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(to be completed by the originator)

	IEC TC 31

Chairman
	
	
	
	The intent of the clause in IEC 60079-18 edition 2 and 3 was to apply a test force (in newtons) of 20 times the cable diameter (in mm) or 5 times the force (in newtons) that will be applied as its weight.  In edition 3, the MT tried to clean things up by putting the second condition in terms of newtons = mass x acceleration due to gravity (g) - rounding g to 10m/s2.  If we ignore the rounding error in g, there was no change in the test condition from edition 2 to 3.  The test force was the same value.

Weight is already a force and takes into account the influence of g.  Mass must be multiplied by g in order to get the force.

In edition 4, responding to a comment that suggested that the requirement changed from edition 2 to edition 3 due to the number going from 5 to 50, the number was changed back to 5, but the text following the number was still in terms of mass, so the force (Newtons) now appears to have been reduced by 10, but only if you miss the fact that the force needs to be in Newtons, which is specified at the beginning of the clause.  You will get the Newtons by multiplying by g.
In all three editions of the standard, the test force is the same.
	
	Accept in part.

We acknowledge the helpful explanations from IEC TC31 Chairman. Now we understand IEC TC31 has no intension to change the requirement from edition to edition of IEC 60079-18. 
In case to apply force of 5 times of the mass for pull test as read from Edition 4.0 of IEC 60079-18, it is extremely low and makes no sense for testing. 
Since it has not been highlighted as technical change in edition 4.0 of IEC 60079-18, it is clear that the tension force should be 5 times the weight of “m” equipment or 20 times the cable diameter(in mm), which is identical to all the previous editions of IEC 60079-18. 
However, as discussion during 2017 IECEx International Conference, this issue was requested to clarify by the industry because the wording in the fourth edition standard is confusing and may lead to misunderstanding in the unsafe direction. 
With reference to the feedback received from the circulation of the draft DS, the requirement in Edition 4.0 of IEC 60079-18 is a typo or an error. This has been supported by experts from MT 60079-18.
We do recognize this is a technical issue, and agree to transfer this to MT 60079-18 immediately, however to reduce the risk of IECEx certification, we still consider there is a necessity for IECEx to take an immediate action to clarify that by using an interim decision sheet before a reasonable action made by MT 60079-18. 
Accordingly the original draft DS have been revised as ExTAG/460A/CD for further consideration during the ExTAG Washington meeting.


	FME
GB

	
	
	te
	The draft DS proposes a change to the technical requirements IEC 60079-18 Ed3 which is not permitted by the rules of ExTAG. 

However this draft DS does highlight that there is something wrong with the standard and we believe that this is with the 4th edition of IEC 60079-18 not the 3rd edition. The text of the current edition of the standard requires a pull test which has a safety factor of less than unity.

	Send this to IEC TC31 MT60079-18 for an amendment to be created to reintroduce the text of edition 3 for this test.
	Accepted in part.

We will send this issue to IEC TC31 MT 60079-18 for their consideration, but as mentioned above, we still consider an immediate and interim decision sheet could be much important for consistent understanding on the safe side of IECEx certification.

Accordingly the original draft DS have been revised as ExTAG/460A/CD for further consideration during the ExTAG Washington meeting.



	FMG

US


	
	
	ge
	We believe the issue is with Ed 4, not Ed 3. The MT was addressing a comment on the mis-match of units, but likely introduced an error with their change. When comparing mass and force, the acceleration of gravity (~10 m/sec2) has to be taken into account.

Ed 4 specifies that the tensile force (in N) shall be 5 times the mass (in kg) of the equipment. 

Therefore, for a piece of “m” equipment with a 1 kg mass, the tensile force required would be 5 N which is roughly 0.5 kgf. A safety factor of 0.5 seems a bit low….

Had the standard specified that the required tensile force can be applied using a test mass of 5 times the mass of the “m” equipment, it would have resulted in the same test as Ed 3.

Ed 3 specifies that the tensile force (in N) shall be 50 times the mass (in kg) of the equipment. 

Therefore, for a piece of “m” equipment with a 1 kg mass, the tensile force required would be 50 N which is roughly 5 kgf. The resulting safety factor of 5 seems to be about right.


	A DS cannot be used to change the requirements of the standard. This requires a corrigendum, an amendment, or a new edition.

Propose an amendment to Ed 4 to correct what appears to be an error.


	Accept in part.

We will send this issue to IEC TC31 MT 60079-18 for their consideration, but as mentioned above, we still consider an immediate and interim decision sheet could be much important for consistent understanding on the safe side 
Accordingly the original draft DS have been revised as ExTAG/460A/CD for further consideration during the ExTAG Washington meeting.

	NANIO CCVE (ExCB and ExTL
	
	
	General
	Despite  the fact that in our opinion the requirement in accordance with 8.2.5.1 IEC 60079-18:2009 (“50 times the mass (in kilograms) of the “m” equipment”) is excessive, it is considered that the decision on approval of this DS shall be postponed  until it will be requested about the clarification to MT 60079-18  whether this change was a misprint or correction.

In case if it is a correction, the corrigendum to the IEC 60079-18 Ed. 4.0 is required to prepare  with regard to identify this modification in the table of significant changes between IEC 60079-18 Edition 4.0 and IEC 60079-18 Edition 3.0.
	To postpone the decision on the approval of this  DS ExTAG until it will be requested about the clarification to MT 60079-18

To request to MT 60079-18 for the clarification of this issue
	Accept in part.

