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Guests: Chuck Kelly, Bob Meulemans, Bob Hobbs

Chairman Hank Kientz reported that the new 2000 edition of NFPA 70E standard is published.

· Hank will be submitting a change proposal for the term "de-energized" to agree with whatever the NESC finalizes

· NESC minimum approach distances were adopted

· OSHA 1910.333 minimum approach distances for non-qualified persons are included

· Comprehensive FR clothing requirements are included - Part II and Appendix F

WORKING GROUP REPORTS


-
WG 8.05, Clearance of supporting structures from other objects - disbanded

· WG 8.06, Maximum Use Voltage - submitted CP and disbanded

· WG 8.08, Terminology and work rules - disbanded

· WG 8.09, Broken Insulators - submitted CP and disbanded

· WG 8.10, Clothing - continues to meet. WG will prepare a report and CP for 2007 Code.

RESOLUTION OF COMMENTS FROM PREPRINT

Comment 3348

Rule: Part 1, 2 & 4

CP 2205

Subcommittee Recommendation: Accept in principle

Form a liaison with IEEE WG 13 and 15.05.10 to review and comment on their work. Representation will be provided if an NESC WG is ever formed. Comments to those Working Groups will be reviewed by SC8 prior to submittal.

Subcommittee Comment:

SC8 will agree to the formation of a WG with the intent to protect the concept of minimum approach distances being acceptable for qualified workers only.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation: 

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote:

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comments 3547 & 3251

Rule: Part 1, 2 & 4

CP 2205

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject

Subcommittee Comment:

See CP 2205 Comment 3348

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation: 

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3796

Rule: Definition of de-energized

CP 2217

Subcommittee Recommendation: Accept in principle

Modify SC1 recommendation to read as follows:

Disconnected from all known sources of electrical supply by opening switches, disconnectors, jumpers, taps, or other means. Syn: disconnected.

Note: A De-energized conductors or equipment could be electrically charged through various means, such as induction from energized circuits, portable generators, lightning, etc.

The following sections of the code contain the word "de-energized".  Where OK is indicated in the action column, "de-energized" will be used, and where "and grounded per §444D.

Rule

          Action


127.A.3.c
49
(this is being deleted from Code)

234.B.2 Exception 2.b(1)

and grounded per §
 444D

Table 234-1 Heading

OK

Table 234-2 Heading

OK

Table 234-2 Footnote 5

and grounded per § 444D

Table 234-3 Heading

OK

Table 235-5 Heading

OK

Table 235-5 2.c(1)

and grounded per §
 444D

Table 235-5 2.c(2)

and grounded per §
 444D

Table 235.5 Footnote 5 4

and grounded per §
 444D


236.E  Exception 1

and grounded per §
 444D


Table 242-1 Footnote 3

OK


354.A.2

OK

420.D

OK

420.L

OK

441.A.1.a

and grounded per §
 444D

442.B

OK

442.B Exception 23

OK


442.D

OK

442.E.1

and grounded per §
 444D

443.A.4.a

OK

443.F

OK

443.G

and grounded per §
 444D


443.H

OK

443.I

OK

444.A.1

OK

444.A.3

OK

444.B

OK

444.C 

OK

444.E.1

and grounded per §
 444D

444.E.2

and grounded per §
 444D

445.B

OK

Subcommittee Comment: 

After reviewing comments 3183, 3155, 3215, 3244, 3352, and 3796, SC8 has modified the SC1 proposal to best depict the intent of the definition.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote:

Doering: As I understand NESC procedures, SC 1 has the final say on definitions.  While my notes are not clear, my understanding is that SC8's action at our October 2000 meeting was to accept SC1's definition on page 23 of the Preprint.  We further voted to recommend the synonym disconnected be dropped from the definition as we wanted the term de-energized to be used universally.  Also the word “disconnected” was used in the definition.

