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This document contains a compilation of comments received on ExTAG/500/CD Draft ExTAG Decision Sheet – CoCs for Ex Equipment against performance standards as well as observations from the originator, FM Approvals, FME, and the addition of an ANNEX A which contains an extract from the originator of replies received from various ExCBs following further consultation.
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	ExCB/

ExTL
	Clause/ Sub-clause
	Paragraph Figure/

Table
	Type of

comment

General/

technical/

editorial
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	Observation

(to be completed by the originator)

	CNEX-Global BV
NL
	-
	-
	g
	We agree with this DS.      
	None
	Noted

	DEKRA Certification B.V.
NL


	
	
	
	Agree with the DS.
	
	Noted

	EXA
HR


	Answer
	
	
	Ex-Agencija agrees with proposed decision sheet but we propose to change second part of the answer. List of standards which are used for certification are given on second page of CoC what give clear information about conformity of the product. So we propose to delete additional requirement regarding content of CoC.


	In second sentence of the answer replace “shall” with “should”:

“..IECEx CoC a statement should be included in the CoC that indicates that the IECEx certificate does not cover performance of the subject Ex Equipment…”


	This issue was raised by a user who assumed that the IECEx System required products such as Gas Detectors, which are covered by both product and performance standards, fulfil the requirements of both aspects when an IECEx CoC was issued. The user was not familiar with the details of the Ex Type of Protection standards and did not realise that there is no requirement them to address the performance requirements for example as detailed in IEC 60079-29-X.
A ‘should’ statement makes this optional instead of mandatory and it is our belief to prevent a misunderstanding by users that this should be a required element. 

	ExT&C

AU
	Answer 1
	1
	Ed
	A statement already appears in the current IECEx certificate template: 

“This Certificate does not indicate compliance with electrical safety and performance requirements other than those expressly included in the Standards listed above”.

Apparently this is not sufficient?

In which case, further Improvement is needed in the following text to avoid situations where performance may be specified in other Standards/documents that the ExCB may not be aware of (for example, there may be a performance specified in a user installation requirement):

“e.g. “The Ex Equipment covered by this IECEx CoC has not been tested or examined for the ExCB for performance against IEC 60079-XX-X.”
	Replace with this text in the CoC to cover all situations:

“The Ex Equipment covered by this IECEx CoC has not been tested or examined for compliance with Standards other than those provided in page 2 of the certificate.”


	See reply to UL USA 

	ITL

IL
	IECEx OD 009
	
	
	Proposal is acceptable 
	
	Noted

	ITS

CA
	
	
	Editorial
	Modify the example sentence slightly for clarity
	Change the sentence 

“The Ex Equipment covered by this IECEx CoC has not been tested or examined for the ExCB for performance against IEC 60079-XX-X” 

to read

“The Ex Equipment covered by this IECEx CoC has not been tested or examined by the ExCB for performance against IEC 60079-XX-X.”


	Accept.


	KIWA

NL


	
	
	G
	Kiwa has no comments
	
	Noted

	LOM

ES
	
	
	G
	There may be a high number of cases of equipment that may be affected by performance requirements, not directly linked to the standards listed in IECEx such as IEC 60079-35-2.




The current CoC already includes the following phrase:


“This Certificate does not indicate compliance with electrical safety and performance requirements other than those expressly included in the Standards listed above.”


	It is not necessary to make a decision sheet.


	See answer to UL USA


	NANIO/

CCVE

ExCB/

ExTL


	
	
	
	 We support this Decision Sheet without comments
	
	Noted

	NEPSI

CN
	
	
	G
	The draft DS raised a good point. But it is recommended not to issue a decision sheet, instead to revise and supplement the relevant operational documents, e.g. OD 009, OD 011, by ExTAG.


	
	The draft DS is to try resolve a misunderstanding by users, not ExCB’s so although changes to OD 009 and OD 011 may also be necessary an ExTAG DS is faster to implement.   

	PTB
DE
	
	
	
	PTB strongly supports the answer of FM Approval.

	
	Noted

	SGS Baseefa

GB


	
	
	
	We  consider that this is already adequately covered by the standard wording on a certificate: 

This Certificate does not indicate compliance with electrical safety and performance requirements other than those expressly included in the Standards listed above.

