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SUMMARY OF MEETING: Messrs. Berman and Dini from UL requested the
meeting to share with CPSC staff some information related to ground-fault circuit-
interrupters (GFCls). They presented a 30 second public safety announcement
video tape produced by UL to inform consumers of the Importance of periodically
testing GFCls. A copy of the video tape was left with the CPSC staff. UL staff
also indicated that they continue to work with the NEMA group conducting a
survey to determine the rate for operational GFCls as installed in homes. UL is
assisting by evaluating GFCls collected from the field that did not test when the
test button was pushed while in service. Approx. 50 samples have been
collected and analyzed to date. About half of the receptacles type GFCls
operated properly when tested in UL's laboratory. As discussed at the meeting,
this could be an indication that they were not installed properly in homes, or it
could indicate an intermittent failure mechanism.

Mr. King requested that UL consider not opposing CPSC staff proposals to
upgrade the National Electrical Code with regard to GFCls, AFCls and other
safety improvements. It would be helpful to CPSC to receive UL's support. When
not possible because legitimate technical safety issues cannot be resolved, at
least abstaining would not put the two organizations on opposite sides.

Mr. King also indicated that UL might consider formally establishing leveis of
GFCl protection, such as:

- Level 1: basic UL 943

- Level 2: deny power if GFCI does not test okay

- Level 3: provide continuous signal if GFCI does not test okay

- Level 4: automatic self-test the electronic circuitry via microprocessor
- Level 5: annunciation/signal reminder to test :

Mr. King indicated that similar levels of protection should be considered for
arc-fault circuit interrupters (AFCls) also.