Hank Kientz’s original proposal differentiated between “de-energized” and “de-energized and grounded”, the first covering conditions where grounding is not required, the second where grounding is required.   More in the spirit of the action of NFPA 70E, I would limit the term “de-energized” to exactly what the definition says, which does not guarantee the it is safe for a worker to contact the de-energized conductor or part.  I had recommended in my original negative comment (page 25-26 of the Preprint) that we modify the term “de-energized and grounded” to read “de-energized and grounded per §444D”.  With the latter expression we are stating it is safe for the worker to contact the “de-energized” conductor because we have followed additional requirements to prove the conductor is dead, and in many cases calling for grounds to be applied.  In some cased, applying grounds will not be required to assure the worker that it is safe to contact the line.  This would occur primarily in conduit wiring where exposure to other circuits or induction is not present.  While the express”NOT GROUNDED NOT DEAD” is generally practiced in overhead work, it should not be required by the code.

I’m not sure of our action on the sheet that was passed out at the meeting recommending how the code should be revised to apply the two terms, but I would agree with the list as it appears to be based on my original negative comment (page 25-26 of the Preprint).
Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3413

Rule: Definition of de-energized

CP 2217

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject

Subcommittee Comment:

SC8 believes the word de-energized serves as intended and disconnected is not an appropriate term for the desired purpose. The term disconnected would confuse and distract employees who are accustomed to the word de-energized. 

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comments 3183, 3155, 3215, 3244, 3352

Rule: Definition of de-energized

CP 2217

Subcommittee Recommendation: Accept in principle

Subcommittee Comment: 

See SC8 action on comment 3796

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation: 

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote:

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3416

Rule: Definition of qualified

CP 2162

Subcommittee Recommendation: Accept in part

Replace the word "apparatus" with "lines and equipment". 

Reject the request to having separate definitions for qualified communication line worker and qualified supply line worker.

Subcommittee Comment:
SC8 agrees the terminology should be consistent. SC8 does not agree that separate definitions are required for qualified communication line worker and qualified supply line worker.
Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote:

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comments 3197, 3212 & 3745 

Rule: 420Q

CP 2191

Subcommittee Recommendation: Accept

Subcommittee Comment: 

Commentators agree with action taken by SC8.

Comment 3197 incorrectly identified Rule 420K

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation: 

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3441

Rule: 420Q

CP 2191

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject 

Subcommittee Comment: 

SC8 agrees with the rational presented in comment 3745 and believes that it is equally applicable to the electric utilities.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote:

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comments 3654, 3467, 3380, 3650, 3653, 3370 & 3655

Rule: 410A & 420I

CP 2122, 2357, 2358, 2343

Subcommittee Recommendation: Defer to Working Group 8.10 

Subcommittee Comment: 

Several comments were submitted regarding worker clothing.  Working Group 8.10 will address and comment on each CP, prepare a report, and develop a CP (for the 2001 edition of the Code).  SC8 will review and consider approval of the CP.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3467 

Rule: 410A

CP 2356

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject 

Subcommittee Comment: 

Based on recommendation of SC8 on the original CP 2356, and without criteria and a definition for certification, SC8 cannot recommend the inclusion of certification in Part 4.
Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation: 

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3143

Rule: 410A2

CP 2356

Subcommittee Recommendation: Accept 

Subcommittee Comment: 

SC8 agrees with comment and considers change editorial.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3806, 3649

Rule: 411D

CP 2344

Subcommittee Recommendation: Accept in part

Revise the title for 411D to read:

D. Signs and Tags for Employee Safety
Subcommittee Comment: 

SC8 added the reference to Employee Safety in the title to better reflect the intent of the rule.
Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.
Comment 3468

Rule: 411D

CP 2344

Subcommittee Recommendation: Accept 

Subcommittee Comment: 

Commentator agrees with the action taken by SC8.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote:

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3366

Rule: 411D

CP 2344

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject

Subcommittee Comment:

411.D requires all warning signs in Part 4 to comply with ANSI Z.535. The requirement to comply with appropriate signage is already covered in 110.A of the Safety Code. The definition of tag is contained in Section 2 – definitions. The purpose of Part 4 clearly states that the scope of this part is to provide work rules for employee and public safety.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Negative: Doering

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Doering: 1.  The position stated in my negative in the Preprint on pages 363 and 364 is still accurate.

2.  SC8 members should check their company’s energy control tags to see if they meet Z535.1 through Z535.5, and consider the impact of changing them.

3. Despite the feelings of Allen Clapp and the action of SC 8, I strongly believe the regulation should have language, that at a minimum “grandfathers” existing energy control tag  formats if they have stood the test of time. How about the following:

Safety signs and tags required by Part 4 shall comply with the provisions of ANSI Z535.1-1991 through Z535.5-1991, inclusive. 

