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TITLE:  Compilation of comments and observations on ExTAG/447/CD Draft Decision Sheet – Marking of combined Electrical/Non Electrical Equipment
INTRODUCTION

Draft Decision Sheet, ExTAG/447/CD Draft ExTAG Decision Sheet – Marking of combined Electrical/Non Electrical Equipment was prepared by INERIS, this document contains the compilation of comments received along with observations from the originator.
In light of the comments received a revised version, ExTAG/447ACD Draft Decision Sheet – Marking of combined Electrical/Non Electrical Equipment has been prepared and is issued for final discussion during the 2017 ExTAG Washington meeting.  
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	CNEX

Global

BV

NL
	
	
	G
	Agreed
	
	Noted

	CQM
CN


	
	
	
	We support the draft decision
	
	Noted

	DNV GL Nemko Presafe AS
NO
	
	
	G
	Presafe supports the proposed ExTAG
	
	Noted

	Ex-Agencija
HR
	
	
	
	Ex-Agencija support proposed Decision sheet ExTAG/447/CD and no further comments.


	
	Noted

	Kiwa (Unit ExVision) NL


	
	
	General
	We support ExTAG/447/CD without any comments.
	
	Noted

	NANIO/

CCVE

(ExCB and ExTL)

RU
	
	
	G
	We support ExTAG/447/CD without any comments.
	
	Noted

	NCC

Brazil


	N/A
	N/A
	General
	We support ExTAG/447/CD without any comments.
	N/A
	N/A

	SIMTARS
AU


	
	
	
	SIMTARS have no comments for this decision sheet.
	
	Noted

	TestSafe

(AU)

	
	
	
	TestSafe support the proposal.


	
	Noted

	TIIS
Japan

	
	
	General
	TIIS supports ExTAG／447/CD without any comments.
	
	Noted

	TÜV Rheinland
Germany


	
	
	
	No further comments.

Agreed
	
	Noted

	Comments 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DEKRA Certification B.V.
NL


	
	
	G
	This item is under discussion at WG22, so to our opinion it is better to wait for their proposal instead of issuing a decision sheet at this moment.

Besides that:

Although the combined marking is not defined in 60079-0 neither in ISO 80079-36, the principle of the marking is identical. Therefore, we do not see the requirement to duplicate the same information in two lines except for the type of protection.

To our opinion marking, Ex db h IIA T4 Gb is not in contradiction with the standards.


	Withdraw ExTAG/447/CD
	Following discussion with SC31M Chairman the marking of electrical part and the non-electrical part can be combined in one string. 

In addition, it is better to combine them. The Decision sheet ExTAG/447/CD is modified in this sense awaiting the new IEC 60079-0 which will define them clearly

	FMG

US


	
	
	
	FMG does not agree with proposed “answer”. The marking is addressing a single piece of Ex Equipment. The important parameters for the end user are the Type(s) of Protection, equipment group, temperature class, and EPL. The marking should address the lowest common denominator of those parameters as the explosive atmosphere is unable to distinguish between electrical and non-electrical sources of ignition. Splitting it into two lines provides no additional useful information, and potentially uses valuable marking real estate with no added value, and likely added confusion.

There are sufficient vagaries in the existing marking sections of IEC 60079-0 and ISO 80079-36 to allow the combination of marking, e.g.,

Ex db h IIA T4 Gb
	Revised answer:

The marking of the electrical part and the non-electrical part shall be combined into a single marking for explosive gas atmospheres and a single marking for explosive dust atmospheres.

Ex db h IIA T4 Gb

Ex h tb IIIC T135 °C Db
	Following discussion with SC31M Chairman the marking of electrical part and the non-electrical part can be combined in one string. 

In addition, it is better to combine them. The Decision sheet ExTAG/447/CD is modified in this sense awaiting the new IEC 60079-0 which will define them clearly

	FMG

US
	
	
	
	Further complicating this is the fact that ISO 80079-36 does not clearly specify that “gas” and “dust should be on separate lines in the same manner as IEC 60079-0, but not doing so introduces quite a mess.

