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INTRODUCTION
This document contains the compilation of comments received on EXTAG/522B/CD Spark Assessment involving a combination of resistive and capacitive parameters, with observations from the originator, TestSafe, AU, with additional comments from the MT 60079-11 Convener.

As a result of comments received and considered, the originator prepared a further  revised Draft Decision Sheet ExTAG/522C/CD - Draft ExTAG Decision Sheet – Spark Assessment involving a combination of resistive and capacitive parameters for discussion during the ExTAG 2019 Dubai Meetings.
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(to be completed by the originator)

	MT 60079-11
	
	
	
	This issue was discussed by MT60079-11 further in Waldenburg in April 2019 as follows:
a) The MT noted the observation to the MT comment in ExTAG/547/CC as “not accepted” and considers that represents a conflict between IECEx and TC31.

b) The MT considered the revised ExTAG/522B, noted that it was essentially the same as ExTAG/522A, and continues to disagree with it for the same reasons explained in the MT response to ExTAG/522A. 

c) ExTAG 552B has introduced a 50% rule which is not present in Ed.6 and could be considered a technical change.

d) For IEC 60079-11 Ed.7, it was decided to state that the use of Table A.1 and Table A.2 can be used independently for all Levels of Protection without the need to consider the combined resistive and capacitive energy.

MT 60079-11 requests TC31/IECEx liaison to discuss this with IECEx, and to advise MT60079-11 how best to respond to ExTAG/522B.


	
	For final discussion during ExTAG 2019 Dubai meeting

	CNEX-Global BV

	-
	-
	-
	No comments
	
	

	ExTC

AU


	
	
	General
	ExTC completely supports this document as it details compliance with the requirements of the Standard including the requirements of applying a safety factor of 1.5 for EPL Ga/Ma Gb/Mb

	No changes proposed.
	Noted.

	NANIO CCVE (ExCB and ExTL)

RU


	
	Answer
	Technical
	We can repeat our proposal from ExTAG/547/CC:

The suggested Answer does not resolve the  problem put by, as it does not specify the method of determining a specific probability of ignition for a given circuit, and, therefore, does not allow to determine if the circuit with given parameters is dangerous.

Under the conditions specified in the DS for Model A and Model B the explosion can occur, but the probability of explosion shall be less or equal to 10-3  .  It is possible to determine the probability of explosion  by tests for intrinsic safety using the procedure described in the column for safety factor 1.5 in Table H.1 of Annex H  of  IEC 60079-11:2011 (16 ignitions for 16000 sparks). 


	We suggest adding the following text to the Answer:

The normative text in Annex A.2 details that assessment to the figures and tables shall be used only when the circuit approximates to the simple circuit from which the curves are derived.  

The ExTL must provide parameters that will not give spark ignition in combination.

If the circuit is not simple, but approximates to a complex circuit the assessment procedure specified in the column for safety factor 1.5 in Table H.1 of Annex H  of  IEC 60079-11:2011 should be used.

	Accepted in Principle.
The suggested combination method is applied for linear circuit when the current, capacitance, inductance are less than 50% to simply assessment. Above 50%, spark ignition tests as per clause 10.1 are required. Decision sheet was updated to include Annex H for non-linear circuitry.  

	NCC

BR
	10.1
	
	
	No comments. We consider suitable that the ExTLs to simulate conditions of theoretical evaluations and tests.

	
	Noted.

	NEPSI
CN
	
	
	G
	This revised draft DS seems to change the requirements given in IEC 60079-11. Suggest to transfer this issue to MT 60079-11.

	
	Not Accepted. 
The requirement has not been changed. The combination assessment for current, capacitance and inductance is the principle assessment for intrinsic safety.

	TIIS

JP
	
	3rd para. of Answer
	G / T
	We basically agree with the draft DS, except for the statement about testing omission. 
We think the 3rd paragraph of Answer is an expansive interpretation of requirements of IEC 60079-11: 2011. Clause 10.1.5.2 of IEC 60079-11: 2011 is addressing only the circuit that contains both inductance and capacitance, not mentioning combination of Resistance current and capacitance. Besides, 10.1.5.2 b) 2) allows reducing Lo and Co instead of testing, but there is no explicit description that resistive current can be reduced in the clause.


	Remove the 3rd paragraph of Answer, or modify the sentences not to apply clause 10.1.5.2 of IEC 60079-11: 2011.

	Accepted in principle.
It was discussed in previous comments table ExTAG_522A_CD to provide some solution. The proposed method is to simplify the assessment apart from just performing spark ignition test.

Decision sheet is updated to clearly show spark testing option.

	UL

USA


	
	
	general
	Disagree with the proposal.  A similar proposal was presented and discussed during the Busan 60079-11 maintenance team meeting and it was agreed that while there may be a slight reduction in the safety factor, the values from the curves could be used.

The conclusion was that the current practice results in a circuit that is sufficiently safe. 
	Reject proposal.
	Not Accepted.
We don’t agree it will be a slight reduction in the safety factor. We estimate the safety factor would be around 1.3 or less if the full value of current and capacitance are used from the curves and tables.

	UL

Demko
DK

	
	
	
	Disagree with the proposal.  A similar proposal was presented and discussed during the Busan maintenance team meeting and it was agreed that while there may be a slight reduction in the safety factor, the values from the curves could be used.

The conclusion was that the current practice results in a circuit that is sufficiently safe. 
	Reject proposal.
	Not Accepted.
We don’t agree it will be a slight reduction in the safety factor. We estimate the safety factor would be around 1.3 or less if the full value of current and capacitance are used from the curves and tables.

	ULBR
BR

	
	
	
	Disagree with the proposal.  A similar proposal was presented and discussed during the Busan maintenance team meeting and it was agreed that while there may be a slight reduction in the safety factor, the values from the curves could be used.

The conclusion was that the current practice results in a circuit that is sufficiently safe. 
	Reject proposal.
	Not Accepted.
We don’t agree it will be a slight reduction in the safety factor. We estimate the safety factor would be around 1.3 or less if the full value of current and capacitance are used from the curves and tables.
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