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	Member Body


	Clause/ Sub-clause
	Paragraph Figure/ Table
	Type of 

comment 

General/

technical/

editorial
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	Observation

	CML

GB


	
	
	
	This decision sheet is OK for us.
	
	Noted 

	DEKRA

NL

	7.3
	
	Technical
	The decision sheet is too specific and could lead to wrong interpretation as well.

The intention of clause 7.3 is to provide the possibility for users to provide safety devices for safe use of the Ex p panel in explosive atmospheres them self.

A Breaker or control relay might be relevant in those cases where there is no other means of thermal limitations inside the certified panels.

7.3 is very vague if it comes to what needs to be included into the instructions to make the user aware of the safety devices needed for operation within the design parameters in explosive atmospheres.


	For answer:

“

Any external safety devices that are required for operating the Ex p panel within the design parameters in explosive atmospheres shall be specified in the documentation by:

· Type of safety device:
Temperature limiter, flow limiter, time relay for flushing, current relay, breaker etc.

· Physical parameters

· Limiting set-points

· The method of connection

This information shall be listed in the instructions as referred to in IEC 60079-0 clause 30.

“
	Noted.  This was referred to TC31 for further action, particularly in relation to the apparent contradictions between 60079-2 clause 7.3 and 60079-14 clause 17.1

This DS is restricted to considering the main supply contactor and possibly the motor protection relay (if present or required) which are not in the list of safety devices in 60079-2 clause 7.2 and are not the subject of “X” conditions for most Types of Protection.
Wording has been amended to emphasize the limitation of scope of this DS

	FMG

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


	None


	Noted

	ITS

GB
	
	
	General
	We support the interpretation sheet and it reflects our understanding of the requirements of the standard.  The only thought we had was to add a requirement of an X condition if the isolation device is not included with the equipment.

	
	Noted.  Additional point not accepted.
No other protection concept requires the use of “X” to specify a supply contactor

	ITS

US


	
	
	
	We support the draft DS as written


	
	Noted

	LCIE
FR
	
	
	
	LCIE support the document without comment.

	
	Noted

	NANIO CCVE
RU

	
	
	General
	We support this ExTAG/344/CD without any comments
	
	Noted

	NEPSI

CN
	
	
	
	NEPSI approves the draft DS.
	
	Noted

	PreSafe

NO
	
	
	
	We agree with this document, and have no further comments.

 


	
	Noted

	SIRA

GB
	
	
	
	We agree with the document and have no comments.

	
	Noted

	TUR

AU
	
	
	
	We support the draft decision sheet.
	
	Noted

	TUR
DE

	7.3
	Clause 3:
“Terms and definitions”


	General
	The clause 7.3 of IEC 60079-2 is related to “safety devices”.
IEC 60079-2, table 3 and clause 7 describe what “safety devices” are and how to interconnect them and how they should interact together.

The used words, terms and definitions are explained and introduced in the standard as well.

This Draft Decision Sheet uses different words and terms in parts of this sheet..
	Usage of the words, terms and definitions in this Decision Sheet as used in 
IEC 60079-2.
	Noted.
More specific terminology introduced

	 TUR
DE
	7.3
	Clause 7 in general and table 3

IEC 60079-14: 2013, clause 17.1
	Technical
	The clause 7.3 requires to mark the equipment with an “X” in case that the manufacturer does not provide the “safety devices”.

If that is the case the equipment (e.g.: Ex p – enclosure without safety device) is an incomplete device and is to be marked with an “U”. 
It is a component.

Please refer to IEC 60079-14: 2013, clause 17.1 as well:
The whole system is to be certified as a complete unit together.

	Change the clause 7.3 in IEC 60079-2 and require marking with an “U” in that described case, because this is a component.

It is required to have an CoC, covering the whole unit (Ex-p enclosure together with all safety devices.)


	Agreed.  This was referred to TC31 for further action, particularly in relation to the apparent contradictions between 60079-2 clause 7.3 and 60079-14 clause 17.1
This DS is restricted to considering the main supply contactor and possibly the motor protection relay (if present or required) which are not in the list of safety devices in 60079-2 clause 7.2 and are not the subject of “X” conditions for most Types of Protection

	UL
USA
	7.3
	
	Technical
	The question needs clarity.  We are assuming that the answer is intended to address external controls, which are not part of the certified pressurized enclosure or pressurization control system.  If this is the intent, please re-word the question to distinguish between external controls, and any control devices/switches inside the pressurization system.  An example is the following:  Clause 7.3 of the standard refers to “safety devices” which are identified in Table 3, and for protection technique “pxb” an interlock may be a safety device.  So this answer would not be correct when applies to Clause 7.3, since it seems that the interlock could incorporate a switching device
	Change the wording of the question to clarify whether this applies to external controls or internal parts.
	Noted.
Clarification introduced


Page 1 of 5

[image: image1.png]