This already occupies the logical place to insert the text suggested in the draft DS
	Delete draft DS
	See Answer to EXA HR


	TIIS

JP


	
	
	Ge
	TIIS supports the draft DS.
	
	Noted

	UL

USA


	
	
	General
	We agree with the general idea of this DS.  However, we feel such a statement should be optional, agreed upon between the ExCB and manufacturer.  

Furthermore, listing the standards that are NOT covered may begin to present unforeseen problems – for example, will we also someday be expected to list which basic electrical safety standards are not covered.  Therefore such statements should be limited to TC31 documents.
	No. It is not necessary to examine and test the equipment against the performance related standards if this is not requested by the manufacturer. 

However, if performance is not addressed by the IECEx CoC a statement may shall be included in the CoC that indicates that the IECEx certificate does not cover performance of the subject Ex Equipment, limited to performance standards under the umbrella of TC31, e.g. “The Ex Equipment covered by this IECEx CoC has not been tested or examined for the ExCB for performance against IEC 60079-XX-X.”


	Accept in part. The ExTAG DS is only intended to address standards covered by the IECEx System and not performance standards which may exist elsewhere.
A ‘may’ statement makes this optional instead of mandatory and it is our belief to prevent a misunderstanding by users that this should be a required element.

	ULBR

BR
	
	
	General/technical
	ULBR doesn’t supports the DS in its current version.
	While we agree with the negative answer to the question we disagree with the proposal to include a statement regarding what’s not covered by the certificate (the text after “However,…”). Our opinion is that the current principle of stating which standards the products are complying with should not change. If changed this could/would open the door of starting to state different requirements that the products have not been tested or examined for.  


	See answer to EXA HR


	ULD

DK
	
	
	General/

technical
	ULD doesn’t supports the DS in its current version.
	While we agree with the negative answer to the question we disagree with the proposal to include a statement regarding what’s not covered by the certificate (the text after “However,…”). Our opinion is that the current principle of stating which standards the products are complying with should not change. If changed this could/would open the door of starting to state different requirements that the products have not been tested or examined for.  
	See answer to EXA HR


	FMG


	
	
	ge
	Support the Decision Sheet
	Suggest that it be specified where on the CoC this information is to appear. It would help the users if the information were always in the same place.
	Accept


ANNEX A
	ExCB
	Comment

	EXA
HR


	 change "shall to should" can live open options  for certification bodies to satisfy both, end user requirement but also a manufacturer requirement, if different than the  end user. My concern was to avoid  problem with manufacturer if a manufacturer dislike to have such statement in its certificate.  With "should" as recommendation each CB will make final decision about content of its certificate.

So, the proposed answer address our concerns and we support that.

	SGS Baseefa

GB


	I have had further conversations with the certification managers that are in the office.  Despite understanding the reasons for doing what you propose, we still believe that writing a non-exclusive list of exceptions is fraught with even more misunderstandings.  For example, do we have to exclude ISO 80079-37 for every motor that is fitted with a bearing temperature detector, as this could, potentially, be marked Ex h in respect of Control of Ignition Sources.

We also have the issue of a discontinuity between new and older certificates.  How will the casual reader of a certificate know if a non-exclusive non-applied list may or may not have been omitted?  If he sees some certificates with a list, he will (may?) automatically assume that the absence of such a list on another (older) certificate indicates that all performance standards are covered.

We know how the use of negatives in a list in the scope of 60079-28 has led to chaos.  Lists of exceptions should be used very sparingly, if at all.

	ExT&C

AU
	Our ‘contract’ with the customer only has a field for the Standards that they have asked us to consider in the assessment of their product. We therefore feel comfortable in only mentioning those Standards that the report / certificate addresses. 

We do not feel comfortable in having to list all possible performance Standards that could be applicable.

The above view seems to have been mentioned by quite a few ExCB’s.

	ULD

DK
	I am OK with your proposed answer to our comment.

	ULBR

BR
	ULBR is OK with your proposed answer to our comment.

	NEPSI

CN
	Many thanks for your information.  we do agree with your proposal and consideration trying to make the end-users more clear when they use the IECEx CoC.  It is much valuable for them to correctly understand the Certification.  

	LOM

ES
	No answer received.
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