 6, are¢t 7 , and
8 apply to special occupancies, special equipment, er-ether-special conditions ,_
or communications systems . These latter chapters supplement or modify the
general rules. Chapters 1 through 4 apply except as amended by Chapters 5, 6,
and 7 ,and 8 for the particular conditions.

Chapier 8-covers eommurtications systems-and-isfiot subjeet to-the
The remainder of 90.3 would be unchanged by this proposal except for Figure
90.3.

Chapter 8 articles include references to other parts of the Code as deemed
applicable by CMP-16 to communications systems. If additional references or
other requirements in Chapter 8 are deemed necessary, specific proposals
should be made to CMP-16 for its consideration.

This proposal is being referred to the Technical Correlating Committee for
their consideration of: (1) the submitter’s contention that “...the fire safety
implications of the wiring in Chapter 8 should be discussed at a level that
exceeds that of CMP-16...”; and (2) whether Chapter 8 should remain a stand-
alone chapter. If the TCC disagrees with having Chapter 8 as a stand-alone
chapter, it is recommended that the TCC form a task group to generate the
necessary correlating proposals for the next code cycle.

The panel does not agree with all of the submitter’s substantiation.

Number Eligible to Vote: 12
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 12
Comment on Affirmative:

HICKMAN, P.: While we agree that this proposal has merit, we agree with
the Panel Action to Reject and the Panel Statement recognizing that the
proposal, as submitted, could create conflicts with requirements beyond the
purview of CMP1.

MCCARVER, R.: The Panel’s action to reject this proposal is the correct one.
Its statement, however, includes a suggestion to change the code arrangement
to treat Chapter 8 like Chapters 5 through 7. There is insufficient substantiation
for this suggestion. It is curious that panel members provide this suggestion in
a reject action, rather than addressing the merits of the original proposal.
Chapter 8 deals with communications systems, which are uniquely different
from power systems. It does not make sense to require the whole of the Code
to apply to communications systems when they differ so significantly from
power systems. Communications systems conductors and cables operate at
current and power levels greatly reduced from those of power circuits, and are
power-limited thereby greatly reducing the likelihood of electrical fire. The
grounding requirements of Chapter 8 have been in place for many years,
yielding an exemplary safety record. Some grounding considerations are
unique to Chapter 8 and it is appropriate that communications systems have
their own grounding requirements. However, where the requirements of Article
250 are applicable, they are referenced (see for example 800.100(B)(1),
800.100(B)(2), 800.100(C), 800.106(A) and similar sections in 820 and 830).
Article 770 references Article 250 for grounding as well. Hence, there are no
“fire safety implications” to the present requirements of Chapter 8 (and 770) as
the submitter alleged. Chapter 8 goes beyond other sections of the Code in that
it contains requirements for lightning protection. The present requirements
have a long-established exemplary safety record. The submitter failed to
provide any evidence refuting this, and the Panel failed in not recognizing that.

CMP16 contains balanced representation from the electrical industry
including electrical inspection, manufacturing, installation, power distribution
and communications. As such, CMP16 does not “set its own rules in a
vacuum,” but is specifically constituted to address both electrical and
communications safety issues. The submitter has indicated in his substantiation
that there are medium power wiring systems in Articles 800, 820, 830 and 770.
This is incorrect. Only Article 830 contains medium power systems; electrical
safety concerns have been properly addressed. Furthermore, Article 770 has no
power whatsoever. The submitter’s statements about wiring in air ducts are
confusing. Articles 725 and 800 have permitted plenum cables to be installed in
air ducts since the 1975 NEC. Currently, Articles 725, 760, 770, 800, 820 and
830 permit wiring in air ducts. The requirements are the same in these articles
notwithstanding the fact that three of them are in Chapter 7 and three are in
Chapter 8.

Finally, revisions suggested by either the original submitter or in the Panel
statement would result in pure chaos unless each and every requirement in
Chapters 1 through 6 were considered and addressed by CMP 16. There are no
proposals to do so.
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