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Supreme Court of Virginia. Keller, Virginia Beach; Daniel T. Because we find no error, we will affirm the
judgment of the circuit court, which was in accordance with a jury verdict in favor of the injured plaintiff. The
explosion occurred as Andres Melendez, Jr. Melendez filed a motion for judgment in the circuit court alleging
negligence, breach of implied warranty, and strict liability against Cooper Industries, Inc. After the court
announced the verdict, Cooper requested a poll of the jurors. During that poll, one juror responded "No" when
asked if that was his verdict. I had instructed you previously that your verdict must be unanimous. After
approximately two minutes, the jury returned to the courtroom with the same verdict as the original. The court
polled the jurors again, and this time, each juror, including the one who initially answered "No," responded
"Yes, your Honor" to the question, "Is that your verdict? The court described the switchgear, which is
designed to hold 10 circuit breakers, as a "metal cabinet We awarded Cooper this appeal on the following
assignments of error: With the advent of a nuclear-powered Navy, the existing electrical services on the piers
were not adequate to meet the electrical demands of the changing fleet. That renovation took place 17 years
before the explosion at issue in this case. Pier 23, where the explosion occurred, originally contained three
electrical vaults referred to as "Vaults 1, 2, and 3. Those new vaults were numbered 20, 21, and Vault 21
contained the circuit breaker that exploded. The top of Pier 23 is a deck where trucks and machinery can be
driven and on which people can walk. Electrical power flows into the switchgear through a circuit breaker and
goes out via a large cable on top of the pier to a submarine docked at the pier. One end of the cable is plugged
into a receptacle located in a box, called a "turtle back," that sits on the deck, and the other end is connected to
the submarine. The purpose of this system is to enable a submarine to be moored at the pier and draw
electrical power from the shore instead of having to run its engines and generators to supply electrical power.
He testified at the hearing on the statute of repose that the switchgear in this case was to provide electrical
power "from the land" to a submarine docked at the pier. He had previously worked for the manufacturer of
the ITE Don circuit breaker at issue in this case. Kuzmack testified that a K-Don circuit breaker serves the
same basic function as a circuit breaker used in a house, except that the K-Don breaker is significantly larger.
The circuit breaker at issue was a finished product, tested at the factory before it left the manufacturer.
Although the circuit breaker and switchgear were normally shipped in separate containers to the site where
they would be used, the circuit breaker had only to be plugged into a compatible switchgear upon its arrival at
that site. The manufacturer of the K-Don circuit breaker did not, however, select a specific breaker for its
ultimate use. According to Kuzmack, original equipment manufacturers, such as Cooper, selected. K-Don
circuit breakers and other component parts to use in assembling their respective switchgear, which in his
words was "an assembled product. Kuzmack also testified that ITE, the manufacturer of the K-Don circuit
breaker, provided an instruction bulletin that was placed in the carton with each breaker. According to
Frederick C. Teufel, who had also worked for the manufacturer of the K-Don circuit breakers for many years,
the instruction booklet advised customers to tell ITE if a circuit breaker was going to be exposed to unusual
service conditions. The vaults that housed the switchgear and circuit breakers under the piers after the
renovation were specially designed because of the unusual service conditions in which the switchgear and
circuit breakers would be used. According to Smith, the special design of the vaults included walls and a floor
that were monolithically cast, completely waterproof, and set in place with cranes. In other words, the vaults
were designed to provide an indoor environment. According to a Materials List prepared by Cooper, it
supplied switchgear and ITE Don circuit breakers to the Navy for the renovation project, including the
switchgear and circuit breaker at issue in this case. Thus, Brosz opined that Cooper should have advised the
manufacturer of the circuit breakers about the unusual service conditions in which the breakers would be used
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and that Cooper violated industry standards by failing to do so. In addition to providing information to the
circuit breaker manufacturer, Brosz testified that the switchgear assembly manufacturer, in this case Cooper,
also should have communicated to the end user, i. However, Brosz stated that Cooper did not provide any
instruction manual for the switchgear assembly with regard to the unusual service conditions and the need for
special maintenance and testing. Thus, Brosz opined that the switchgear assembly, as sold to the Navy without
such a manual, was an unreasonably dangerous product and defective for use in the piers. In , the Navy
commenced a project to overhaul and retrofit the circuit breakers at its naval base in Norfolk, including those
in Pier Westinghouse performed the retrofit for the Navy, which included putting a new digital line tripping
system on the circuit breakers and then testing the breakers. During the project, the circuit breakers were
removed from the switchgear and stored in a building on the naval base where Westinghouse performed the
retrofit. While the circuit breakers were being retrofitted, preventive maintenance was performed on the piers,
switchgear, and vaults. Robert Shematek, an employee of Westinghouse during the retrofitting project,
testified that Westinghouse conducted some instructional classes "for just about everyone who worked" for the
Navy with regard to the new tripping system and maintenance of the circuit breakers. However, the record
does not contain evidence that Melendez attended any of those classes. Shematek stated that the instructions
given during the classes, as well as those contained in a booklet titled "Westinghouse Digitrip Retrofit
System," included a warning not to install the circuit breakers in an energized switchgear. However, Agee
denied having received such a warning from either Westinghouse or Shematek. Shematek also testified that he
told Agee that Westinghouse would not permit Shematek to go down into the vaults because the conditions in
them were unsafe. However, Shematek admitted that Westinghouse had a general policy against his going into
confined spaces "with live gear. Part of the maintenance work had been to dry out the vaults and switchgear.
