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Proposal:   
In Note (1) of Tables D 14A, 14B, 15A and 15B, delete the word “nonmetallic”. 
 
Reason for Request: 
In reviewing similar tables from other providers, the only reference to “non-metallic underground 
raceway” is for installation configurations involving a single conductor in a raceway (as shown in 
Diagram B4-2). The likely reason for this is due to the heating effect that circulating currents 
would impose on metallic conduit. 
 
When using an installation configuration where the raceway contains single conductors from 
different phases in contact with each other, mutiplexed single conductors or multi-conductor 
cables in raceway there would not be circulating currents therefore rigid steel conduit should be 
acceptable. 
 
Supporting Information: 
In the NEC, table B-310-5 (one conductor per electrical duct) makes reference to “nonmagnetic 
underground electrical ducts”. However tables B-310-6 (3-conductor cable, one cable per duct) 
and B-310-7 (3 single conductors, 3 conductors per duct) only reference “underground electrical 
ducts”.   
 
If you go to http://www.okonite.com/engineering/index.html and review the ampacity tables, the 
only reference to non-metallic underground duct is for an installation configuration involving 
single conductors in underground duct (one conductor per duct). 
 
Chair’s Comments:  The proposer's reasoning is correct, in my opinion, in his comments 
concerning the need to keep installations in underground raceway with configurations of Diagram 
4-2 restricted to non-metallic raceway. With respect to his comments concerning installations 
conforming to Diagram 4-4, his is correct in that the use of metallic conduit would be legitimate 
(and permitted under code rules.) There would, however, be some losses in the raceway(s) of 
Diagram 4-4 if they were iron or steel, which would theoretically diminish the ampacities of 3 
conductors in the raceway by some small amount which would vary with conductor size. The 
differences in ampacity between steel and non-metallic raceways would still be quite small, and 
could be ignored. 



Subcommittee Deliberation:  Nine replies were received from the members in the first round of 
discussion.  Eight members were in favour of the revised proposal without comment.  There is 
consensus for the proposed amendment. 
 
The comments from the negative balloter raised the issue of the thermal characteristics of the 
non-metallic conduit on ampacities, which, in addition to the circulating currents in metallic 
conduit, can affect the calculated ampacity.  The member is correct in his observation.  However, 
the present rules and technical information provided in Part I Appendices already recognize the 
use of non-metallic conduit in the scope of the application, so a retroactive justification of the use 
of non-metallic conduit would be a new subject.  The ballot should therefore be considered non-
germane. 
 
Subcommittee Recommendation:  Proceed to Part I ballot with the proposed amendment 
without amendment. 