 EXCEPTION: Existing hazardous energy control tags required by §442E may deviate from the ANSI Z535 standards as necessary to be compatible with the employer’s energy control procedures, until such time as the energy control procedure revisions permit changing the energy control tag format. The attachment method and life expectancy of the tag must meet the standards requirement.
4.  Tags are supplemented by locks when the operating points are accessible to unauthorized employees or the general public.  Depending upon their training, contractors employees may be authorized to participate in the tagout system, but generally they are under the wing of an authorized company employee.  Foreign company line crews are much like contractor employees, and generally tagging considerations are handled by a "bird dog". 

5.  The need for uniqueness of these “energy control” tags becomes evident when you review a supplier’s catalogue and see dozens of  “Danger accident prevention” tags with various messages, and many “Danger lockout tags,” but they are all similar in general appearance.
6.While this position may not be in agreement with OSHA regulations, I believe it is correct and the NESC regulation will help a company if they were cited for not meeting §1910.145. 

7.  In summary, there needs to be flexibility when specifying the appearance of tags to be used with formal hazardous energy control procedures.  In general, these are elaborate procedures as it is necessary to assure the worker that necessary provisions have been followed to de-energize a line.  The appearance of the tag may be driven by this procedure.

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.
Comment 3367

Rule: 423C4

CP 2120 & 2348

Subcommittee Recommendation: No action required

Subcommittee Comment: 

SC8 action on CP 2348 was corrected on 4 November 1999 in an errata sheet.

Comment 3310

Rule: 423D5

CP 2349

Subcommittee Recommendation: Accept

Revise new rule 423 D5 to read as follows:

When a worker is required to perform tasks in trenches or excavations where a cave-in hazard exists, or the trench or excavation is in excess of 1.5 meters (5 feet) in depth, then shoring, sloping or benching shielding methods shall be used to provide employee protection.
Subcommittee Comment: 

The appropriate term is shielding, as used in OSHA requirements.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.
Comment 3471

Rule: Table 431-1

CP 2121

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject 

Subcommittee Comment: 

SC8 believes that the heading for tables 431-1 and 441-1 should be consistent. 

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote:

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.
Comment 3136

Rule: Table 431-1

CP 2121

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject

Subcommittee Comment: 

SC8 finds no reason to include this in the heading of the table. Rule 431 explains the work rule.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.
Comment 3473

Rule: 441

CP 2123

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject

Subcommittee Comment:

The term is "minimum approach distance" and not "approach distance".

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.
Comment 3311

Rule: 441A3

CP 2385, 2354, 2355

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject

Subcommittee Comment: 

The voltage levels in Table 441-6 are the established voltage levels from ASTM.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski

Negative: Dahmer, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Dahmer:  I voted against the motion to reject comment 3311 because the rule which references the table (i.e.: 441A3b)  will state that "rubber insulating gloves, insulated for the maximum use voltage as listed in Table 441-6, shall be worn".....Also, in 441A3b(1) it will state "employee shall wear rubber insulating sleeves, insulated for the maximum  use voltage as listed in Table 441-6, in addition to the rubber insulating gloves". It is clear from the wording of the rules that the table 441-6 was only added for these two references. As the rules only specify rubber insulating gloves and sleeves, the title of Table 441-6 should read "Maximum Use Voltage For Rubber Insulating Gloves And Sleeves" as stated in comment 3311. Any other use of this table to include its application to other insulating material would expand the intent of this rule.
Tootle: Negative comment was not available at time of mailing.

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3368

Rule: 441A3b

CP 2354

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject

Subcommittee Comment: 

The equipment is rated by ASTM for the nominal system voltage, not the overvoltage.  

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Negative: Doering

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote:

Doering: 1.  I still like my comments in my negative on pages 388 and 389 of the Preprint.   Several reasons are given for using the insulating support during gloving in my negative on pages 388 and 389 of the Preprint.  

1a.  To provide an insulating or insulated support for the workers when gloving to control the level of glove leakage current as felt by the worker.  This assumes the gloves are properly rated for the voltage involved.