Agee admitted that Pier 23 was one of the piers having the greatest problem with water infiltration in the
vaults. He specifically remembered seeing condensation and water on the switchgear in Vault Because the
vaults had been subjected to moisture and other adverse conditions for over a year during the retrofit project,
Shematek questioned whether they had been properly dried out. Shematek testified that, despite such concerns,
Agee stated that he was going to do whatever was necessary to get Pier 23 back in service within two weeks as
requested by the Navy. However, Agee disputed making such a statement to Shematek. Once the circuit
breaker arrived at Pier 23, it was lowered into Vault 21 through a manhole, using a rope and winch. Melendez,
Agee, and another co-worker were in the vault to receive the circuit breaker, take off the rope, and install the
breaker in the switchgear. After the circuit breaker was slid into its cubicle and "racked in," it exploded,
sending out a fireball. Melendez testified that he saw his co-worker with flames all over his body and then
realized that he was also on fire. After the explosion, the Navy hired Brosz, through an engineering firm, to
investigate the accident. Brosz was on the site within two days after the explosion. When he went down into
Vault 21 on Pier 23, Brosz found "an electrical switchgear that was covered in soot, and The moisture caused
the insulation to degrade over a period of several years. The degradation, meaning that the insulation had lost
its insulating power, in turn precipitated a short-circuit, arcing, and the explosion. Brosz could find no other
cause for the explosion, and specifically stated that Melendez did not do anything wrong on the day of the
accident. Brosz testified that the circuit breaker was designed to be installed in an energized switchgear and
that Melendez had followed the practice used by electricians at the naval base. However, Brosz acknowledged
that, if the switchgear had not been energized when Melendez installed the circuit breaker, the explosion
would not have occurred. He did agree that the K-Don circuit breaker was designed to be installed in an
energized switchgear and that he had done so "[p]lenty of times. Continuing, Cooper points out that Melendez
and his co-workers had installed 20 to 30 circuit breakers in switchgears that were not energized without any
incident, and that only when he and his supervisor decided to "detour" the rules did the explosion ensue.
Additionally with regard to the issue of misuse, Cooper contends that the switchgear and circuit breakers were
intended for indoor use but that the Navy allowed moisture to accumulate in the vaults, thereby subjecting the
switchgear and breakers to outdoor conditions. Generally, the question of proximate cause is an issue of fact to
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be resolved by a jury. As Cooper argues, proximate cause and misuse are related in this case. There cannot be
a recovery against a manufacturer in a product liability case for breach of an implied warranty when there has
been an unforeseen misuse of the article. In the present case, the court instructed the jury that Melendez had
the burden of proof to establish that, if Cooper breached an implied warranty of merchantability or fitness for a
particular purpose, such breach was a proximate cause of the accident. The court also instructed the jury that
Melendez could not recover from Cooper for a breach of warranty if "the product was misused in a way that
was not reasonably foreseeable by [Cooper], and Because these instructions were not the subject of an
assignment of error, they are now the law of this case[8]See King v. As we previously stated, the jury verdict
for Melendez resolved all conflicts in the evidence in his favor and entitled him to all just inferences fairly
deducible from the evidence. Applying these principles, we conclude that the issues of proximate causation
and misuse were questions to be decided by the jury and that there is sufficient evidence to support the verdict
in favor of Melendez with regard to those issues. The insulation degraded because it absorbed moisture.