For example, a marking of:

Ex h IIC IIIC T4 T135 °C Gb Db

would really have the end user scratching their head…


	Any marking for Group III should be on a separate line 


	idem

	FMG

US
	
	
	
	It is also noted that ISO 80079-36 does not have a clear requirement that excludes marking of a temperature class for an Ex Component. In IEC 60079-0, this exclusion is addressed in Annex B which is referenced by Clause 13. Table 1 of ISO 80079-36 includes a reference to Clause 13 (applies), but does not include a reference to Annex B, so a temperature class could be considered to be required to be applied to an Ex Component.

	This should also be clarified in the Decision Sheet to ensure that Ex Components are NOT marked with a temperature class.
	

	IMQ S.p.A.
(IT)


	-
	
	T/E
	We understand the scope, but currently the ISO 80079-36 do not require a two line marking in case of assembly between 60079-0 and others item non electrical. The two example in the standard with “electrical hazards”, refer to IEC 60079-0 without referring to “code”. 

The combination of electrical and non-electrical “h” code or the separation in two row of the codes, is not explicitly required. 


	We suggest to use “should” instead of “shall” because the ISO 80079 do not contain currently such requirement.

This way of splitting the codes in two row, would be advisable rather than “required”. 
Consider that with the same principle, also for dust code “t” (Group III) we would to split. 
Which means that when an assembly can be suitable for IIC and IIIC (e.g. with code “tb”) either electrical such and “h”, we need to have then 4 strings.

	Following discussion with SC31M Chairman the marking of electrical part and the non-electrical part can be combined in one string. 

In addition, it is better to combine them. The Decision sheet ExTAG/447/CD is modified in this sense awaiting the new IEC 60079-0 which will define them clearly

	NEPSI
CN
	
	
	G
	We don’t support the draft decision sheet.

If the Ex markings are separately given out for electrical and non-electrical parts, and marked on the combined equipment with one nameplate, it is difficult to comply with the requirements on location of the marking as described in both IEC 60079-0 and ISO 80079-36 because the main electrical and non-electrical parts of the combined equipment are usually not the same one. 
Therefore, we would recommend to assign a combined Ex marking to the entire equipment according to the principle given in IEC 60079-0. 

	We suggest to revise the draft decision answer as follows:

The Ex Marking shall include the symbols for all the types of protection employed for both electrical and non-electrical parts of the combined equipment. The symbols for the types of protection shall appear in alphabetical, with small separating spaces. 

For example:  Ex db h IIA T4 Gb

	Following discussion with SC31M Chairman the marking of electrical part and the non-electrical part can be combined in one string. 

In addition, it is better to combine them. The Decision sheet ExTAG/447/CD is modified in this sense awaiting the new IEC 60079-0 which will define them clearly

	PTB

DE


	
	
	te
	We do not agree to that proposal. It’s correct that the combined marking is not described, either in IEC 60079-0 nor in ISO 80079-36. But as the combination is now possible and the information in both marking strings are (beside of the Type of Protections used) redundant. And the equipment is one equipment to be used at the same place, at the same time within the same explosive atmosphere.


	Change the background and answer to: 

Although based on different standards, the marking of electrical part and the non-electrical part comprising the same equipment can be summarized into one marking string:

 - Ex db h IIA T4 Gb.

All requirements of each single standard are fulfilled
	Following discussion with SC31M Chairman the marking of electrical part and the non-electrical part can be combined in one string. 

In addition, it is better to combine them. The Decision sheet ExTAG/447/CD is modified in this sense awaiting the new IEC 60079-0 which will define them clearly

	SC31J


	
	
	Te
	The proposed marking is confusing for an end user. Neither of the lines is identified as electrical or non-electrical and other scenarios need to be considered.

It is reasonable to assume for instance the mechanical section could have a lesser T class than the electrical element. i.e.

Ex db IIA T4 Gb

Ex h IIA T6 Gb

It is also possible to have marking such as:

Ex db IIA T4 Gb

Ex db IIC T3 Gb

Is it then the higher or lower of these attributes that should be applied?

