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INTRODUCTION

This document is a compilation of comments received, as well as observations, from the originator UL LLC, US, with involvement by IEC/TC 31 MT 60079-18, on Draft Decision ExTAG/311/CD Draft ExTAG Decision Sheet – Regarding the application of faults as part of “ma” or “mb” evaluations, what are suitable faults that can be applied?
As a result of comments received and considered Decision Sheet ExTAG DS 2014/003 has now been published.
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	Member Body/

Country
	Clause/ Sub-clause
	Paragraph Figure/ Table
	Type of 

comment 

General/

technical/

editorial
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	Observation

	CESI

IT
	
	
	General
	We support ExTAG/311/CD without any comments.
	
	Noted

	DEKRA
Certification B.V. / the Netherlands
	
	
	
	To our opinion, this information can be clearly found in the standard.
	
	Not accepted.  Feedback through the IEC Collaboration Tool site initiated this draft DS, and feedback in response to this draft DS supports the need for it.

	Ex-

Agencija

HR
	
	
	
	Ex-Agencija agree with all three documents
	
	Noted

	FME

GB


	
	
	General
	We agree that some clarification in this area is necessary and also recognize that this DS cannot introduce any new requirements.

For completeness this should be expanded to cover ‘mc’
	Add ‘mc’ criteria to, just for completeness.
	Not accepted.  Faults are not applicable to “mc”.

	
	
	
	Technical
	Countable faults: It would be useful to specify the type of fault that can occur.

For example; resistors, do these fault to a higher value, a lower value or both depending on the worst cases scenario?

IC’s: Do these components fault ‘any pin to any pin’, open circuit, short circuit or both depending on the worst cases scenario?


	This might be considered to be introducing requirements that do not exist in the standard, but the failure modes of different types of component would be useful to assist in consistent application between ExCB’s.
	Not accepted.  As noted by the submitter, this may extend beyond the jurisdiction of an IECEx DS, or it may not.  Due to this uncertainty, it is advised that this draft DS not be expanded at this time.

	
	
	
	Technical
	Non-countable faults: When looking at the maximum temperature rise in 8.2.2 are components subjected to non-countable faults considered to failure to the matched load condition or just open or closed circuit depending on the worst case scenario?
	This might be considered to be introducing requirements that do not exist in the standard, but the failure modes of different types of component would be useful to assist in consistent application between ExCB’s.


	Not accepted.  As noted by the submitter, this may extend beyond the jurisdiction of an IECEx DS, or it may not.  Due to this uncertainty, it is advised that this draft DS not be expanded at this time.

	FME

GB
	
	
	Technical
	IEC 60079-11 introduced the concept of ‘ic’ during the last rewrite. By inference this introduces the concept of an infallible ‘ic’ transformer.  There are no specific requirements for an ‘ic’ infallible transformer so there should be a limitation in 60079-18 for using only the transformers meeting the requirements of IEC 60079-11 Clause 8 for ‘m’ and ‘mb’.


	Clarify that the isolating components should meet the requirements of clause 8 of IEC 60079-11 for ‘ma’ and ‘mb’.
	Not accepted.  IEC 60079-18 defines the requirements for isolating components that are not considered to fail across the segregation, and specifically does not require compliance with Clause 8 of IEC 60079-11 (but does recognize such constructions as an option).

	FMG

US
	
	
	General
	FM Approvals LLC (FMG) supports the decision as drafted.


	None


	Noted

	FTZU

CZ


	
	
	General
	We agree with the wording of drafts
	
	Noted

	ITS

US
	
	
	General
	ITS US has “No Comments”


	
	Noted

	NANIO/

CCVE

RU


	
	
	General
	We support ExTAG/311/CD without any comments.
	
	Noted

	NEPSI

CN

	
	
	T
	For the paragraph regarding determination of the faults to separation distances, the following should be considered:

a) Clause 7.2.4.2 of IEC 60079-18 should be considered.

b) For the situation that the bare current-carrying parts being assessed are located in free spaces, the separation distances should be evaluated according to the distance given for corresponding EPL of intrinsic safety “i” in table 5 of IEC 60079-11.


	Refer to the comments.
	Accepted in Part.  Text added to address the solid insulation exception per 7.2.4.2.  However, IEC 60079-18 does not require current carrying parts with encapsulated free space to comply with IEC 60079-11. 

	Presafe

NO


	
	
	
	What would be the consequence of the faults?
	As a consequence of the faults considered, temperature rise will occur and has to be determined according to Cl. 8.2.2.
	Not accepted.  This is beyond the scope of this draft IECEx DS.

	
	
	
	
	Failure of components that do not comply with Cl. 7.2.2
	Components that do not comply with Cl. 7.2.2 and components not listed in Cl. 7.2.2, for example electrolyte capacitor, IC’s, incl. control IC’s, diode bridge, PTC, varistor, etc., is subject to non-countable faults.

For further information of failure of components see Cl. 7.6 in IEC 60079-11:2011.
	Not accepted.  IEC 60079-18 does not reference IEC 60079-11 in 7.2.2 other than as specifically noted in 7.2.2.

	Presafe / Norway
	
	
	
	When will a thermal protection device be needed in addition to a fuse?
	It is essential that the compound is protected from damage caused by local heating, to prevent that and secure that the maximum surface temperature is not exceeded under fault condition, a thermal protective device is needed to ensure that:

a) The temperature limits of the compounds COT and the maximum surface temperature are not exceeded under normal operation.

b) For level of protection “ma” and “mb” the maximum surface temperature is not exceeded under fault condition mentioned. Here it is not sufficient to consider only the conditions “short or open circuits”, rather maximum available power. For example replace the electronic with a power resistor and apply “matched power”
.
	Not accepted.  This is beyond the scope of this draft IECEx DS.

	QPS 

CA
	
	
	General
	QPS supports all three decisions sheets with no comments.


	
	Noted

	SGS Baseefa


	
	
	
	We have no problem with the sheet as written, but it has prompted us to re-read the standard in detail and we now consider there to be a bigger issue than is highlighted in this draft and that it should be addressed at this time.

Moving upwards in voltage in Table 1 between 1kV and 1.6kV we lose the difference in values between mb and mc.  This therefore makes it impossible to literally interpret the words of 7.4.2.1 in respect of the difference between countable faults and non-countable faults at the higher voltage.
	It is suggested that MT 60079-18 are asked to confirm that for voltages in excess of 1kV all failure to meet the values in Table 1 are considered to be faults in normal operation.

This seems to be the only way to interpret the text but it does mean a very large jump in the requirements at the 1kV level

For example at 1kV a distance between 1.7 mm and 2.5 mm is considered countable (i.e. only one such distance can be considered as failing at the same time for mb)

At 1.1kV all distances less than 4mm are considered to be short circuit for both mb and mc
	Not accepted.  This is beyond the scope of this draft IECEx DS. 

	TRaC

GB
	
	
	
	TRaC has reviewed and we have no significant comments.


	
	Noted

	TUR

DE


	7.2
	
	All
	TÜV Rheinland (TUR) supports the proposed answer


	N/A
	Noted

	UL

US
	
	
	
	UL-USA supports the decision sheet.
	
	Noted

	UL/

DEMKO

DK
	
	
	
	UL Demko supports the draft Decision Sheet
	
	Noted
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