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TITLE: Compilation of comments with observations from the originator on ExTAG/406/CD Draft Revision to Decision Sheet DS 2012/005 - Inclusion of an IP rating as part of the marking and certificate
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INTRODUCTION

This document contains a compilation of comments received on the abovementioned Draft Decision Sheet as well as observations completed by the originator, Mr Ron Sinclair, SGS BASEEFA, TC31 WG22. 
This document is issued for consideration during the ExTAG Umhlanga Meeting under ExTAG Agenda Item 10.2 (see ExTAG/423B/DA)
As usual please inform the Secretariat immediately of any omissions or errors at
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	Member Body


	Clause/ Sub-clause
	Paragraph Figure/ Table
	Type of

comment

General/

technical/

editorial
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	Observation

(to be completed by the originator)

	CESI

IT
	
	
	GE
	CESI fully supports this decision sheet.


	Release this ExTAG DS
	Noted

	CML

GB
	
	
	Ed
	Agree, perhaps suggest suitable wording to assist CB’s 
	Add at the end of the additional paragraph:

‘Suitable wording may be: ‘The equipment has been separately tested against the requirements of IEC 60529 and it meets IP66’
	Noted –
See proposed altered text below

	DEKRA Certification B.V.


	
	
	
	This ExTAG sheet does not comply with the duties of ExTAG per 

IECEx01 par. 9.1.3 therefore this sheet shall be withdrawn.
	Reject ExTAG 406 CD

Withdraw ExTAG DS2012/005
	Noted -
However, there is significant support for clarification

	NANIO/

CCVE

RU


	
	
	General
	We support ExTAG/406/CD without any comments.
	
	Noted

	QPS

CA
	
	6
	General/

technical
	If the additional IP rating is to be marked on the equipment, it shall not form an integral part of the hazardous area coding required by IEC 60079-0. 

QPS - It is unclear what this means or what “integral” means in this context. The coding required by IEC 60079-0 does not permit or discuss IP markings so it should never form a part of it. 
E.g. 

Integral – Ex d IIB T4 Gb IP66

Not integral – 

Ex d IIB T4 Gb

IP66
?

If the additional IP rating is to be given in the certificate, it shall only be mentioned in the schedule of the certificate, with the explanation that it is in accordance with IEC 60529 or IEC 60034-5 and that (if applicable) the testing was not performed in accordance with the pre-conditioning required by IEC 60079-0.
QPS –IEC 60079-0 does not require or provide guidance to an IP marking, even as part of the minimum IP rating for the protection method. Therefore, all IP ratings noted on the certificates should be assumed to be additional marking not associated with the EX protection. If we apply this method, we will have a problem with the thousands of existing certificates which have IP ratings but do not explain where they came from. Therefore, it would not help unless it was retroactively applied which is not practical
	If the additional IP rating is to be marked on the equipment, it shall be noted on a separate line from the hazardous area coding required by IEC 60079-0. 

Delete the text:

“If the additional IP rating is to be given in the certificate, it shall only be mentioned in the schedule of the certificate, with the explanation that it is in accordance with IEC 60529 or IEC 60034-5 and that (if applicable) the testing was not performed in accordance with the pre-conditioning required by IEC 60079-0.”
	Noted -
See proposed altered text below

	SIRIM

MY
	
	
	Technical
	Do explosive dust atmospheres cover the nano particle environment?


	
	Noted

	TSA

AU
	29
	
	General
	We support the proposed Draft DS.
	
	Noted

	TUR
DE
	
	
	
	TUR supports the proposed answer.


	
	Noted

	UL

US
	
	
	General
	· Common practice today, as can be quickly verified by viewing CoCs across ExCBs, is to include reference to any applicable IP marking under the ‘Markings” section on the 1st page of the IECEx CoC.
· This practice is in accordance with Clause 1.2.11 of IECEx OD 011-2 which, in part, reads… “As an example, a product to be marked with “Ex d IIC T4 IP65” must have this ‘marking string’ defined in the Marking field of the Certificate.”
· Industry requests IP markings to be prominently displayed on IECEx CoCs.
· Whether such IP markings are supported by the Tests of enclosures per IEC 60079-0 has not been raised as a concern of industry.
· To change this OD permitted practice would first require 1) a revision to OD 011-2 to be consistent with IECEx rules of procedure, and 2) a revision to any current CoC that includes an IP marking under the “Marking” section of the CoC to provide a level playing field across all manufacturers and a consistent presentation to industry. 
· If there is a need to clearly indicate whether or not any IP marking is supported by the Tests of enclosures per IEC 60079-0, at most this may be of interest to a Receiving ExCB.  To more clearly communicate such, a revision could be made to the ExTR Cover.

	Revised the DS to permit IP ratings to be included in the “Markings” section, but also specify that if IP ratings are included in the Markings, then a clear explanation shall be provided in the test reports as to whether IP tests were performed following the pre-conditioning sequence required by IEC 60079-0.   


	Noted -

See proposed altered text below
It is not believed that putting the information in the test report solves the problem as this is never seen by the user of the equipment.

Although the text in 1.2.11 of OD 011-2 may have been correct when the OD was issued, it is out of line with current standards and should be deleted to avoid confusion.

 It should never be stated that because we have done it before, we must continue to do it the same way.  Standards would not develop.  However, the concern about a “sharp cut-off” is noted and it is hoped that the proposed altered text takes account of this concern.

	UL/

DEMKO

DK
	
	
	
	UL/DEMKO DK support UL USA’s comments to draft DS ExTAG/406/CD.


	
	Noted -

See proposed altered text


Proposal for altered text
Replace the red additional text in ExTAG/406/CD with:

If the additional IP rating is to be marked on the equipment, it shall not form an integral part of the hazardous area coding required by IEC 60079-0 (i.e. as if it is part of the marking required by IEC 60079-0:2011 clause 29.4), but may be marked separately.  The additional IP rating may be given in the marking section of the certificate (but not as if it is part of the marking required by IEC 60079-0:2011 clause 29.4). If the IP rating is given in the certificate it shall be declared in the equipment description to be in accordance with the appropriate standard IEC 60529 or IEC 60034-5.  A suitable form of words might be: ‘The equipment has been separately tested against the requirements of IEC 60529 and it meets IP66’
Additional Proposal

The text in 1.2.11 of OD 011-2 is altered to avoid the suggestion that the IP rating forms part of the marking string related to IEC 60079-0:2011 clause 29.4
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