1b.  To provide the required level of insulation when working on distribution systems whose maximum switching over-voltage exceeds the capability of the rubber glove or other insulating protective equipment  being used by the worker.  This may be due to using the multiphase exposure exception to the basic ASTM Maximum Use Voltage.  (See my discussion on CP 2354, rule 441.A.3.b.)

1c.  To provide additional insulation in case the glove should fail, or if the worker should over reached the protection of the rubber gloves or sleeves or other insulating protective equipment, or if an energized conductor would  "get away" from the worker.

2.  This proposal CP2355, as adopted by SC8, establishes a specific requirement rather than a performance requirement as to when additional insulated support is required.

2a.  In my Preprint negative, I offered language for the need for supplemental insulation to prevent excess leakage currents felt by the worker.  This meets need 1a above.  

2b. In SC8's Maximum Use Exception 2 (see CP2385) they call for supplemental insulation if you use the line-to-ground voltage as the nominal voltage.  This meets need 1b above. 

2c. SC8 has not spelled out a requirement to meet the need in 1c above, but in truth I believe this is the primary reason that they support CP 2355 and CP2385, and possibly should be as the need for back-up protection is always there.

3.  In summary, SC8 has adopted two requirements (CP2355 and CP2385) that “left-handedly” protect the worker, but are not flexible or do we have a record that indicates the criteria driving the requirement.  Possible in the next code cycle we can approach this “added insulated support” head on.  For example, I believe there should always be some type of back-up when gloving, such as a couple feet of clear wood at low voltages, climber guards and overshoes at intermediate levels, and an aerial lift or insulated platform at the higher voltages.   
Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3187

Rule: 441A3b

CP 2385

Subcommittee Recommendation: Accept in principle 

Modify EXCEPTION 1 in new rule 441 A3b, as indicated below.

EXCEPTION 1: If there is no multiphase exposure in a system area (at the worksite) and the voltage exposure is limited to the phase (polarity on d-c systems) to ground potential, the phase (polarity on d-c systems) to ground potential shall be considered to be the nominal design voltage.

Subcommittee Comment: 

The amended language clarifies the intent of the rule.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Negative: Doering

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote: 

Doering: 1.  From an engineering standpoint, and as I understand the use of insulation protective equipment, I believe the proposal needs more work.    

2.  I believe “Exceptions 1" does not recognize that the worker is subjected to line-to-ground over-voltages that should be the basis for selection of class of protection.  This is clearly documented in my negative comment on pages 383 through 386 of the Preprint.  Remember, our minimum approach distances are based on line-to-ground over-voltages, not the existence of phase-to-phase voltages.

3.”Exception 2" seems to be saying, “If we have covered up in such a way as to eliminate the phase-to-phase exposure, we are not comfortable with using the line-to-ground as the nominal design voltage, so lets add a requirement to require supplemental insulation to insulate the voltage from ground.”  This is sort of a “belt and suspenders” approach, but with two insulations in series you can not be sure how the voltage will divided across them.   The insulating support system will very likely have a far greater impedance than the rubber protective equipment, therefore most of the over-voltage will appear across the rubber protective equipment.  We need to decide if we are going to use the “barehand” or “rubber glove” work method, but not both at the same time.  

4.  While the probability of insulation failing due to an over-voltage is extremely low, the proposal is not consistent with our work on approach distances.

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3174

Rule: 441A5, 431

CP 2163

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject

Subcommittee Comment:

The changes proposed in CP 2163 adequately address the misunderstandings of the use of the altitude correction factor.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Doering, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Abstention: Wallis

Explanation of Vote:

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Comment 3369

Rule: 441B4b

CP 2124

Subcommittee Recommendation: Reject

Subcommittee Comment: 

The revised CP 2124 adequately addresses the problem associated with shorting insulators.

Vote on Subcommittee Recommendation:

Affirmative: Causer, Dahmer, Fass, Keys, Mitchell, Mooney, Poholski, Schweitzer, Shankland, Spadafore, Theis, Tomaseski, Tootle

Negative: Doering

Abstention: Wallis
Explanation of Vote: 

Doering: 1.  I still like the position I spelled out in my negative on pages 393and 394 of the Preprint.

