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INTRODUCTION

This document is a compilation of comments, as well as observations from the originator,

on ExTAG/353/CD Draft ExTAG Decision Sheet – Flameproof joint for enclosure lid of non-cylindrical shape
A revised document taking into account these comments and observations ExTAG/353A/CD Draft ExTAG Decision Sheet – Flameproof joint for enclosure lid of non-cylindrical shape, has been prepared and circulated for a final approval period.
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	Member Body


	Clause/ Sub-clause
	Paragraph Figure/ Table
	Type of 

comment 

General/

technical/

editorial
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	Observation

	CML

GB


	
	
	General
	CML supports this decision sheet
	
	OK

	DEKRA Certification BV


	
	
	T
	We see no need for a more severe quality control on this type of joints. The remaining conditions in the answer do not have an added value to the requirements of the standard.
We think the fundamental question is, are cylindrical joints or conical joints with a non circular shape, which may or may not be part of a spigot joint allowed? 

We think the answer is Yes.


	We suggest that Ineris withdraws this draft ExTAG decision or delete the conditions for the quality control and rephrases the question and answer to the fundamental question which includes the examples as shown above.
	Modified on new version of the ExTAG : 
As we think that the dimensional control is a critical aspect, the information regarding quality control have been introduced as “NOTE” instead of as conditions (point c) and d) removed). 

	EXA

HR
	
	
	
	Ex-Agencija support this ExTAG CD with following comments-

	
	OK

	EXA

01
	Scope Standards
	
	E
	The most important question for this type of joint is how to keep dimensions in production. So, this decision also has influence on production, standard ISO/IEC 80079-34.
	Standard ISO/IEC 80079-34:2011 should be listed also in cell ‘Standard’
	The new version of the ExTAG : 

The standard ISO/IEC 80079-34:2011 is listed in cell ‘Standard’

	EXA
02

	Back-

ground
	Page 2
	E
	As stated in item 2 of Background ANSI 1203 standard deals with right angel spigot joint. 
	In third sentence ‘figure 3’ should be deleted


	The background regarding ANSI UL1203 has been discussed directly with UL before to propose the ExTAG. No remark from UL has been done regarding this point. We suppose that construction with a conical part with angel lower than 5° could be taken into consideration also in the UL1203 standard..

	EXA
03
	Answer
	Page 2
1st sentence
	E
	Reference to incorrect standard
	Instead of standard ‘IEC 60079-14 7th ‘ should be ‘IEC 60079-1, 7th ‘

 
	OK

	EXA
03
	Answer
	Page 2
Item 2
	E
	Incorrect item of standard, intention of ExTAG DS is to be applied for all gas groups, not only for IIC
	Correct to:

‘… in accordance with 15.3 of the IEC 60079-1 standard’

	OK, modified on the new version of the ExTAG

	FME

GB
	
	
	
	We have no comments to offer on ExTAG/353/CD.
	
	OK

	FMG
US
	
	
	ge
	FM Approvals LLC (FMG) does not support the Decision as drafted.

	
	

	FMG
US
	
	
	te
	5.2.3 deals with spigot joints consisting of a cylindrical portion, and in some cases, a flanged portion. The draft Decision appears to try to define rectangular cylinders so that the constructions of Figures 2a and 3 can be applied. It should also be noted that 3.6 defines the gap of a cylindrical joint as the difference between the diameters or the bore and the cylindrical component.


	This topic was discussed by MT60079-1 during the preparation of Edition 7, and no changes were made to the document to address this construction.
	According to the feedback we have from some laboratories and manufacturers, it is not so clear that this construction is allowed or not allowed in the actual standard. 
This topic was discussed by MT60079-1 for the Edition 7 and no changes were made, but it seems that it was not for a technical reason. In any case, it could be interesting for the manufacturer and laboratories to not wait the next Edition of the standard before to clarify this point. 

	FMG
US
	
	
	te
	A change to 60079-1 is required to be able to certify this construction.
	Suggest a proposal be made for the 8th Edition of 60079-1 to address this construction.


	Of course, a clarification will be required in the next edition.  

	Kiwa Nederland B.V.
	Clauses 

5.2.2 and 5.2.3 in  60079-1
	Fig. 2a and Fig. 2b
	Technical
	Although Figure 2a indicates that a spigot joint consists of a cylindrical part and a plane part , we can agree with INERIS that a spigot  joint can also consist of two plane parts.


	We would like to propose to the MT of IEC 60079-1 to define a spigot joint more precisely, like:

A spigot joint means a joint where the area of contact between two adjoining surfaces having a change in direction (typically 90 º) between its inner and outer edges.  The joint may be composed of a cylindrical part and a plane part, or two plane parts
Figure 2b will not be applicable for a plane part only because in Clause 5.2.2 it is included that: 

there will be no intentional gap between surfaces other than that created by the flatness tolerances of the mating parts

With no intentional gap it will be impossible to fit the cover to the enclosure
	 We are agree, these points should be discussed during the next MT. 

	NEPSI
CN
	
	
	
	We support the draft decision ExTAG/353/CD with following editorial comments:

a)
In Figure 3, “04 mm maximum gap” should be changed as “0.04mm maximum gap”

b)
Within the answer for the case of Figure 2,  the clause number “15.3.3” and 

“15.2.2” seems to be “15.3” and “15.2”, and suggest to change “QSM” as “QMS”.
	
	OK, modified on the new version of the ExTAG

	PTB

DE
	
	
	
	Just the cylindrical part of the gap can be used as a flameproof gap  This part can be evaluated as well as in case a), provided the same conditions above per Figure 3 and ensuring that the cone angle does not exceed 5° through the production measurement control as per a) 3) and 4).

	
	These remarks concern a general approach regarding the conical joint in accordance with 5.2.5 of the standard. We suggest to clarify the requirements for this type of joint during the next MT. 

	UL

USA
	#3 and #4 of Answer
	
	Technical
	We support the DS with the exception of part 3 and 4 of the answer.  Instead of requiring the use of a CMM machine and 100% inspection, we prefer instead to make use of the existing requirements in Annex A of IEC 80079-34.
	Delete #3 and #4 of answer.
	Modified on new version of the ExTAG : 

As we think that the dimensional control is a critical aspect, the information regarding quality control have been introduced as “NOTE” instead of as conditions (point c) and d) removed).
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