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INTRODUCTION

This document contains the compilation of comments received on ExTAG/520A/CD Draft Revised ExTAG Decision Sheet – Cell or Battery testing for type of protection “ib” with observations from the originator, TestSafe, AU.

As a result of comments received and considered, a revised Draft Decision Sheet ExTAG/520B/CD has now been published for consideration and is issued for additional consideration over a six week period.
Please inform the Secretariat immediately of any omissions or errors at

Christine Kane
On behalf of Mr. Julien Gauthier 

Julien Gauthier

ExTAG Secretary

	Address:

IECEx Secretariat 

Level 33 Australia Square

264 George Street 

Sydney NSW 2000

Australia

Web: www.iecex.com

	ExTAG Secretary

Mr Julien Gauthier

LCIE S.A.

33 Avenue du General Leclerc

92260 Fontenay-aux-Roses

FRANCE  

Tel: +33 1 40 95 55 26

Fax: +33 1 40 95 89 37

Email : julien.gauthier@fr.bureauveritas.com



	ExCB/

ExTL
	Clause/ Sub-clause
	Paragraph Figure/

Table
	Type of

comment

General/

technical/

editorial
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	Observation

(to be completed by the originator)

	ExTC –

AU

	
	
	
	ExTC support this proposed DS.
	
	Noted.

	FTZU

CZ


	
	
	
	We agree with the interpretation as mentioned into the Draft of DS
	
	Noted.

	INERIS
FR

	All
	All
	Ge
	We support this Decision Sheet.

Furthermore, we propose to go deeper in this issue. 

In fact, there are different interpretation between ExTLs and manufacturers. It seems to be important to clarify the interpretation.


	
	Noted.

	INERIS
FR

	All
	All
	Te
	Extend this Decision Sheet to other type of protective devices integrated to cells or batteries, like PTC or fuse.


	Add at the end of this DS:

“Internal protective devices” are internal devices which can act again thermal effect induced by the failure of the separator. 

Consequently, protective device integrated in a cell, but which doesn’t prevent from heating due to the separator failure (e.g. PTC, internal fuse) shall not be considered as internal protective devices. 

They shall be shorted/removed prior to the test.

 
	Accepted in principle. 
Exact text  of the earlier edition of the standard will replace the last sentence of the proposed DS.
“When determining the surface temperature of most batteries/cells, the effect of built-in protective devices, for example fuses or PTC resistors, is not taken into account because this is an assessment of a possible internal fault, for example failure of a separator.”


	INERIS
FR
	All
	All
	Te
	To go deeper in this issue, some cell doesn’t contain any “dedicated” protective device, but the internal connection breaks during the short-circuit test because of excessive heating. 

This internal connection acts as a fuse. It suddenly induces a short-circuit current of 0A.

In this case, it is impossible to measure the maximum heating of the cell. The cell could not be thermally assessed and therefore shall not be used in an IS apparatus.
	Add at the end of this DS:

Note:

some cell doesn’t contain any “dedicated” protective device, but the internal connection breaks during the short-circuit test because of excessive heating. 

This internal connection acts as a fuse. It suddenly induces a short-circuit current of 0A.

In this case, it is neither possible to measure the maximum heating of the cell, nor to prove absence of electrolyte leakage after full discharge.

Consequently, the cell could not be assessed against IS requirements and shall not be used for level of protection ‘ia’ or ‘ib’.

	Accepted in principle.
The internal connection that may break is considered as an internal protection device. The cell manufacturer must remove this otherwise the compliance with the standard is not established.

We will add over-current protective device to the modified text above.

Refer to above.

	KIWA

NL
	
	
	G
	Kiwa does agree with the answer in this DS, but questions if a DS is required for this topic.

How can an external PCB protect an internal short.
The internal short in a cell has to be assumed since the isolation thickness is unclear and surely does not comply to table 5 or even Annex F.
Hence it is clear that a PCB mounted in parallel to this internal isolator can’t protect this internal short.


	
	Noted.
This decision sheet has been prepared because some test laboratories were not conducting test with internal protective device removed 
(short-circuited).

	LOM

ES

	
	
	General
	LOM agrees this DS as it is.
	
	Noted.

	NANIO CCVE (ExCB and ExTL)

RU
	
	
	General
	We support this ExTAG Decision Sheet without comments
	
	Noted.

	NCC

BR

	10.5.3
	b
	
	We agree.
	
	Noted.

	Presafe

NO

	10.5.3 b)
	
	
	Agrees with the proposal.

	
	Noted.

	Presafe

NO

	10.5.3 b
	
	
	In addition safety against internal short circuit should not depend on internal fuses also for “ib” cells. 
.  

Some high capacity cells are proved to overheat and explode before the internal fuse disconnect.


	Cells with safety depending on an internal or external fuse for short circuit protection shall not be allowed for intrinsic safety.
	 Noted. 
The standard is already clear on this:

“The test shall be carried out both with internal current-limiting devices in circuit and with the devices short-circuited using 10 cells in each case…”

	SGS
BASEEFA

GB
	
	
	
	SGS Baseefa supports the comments from MT 60079-11.


	
	Noted.

	TC 31 MT60079-11
	Background
	Last sentence
	Te
	The standard only allows current limiting devices not to be removed for “ib” if it protects against internal shorts of the cell, but not of the battery.

	Replace “cell/battery” with “cell(s)”.
	Accepted. 
1st sentence of Question is replaced with “cell/battery” from “battery” accordingly.

	TC 31

MT60079-11
	Background
	Last sentence
	Ed
	Mixture of singular / plural : “devices is permitted”.

	Change to “devicex are permitted”.
	Accepted.

	TC 31

MT60079-11


	Answer
	2nd sentence
	Te
	The short circuit being tested is of the cells only and not the battery.

	Replace “cell/battery” with “cell(s)”.


	Accepted.

Due to this change, 1st sentence of Question is replaced with “cell/battery” from “battery” accordingly.

	TC 31

MT60079-11
	Answer
	3rd sentence

	Ed
	Incorrect use of comma.
	Remove comma after “both”,
	Accepted.

	UL do BR

BR
	
	
	
	ULBR supports the comments made by MT


	
	Noted.

	UL

US
	
	
	
	UL-USA supports the publication of 520A/CD.
	
	Noted.
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