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Title Overcurrent Protection of Panelboards, Rule 14-606

Submitted by: A.Z. Tsisserev of The City of Vancouver, British Columbia on March 16, 2002
Proposal: Amend Rule 14-606 to read:

14-606 “Except for panelboards where more than 90%.....” with the rest of this Rule
unchanged.

Reasonsfor Request: Sometime in 2000, to be precise - at our 105th meeting of the Part |
Committee we adopted Subject 2774. This Subject dealt with perceived inconsistency between
the relaxation allowed by Rule 14-100 for overcurrent protection of smaller conductors and a
requirement of Rule 14-606 to provide overcurrent for panelboards.

Thefact isthat there is no conflict between those rules. (Thisis my view). Rule 14-100 alows
omission of overcurrent for smaller conductors only (not for specific electrical equipment) under
avariety of very specific conditions.

Rule 14-606 mandates overcurrent protection for a panelboard regardless whether conductors
supplying this panelboard are provided with the overcurrent or not. Although the Section 14
Subcommittee was assigned to deal with the wording of Rule 14-100, the S/C recommendation
has brought a change to Rule 14-606, which is presently shown in the 19th edition of the Code.

Astheresult of this Code change we might now encounter the situation when, for example a
No. 3 AWG conductor tapped from 1600 A splitter and supplying a 100 A panelboard may be
essentially allowed to be connected to this panelboard without an overcurrent protective device
(to the load center) as the No. 3 AWG would be deemed in compliance with Rule 14-100(b).

The problem with this scenario isthat if arelaxation for a protection of a3 mlong No. 3 AWG
conductor pulled in the metal conduit between the 1600 A splitter and the panelboard does not
represent tangible electrical and fire safety hazard (in case of a short circuit - 1600 A breaker
protecting this main 1600 A splitter would trip, and it is highly unlikely that the overload might
occur in this 3 m piece of conductor), however absence of the overcurrent protection for the
panelboard might create all sorts of dangerous conditions related not only to the fault but to a
simple overload.



The wording in the 18" edition of the Code was required the installer to use a combination
panelboard with a 100 A overcurrent. However, under the present wording such a panelboard
would be unprotected. 1 think that this rule created a considerable detriment to the electrical and
fire safety and as such it should be reverted to the wording of the 18" edition of the Code.

I'm sure that well have to amend this Rule in BC accordingly when the 19" edition is adopted for
use.

Chair’s Comments: This proposal isareversal of the amendment made to this Rule under
Subject 2774, which was accepted by Part | letter ballot in June of 2000.

Since the publication of the 19" Edition of the Canadian Electrical Code, Part I, | have received
severa telephone calls stating that the actual wording of Rule 14-606 is not what was intended.
Ark Tsisserev has documented the details of what he thinks is the problem and the solution in this
current Subject 3057.

Reviewing the Subcommittee deliberations of the previous Subject 2774, | found some new
information. Ark feelsthat thereis NO CONFLICT between Rules 14-100 and 14-606, as was
previoudy claimed by the submittor of Subject 2774.

Ark feels that British Columbiawill have to amend Rule 14-606, before the adoption of the 19"
edition of the CEC. Other regulators may wish to consider this approach in their own
jurisdictions.

Subcommittee Ddliberation: Eight members replied and al were in agreement with the
proposal and without comment. There were no negatives.

Subcommittee Recommendation:  That the proposal be accepted.