The marking is addressing a single piece of Ex Equipment. The important parameters for the end user are the Type(s) of Protection, equipment group, temperature class, and EPL. The marking should address the lowest common denominator of all the common parameters. Splitting it into two lines provides no additional useful information, and will increase confusion greatly for end users.

There is sufficient precedence in IEC 60079-46 for assemblies and the marking should follow a similar principle. The introduction of different forms of marking for multiple aspects of a single item will become very confusing in the market place and rightfully draw a lot of negative feedback from end users.

If the item has two separable parts (e.g. to allow multiple combinations), then each part can be marked according to its individual characteristics.


	Revised answer:

The marking of the electrical part and the non-electrical part shall be combined into a single marking for explosive gas atmospheres and a single marking for explosive dust atmospheres showing the highest temperature (lowest temperature class) and most onerous equipment group attributable to any element of the assembly.

E.g.

Ex db h IIA T4 Gb

Ex h tb IIIC T135 °C Db
	Following discussion with SC31M Chairman the marking of electrical part and the non-electrical part can be combined in one string. 

In addition, it is better to combine them. The Decision sheet ExTAG/447/CD is modified in this sense awaiting the new IEC 60079-0 which will define them clearly

	SGS Baseefa
GB
	
	
	
	We disagree with the proposed answer, for the following reasons:
The whole thrust of adopting the EPL system was to give a single mark indicating the level of protection provided by the equipment, independent of the particular protection concepts used.  To contemplate that the equipment may be marked, for example, Gb as part of the electrical code and Gc as part of the non-electrical code is a recipe for confusion.  The same argument applies to Temperature Class and Equipment Group.

The requirement for separate coding for gas and dust is a different matter as this indicates two different potential uses of the equipment, not different protection levels (or Groups or T-Class) for different parts of the equipment.

If equipment is to be coded separately for electrical/non-electrical, as well as for gas and dust, that means four separate lines of code.  For ATEX equipment, that gets even worse.

Both standards are silent on the combining or not of the codes, so using a combined code is certainly not prohibited by the standards.


	Answer:

The letter “h” is to be inserted at the correct alphabetical position along with the electrical protection concept letters in a single combined code.  Gas and Dust codes remain separate.

For example:

Ex db eb h IIB T4 Gb

Ex h tb IIIC 135C Db

This avoids the potential for differing EPL, Group or T-Class marking, if the marking strings are kept separate.
	Following discussion with SC31M Chairman the marking of electrical part and the non-electrical part can be combined in one string. 

In addition, it is better to combine them. The Decision sheet ExTAG/447/CD is modified in this sense awaiting the new IEC 60079-0 which will define them clearly

	UL-

USA


	All
	
	General
	We do not agree with the draft DS.  The rationale is not valid.  This is not the only standard that is not defined in 60079-0; for example, 60079-0 does not mention the ‘op’ protection types from 60079-28 but it is common practice to include the ‘op’ protection types in the same marking string.  Clarity is also not a valid reason to split the markings, as inclusion of ‘h’ makes it clear that 80079-36 has been applied.  Forcing electrical and non-electrical markings onto 2 lines also takes up the limited space on a label unnecessarily.  Only markings for Group III should be on a separate line.
	Completely revised the DS to permit electrical and non-electrical markings within the same line.
	Following discussion with SC31M Chairman the marking of electrical part and the non-electrical part can be combined in one string. 

In addition, it is better to combine them. The Decision sheet ExTAG/447/CD is modified in this sense awaiting the new IEC 60079-0 which will define them clearly

	UL/DEMKO
DK
	
	
	G
	ULD doesn’t support this draft DS. While we see a need that this should be addressed in the IEC 60079 and ISO 80079 series we think that the proposed will just require more space to be taken up on the already busy marking labels without adding any clarity.

	See comments
	Following discussion with SC31M Chairman the marking of electrical part and the non-electrical part can be combined in one string. 

In addition, it is better to combine them. The Decision sheet ExTAG/447/CD is modified in this sense awaiting the new IEC 60079-0 which will define them clearly
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