We will send this issue to IEC TC31 MT 60079-18 for their consideration, but as mentioned above, we still consider an immediate and interim decision sheet could be much important for consistent understanding on the safe side 
Accordingly the original draft DS have been revised as ExTAG/460A/CD for further consideration during the ExTAG Washington meeting.

	NEPSI
CN

	
	
	G
	We support the draft decision ExTAG/460/CD.
	
	Noted.

	QPS

CA


	
	
	General
	This decision sheet seeks to modify a test requirement from a published standard. 

Decision Sheets cannot modify a requirement in a standard – OD35


	Reject DS 
	Accepted in part.

We will send this issue to IEC TC31 MT 60079-18 for their consideration, but as mentioned above, we still consider an immediate and interim decision sheet could be much important for consistent understanding on the safe side 
Accordingly the original draft DS have been revised as ExTAG/460A/CD for further consideration during the ExTAG Washington meeting.

.

	QPS

CA


	
	
	General
	It is unclear what the purpose of this Decision sheet is. There is always a technical difference between one edition of the standard to the next, whether major or minor. We cannot arbitrarily decide to enforce a specific new test requirement on an older standard as this would seem to endorse the technical equivalency of the two editions without incorporating all of the other changes in the new version. 
	Reject DS

Or

Re propose that the 3rd edition of IEC 60079-18 cannot be used for the purposes of IECEx certification
	Accepted in part.
We will send this issue to IEC TC31 MT 60079-18 for their consideration, but as mentioned above, we still consider an immediate and interim decision sheet could be much important for consistent understanding on the safe side 
Accordingly the original draft DS have been revised as ExTAG/460A/CD for further consideration during the ExTAG Washington meeting.

	TIIS
JP

	
	
	
	It is not clearly written in the Answer why the requirement (5 times) of Ed.4 shall be applied to the test with the standard Ed. 3.0 as well. With the clear and acceptable reason, TIIS would support the draft DS.
	
	Accepted in part.

We will send this issue to IEC TC31 MT 60079-18 for their consideration, but as clarified above, we still consider an immediate and interim decision sheet could be much important for consistent understanding on the safe side.
Accordingly the original draft DS have been revised as ExTAG/460A/CD for further consideration during the ExTAG Washington meeting.



	SGS Baseefa

UK


	8.2.5.1
	
	technical
	For IECEx it is not permitted to apply reduced requirements from the later (2014) standard if issuing a certificate to the 2009 standard.
	The proposed decision sheet should not be accepted
	Accepted in part.

We will send this issue to IEC TC31 MT 60079-18 for their consideration. We acknowledge the detailed analysis from SGS Baseefa. Now we also consider the requirement in Edition 4.0 of IEC 60079-18 is an error. But as mentioned above, in order to control of IECEx certification risk, we still consider an immediate and interim decision sheet is much important for consistent understanding on the safe side.

Accordingly the original draft DS have been revised as ExTAG/460A/CD for further consideration during the ExTAG Washington meeting.



	SGS Baseefa

UK


	
	
	technical
	Comparing the various versions of the standard, it seems more likely that the value quoted in the 2014 edition is the one in error
##The detailed comments from SGS Baseefa as follows.
	Please see the discussion below

This must be referred to MT 60079-18
	


##The detailed comments from SGS Baseefa:
This clause should be referred back to the maintenance team for 60079-18 for discussion because it is possible that the change introduced in the 2014 standard was done in error.

In the 2004 standard the requirement was:

The tensile force (in Newtons) applied shall be either 20 times the value in millimetres of the diameter of the cable or 5 times the weight of the ‘m’ apparatus, whichever is the lower.

‘Weight’ can be interpreted in different ways but the standard definition is:

The weight of an object is the force of gravity on the object and may be defined as the mass times the acceleration of gravity, w = mg. Since the weight is a force, its SI unit is the newton.
It would appear that to avoid confusion (and different definitions of ‘weight’) the 2009 standard was written as:

The tensile force (in Newtons) applied shall be either 20 times the value in millimetres of the diameter of the cable or 50 times the mass (in kilograms) of the ‘m’ apparatus, whichever is the lower.

As weight is 9.81 x the mass these two requirements can be considered almost equivalent.

The 2014 standard was changed again, possibly in error to read as follows:

The tensile force (in Newtons) applied shall be either 20 times the value in millimetres of the diameter of the cable or 5 times the mass (in kilograms) of the ‘m’ apparatus, whichever is the lower.
This might have been an attempt to ‘correct’ a perceived increase in requirements between the 2004 and 2009 standards but in actual fact has resulted in a substantial relaxation in the standard which, if intended, should have been highlighted as a technical change.

Consider the following example of a piece of ‘m’ equipment with a mass of 1kg and a cable diameter of 5mm and apply the requirements as written in the last 3 editions of IEC 60079-18:

	
	Tensile force applied (Newtons)

	year
	Based on cable diameter
	Based on mass or weight of the equipment

	2004
	5 x 20 = 100N
	1 x 9.81 x 5 = 49.05N

	2009
	5 x 20 = 100N
	1 x 50 = 50N

	2014
	5 x 20 = 100N
	1 x 5 = 5N


Since these values are intended for “non-fixed” equipment, to check that a cable inserted into equipment with a mass of 1 Kg is capable of withstanding a pull of only 5N seems to be on the extremely low side.  As the standard requires that the test is performed with the lower of the two values, the cable into a 1 Kg mass would have to less than 0.25 mm diameter before taking the cable option offered any reduction; a non-realistic situation.

Therefore it may be concluded that the realistic requirement was in the 2004 and 2009 editions, but that there was an error in moving this requirement to the 2014 edition.
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