2.  At this point in time, there is certainly no hope to clean up the unclear requirements in 441.B.2 and 441.B.3.a and b, but we could still reconsider our action in 442B.4.  It current reads as follows including the proposed change:
 
4.  Special Rules for Working on Insulator Assemblies Operating Above 72.5 kV

a.
When work is to be performed at the grounded end of an insulator assembly, the approach distance to the nearest energized part may equal the straight-line distance measured along the insulators from step and touch potentials .

b.
For suspension insulator assembly installations (see ANSI C29.2-1992) operating above 72.5 kV, the first insulator at the grounded end may be temporarily shorted out as part of the work procedure.

c.
When performing live work employing the bare-hand technique on installations operating above 72.5 kV, the first insulator at the energized (hot) end of a suspension insulator assembly (see ANSI C29.2-1992) may be shorted out during the work.

(1)  The approach distance to the grounded end of the insulator assembly may equal to the straight-line distance from the nearest energized part. to the closest grounded past across the insulators.

(2)   The straight-line insulation distance shall be not less than the values required by Tables 441-1, 441-2, 441-3, and 441-4.

EXCEPTION: For voltages at 230kV and above, up to three insulator units may be temporarily shorted out as part of the work procedure, provided that the minimum approach distance requirements of Rule 441 are met.  

3.  Commenting on existing and proposed 441.B.4 follow:

4.a.  This requirement is essentially a definition. 

4.b.  As this reads you can short out one insulator at the structure end.  This implies the worker may violating the MAD, as there is no limit as specified in 4.c.(2).

4.c, 4.c(1), and 4.c.(2) As this reads you can short out one insulator at the conductor end.  The rule specifically states that MAD shall not be violated.

The proposed EXCEPTION could be better handled if we just eliminated limiting the shorting to one insulator as long as the MAD is not violated.  There remains the fact there is no caution about the effects of bad insulators. 

4. 
I believe SC8 could still adopt my originally proposed language as the public had an opportunity to review the language.  It will clarify the existing language with all of its band-aids.  I repeat my proposed language below:

Special Rules for Working on Insulator Assemblies Operating Above 72.5 kV

a.
When working on insulators under live work procedures employing the bare-hand procedure or live-line tools (hot sticks), the clear insulation distance across the insulators shall not be less than the straight-line distance in air required by Tables 441-1, 441-2, 441-3, and 441-4.

b.
When the work method calls for shorting out insulators at either end of the insulator assembly, an Engineering analysis is required if :

(1)
If the clear insulator distance across the insulators will be less than the values required by Tables 441-1, 441-2, 441-3, and 441-4, or

(2)
If there are insulators with reduced electrical strength due to damage. 

Wallis: Agency policy requires me to abstain from all votes on technical issues.

Secretary notes:

(1) During the review of comments to the Preprint, the subcommittee noticed that several places in Part 4 of the Code did not include the use of the complete term "minimum approach distance", and instead, the term "approach distance" is used. The Code does not have definition for "approach distance", but does contain a definition for the term "minimum approach distance". I recently concluded a poll of all Subcommittee 8 members regarding the correction of these errors. There were no objection to considering these changes editorial. Therefore, the word "minimum" will be added to the words "approach distance" in al appropriate sections of Part 4.

(2) CP 2286 on Rule 276 was acted on by Subcommittee 5. A unanimous vote was recorded to move this rule out of Part 2, renumber and add to Part 4 (proposed to be Rule 447). Subcommittee 8 was not notified officially that this was to occur, but since Subcommittee 5 actions were in the preprint, it stands as such. This was not acted on by Subcommittee 8 at the October 1998 meeting or at the October 2000 meeting. Please review and provide comments. 

NEW BUSINESS

Larry Lavin, representative from Subcommittee 7, made a presentation explaining the need for new Code language regarding directional boring. Larry proposed the formation of a joint working group between Subcommittee 7 and Subcommittee 8.

A new Working Group 8.11 - on RF Exposure - was formed. Chairman will solicit members from Subcommittee 4 to participate on working group. Members of the working group from  Subcommittee 8  include:








Hank Kientz (chairman)








Tom Verdecchio








Larry Schweitzer








Bob Fass








Jim Tomaseski

NFPA 70 E liaison - Hank Kientz will no longer serve this position. It was agreed that Jim Tomaseski will apply to NFPA to fill this position. Jim Spadafore will be able to serve as alternate, or fill the position if necessary.

MEETING ADJOURNED