Cooper selected the K-Don circuit breaker knowing that it would be used by the Navy in unusual service
conditions, yet the evidence showed that Cooper did not share its knowledge with the manufacturer of the
circuit breaker, nor did it warn the Navy that the insulation in the circuit breakers could degrade if exposed to
moisture. Although Cooper argues that the Navy allowed the vaults and switchgear to be exposed to outdoor
conditions during the year that the circuit breakers were being retrofitted, Agee testified that Vault 21 had
been dried out and tested before it was energized, approximately 24 hours prior to the explosion. Next, no one
disputed the fact that the Don circuit breaker was known as a "draw-out" breaker, meaning that it was
designed to be installed in an energized switchgear. In fact, many of the witnesses had performed such an
operation themselves. Thus, installation of the circuit breaker in an energized switchgear was certainly a
foreseeable use and not a misuse. Shematek also admitted that he was not aware of any warning in the ITE
instruction manual that the breakers should not be installed in an energized switchgear. Finally, Cooper argues
that Agee decided to "detour," i. However, Melendez correctly points out that the preventive maintenance
checklist did not address the situation that existed on the day of the explosion. During the retrofit of the circuit
breakers, a new cable had also been installed on Pier In order to keep that cable dry and prevent it from
exploding, Agee decided to energize the cable. Additionally, if the vault had not been energized, then the very
equipment designed to keep it dry, such as the heaters and humidifiers, would not have been operating. The
facts with regard to both of these issues were disputed and thus subject to being resolved by the jury. The jury,
as reflected by its verdict, resolved those disputed facts in favor of Melendez and, on review, we will not set
aside those findings unless they are clearly erroneous or without evidence to support them. That section
provides, in pertinent part, that no action shall be brought to recover for bodily injury "arising out of the
defective and unsafe condition of an improvement to real property against any person performing or furnishing
the design, planning, surveying, supervision of construction, or construction of such improvement to real
property more than five years after the performance of furnishing of such services and construction. We have
utilized that distinction on three occasions to determine into which category certain materials or articles fell.
First, in Cape Henry Towers, the materials at issue were exterior panels of a building. Next, in Grice v. The
defendant, who was an electrical subcontractor, had bought the electrical panel box and its several component
parts on separate occasions. The subcontractor then assembled and installed the unit as part of an electrical
system in a house pursuant to its contract with the general contractor.
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Check the Annual Schedule to plan your schedule. Listening-following simple spoken instructions,
Observation-following clearly demonstrated instructions, and Teamwork-solving basic manufacturing
problems in groups. Successful completion of MFGT Reading-comprehending simple manufacturing
materials, Writing-writing simple manufacturing instructions, and Mathematics-performing simple operations.
Students will read and interpret drawings as well as sketch their own. It is first in a two quarter certificate.
Instruction covers programming, set-up and operation of Okuma CNC machining and turning centers,
blueprint reading, math, machine tool theory, CMM inspection, surface plate techniques, and Lean Mfg.
Successful completion of MFGT with a 2. It is the first half of MFGT Topics covered include safety, print
reading, and precision measurement. A capstone project incorporating manufacturing skill sets working in a
modern manufacturing lab creating a final product meeting necessary quality standards. Successful completion
of MFGT , or instructor permission. Students will apply learned skills, gain actual on-the-job experience, and
receive credit for work experience appropriate to their level of education. MFGT with a 2. Successful
completion of MFGT or instructor permission. Topics include safety, documentation, mechanics, systems,
setup, troubleshooting, and performance of maintenance. Topics include safety, documentation, setup and
maintenance of pumps, motors, and mechanical and fluid power systems. Topics include safety,
documentation, electrical fundamentals, and industrial electronics. MFGT with grade of 2. MFGT or
permission. MFGT , or permission. Completion of MFGT with a grade of 2. MFGT or industrial experience
working with robots with instructor permission. Students will apply learned skills, gain actual on-the-job
experience, and receive credit for work experience appropriate to training while completing the program of
study. Successful completion of MFGT , , , with a 2. Successful completion of MFGT , , with a 2. By
arrangement with instructor.
Chapter 3 : Cooper Industries, Inc. v. Melendez, S.E.2d â€“ calendrierdelascience.com
Preventative maintenance is recommended for vacuum lifting devices as well as crane systems and vacuum
components. Service technicians from Schmalz will assist you in this process.
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Page 1. Drystar Reference manual Page 2. Agfa-Gevaert N.V. shall under no circumstances be liable for any damage
arising from the use or inability to use any information, apparatus, method or process disclosed in this document.

Chapter 5 : CompTIA A+ and Exam Cram:
This course provides an overview of Preventive Maintenance practices, including: safety, plan development and
implementation, technical documents, machine systems, measurement, alignment, coolants and lubricants, conduct and
documentation of periodic checks, inpsection, troubleshooting, and monitoring of machine operation.

Chapter 6 : AGFA DRYSTAR REFERENCE MANUAL Pdf Download.
Prior to delivery of this vehicle, the following checks and inspections were performed. Any item(s) that did not pass the
point inspection have been replaced or repaired.
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Toshiba FC22 Pdf User Manuals. View online or download Toshiba FC22 Manual.

Chapter 8 : Cisco Networking Academy, IT Essentials Course Booklet, Version 6 | Pearson
Module Automatic film processor, routine maintenance Module Automatic film processor repairs Task Films appear too
dark Task Films.
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