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(For discussion in 2018 ExTAG Cannes Meeting)

	CNEX-Global BV
	-
	-
	G
	We accept this proposal
	-
	Noted

	DEK

NL
	
	
	T
	DEKRA Certification does not agree with this proposal. 

We disagree to involve CBn to make life of CB1 easier.

CB1 must be capable to certify the EE on his own, including the judgement if products certified by CBn are suitable for the EE. 

We think the modular concept already is a possible way of certifying assemblies. 
CB1 and the EE manufacturer are responsible to have a good modular concept which obviously shall be part of the schedule drawings.

· It gives the manufacturer the freedom to vary within defined limits

· CB1 assures compliance with the applicable requirements within these defined limits

· The CB holding the QAR of the EE manufacturer already has the duty to check if products are made according to the schedule drawings.

· Maintenance on certificates can be reduced by a good modular concept 

We think different CBs treat such assemblies different, and therefore agree that guidance is good.

It has to do with a certain type of assemblies; therefore it makes sense to extend IEC 60079-46. it can be good input for the next edition of 60079-46
	Withdraw this draft sheet and give input to the maintenance team responsible for IEC 60079-46.
	We want to focus on Ex equipment like switchgear combinations, junction boxes etc. which have an individual certificate but consists of different individual certified Ex equipment or Ex components. This is not to understand as an assembly according IEC 60079-46 even though it has many things in common. Therefore, an OD would benefit from a discussion with the maintenance team responsible for IEC 60079-46 

	ExTC

AU


	
	
	General
	While the revised draft DS is an improvement over the original, the proposed certificate does not fit the concept of certificate under the IECEx 02 scheme.

For example, who will be the manufacturer. 

What kind of audit will be done on the manufacturer? 

What kind of testing will be manufacturer perform?

What calibrated equipment does the manufacturer maintain?

What will be the quality manual, quality management annual review, non-compliances is the manufacturer to action? 

What Standard will be listed in the certificate? 

What kind of test report will be generated?
	This kind of certificate is not envisaged under the IECEx 02 system. This is more of a ‘system diagram’ that a designer can publish.
	The manufacturer of the EE is the responsible manufacturer. It should be discussed in the Ad Hoc Group if the individual Ex equipment or Ex components which are part of the EE has to be produced by the same manufacturer or whether these parts can be produced by different manufacturers.
The audit has to check the quality of the manufacturer to fulfill the requirements of the modular concept.
The applied standards of the EE and of all Ex equipment and Ex components, which are part of the EE.

The kind of test report depends on the applied standard of the EE. Here, no changes are necessary consisting the existing test reports.

	ITL

IL
	
	
	
	Acceptable 
	
	Noted

	NANIO/

CCVE

RU


	
	
	
	We support Draft Decision Sheet ExTAG/499A/CD without comments
	
	Noted

	NCC

BR
	
	
	
	We disagree. The certificate shall meet items 6.6, 6.7, 7 of the IEC TS 60079-46 and include the item list in its description


	
	See reply to DEK NL

	NEPSI
CN
	
	
	G
	We support the revised draft DS with additional editorial comments listed on the right.
	1) Change “The ExTL of CBn assessing conformity of Ex Equipment and Ex Component with the modular concept should confirm suitability of the concept for……” to “The ExTL of CBn assessing conformity of Ex Equipment and Ex Component with the modular concept shall confirm suitability of the concept and capability of the safety-relevant parameters for ……”;

2) IECEx CB1 certificate is issued for an electrical Ex Equipment with Modular Concept, therefore the “Modular Concept” in the diagram should be written as “Electrical Ex Equipment based on Modular Concept”.


	Accepted

	QPS

CA
	
	Answer to proposal
	General
	“A description of the modular concept shall be given to disposal to CBn who certify each electrical Ex Equipment or Ex Component intended to be used in the modular concept. The ExTL of CBn assessing conformity of Ex Equipment and Ex Component with the modular concept should confirm suitability of the concept for use in the EE Certificate in its ExTR and CoC.”

This is absolutely not practical and not well considered. 

If I understand this correctly, CB1 has to contact and distribute confidential information to each CBn to receive acceptance of the Component/Equipment in the EE design? 

How is this supposed to work? If there are 20 CBn’s involved do we have to seeks acceptance of all 20 CBn’s? this would require 20 NDA’s, 20 independent emails, 20 delayed responses. It would be years before this could be accepted if at all. The logistics of this are impossible to discern from the 2 sentances.

This is a very controversial proposal and it should be discussed at length in upcoming ExTAG meetings


	Reject Decision Sheet 

Suggest creation of Ad Hoc Group to discuss need and logistics for seeking permission from CBn’s by CB1.


	CB1 has not to seek permission by the CBn’s. The ExTL of CBn shall confirm suitability based on the modular concept. Otherwise this Ex equipment or component can not be used in the EE. The distribution of confidential information is not necessary.
Creation of the Ad Hoc Group is accepted

	TC 31

SC31J
	
	
	Ge
	It would seem the concept suggested is even more applicable to non-electrical equipment than electrical equipment. E.g. for equipment certified to ISO80079-37 with control of ignition source it is quite conceivable that items such as bearings and electronic sensors may be quite exchangeable with those of other manufacturers or types.

Irrespective of this case the suggestion of EE should be removed throughout the document to be replaced with ‘Ex Equipment’ as the recognised term. EE is not a recognised term.
	Delete references to EE or electrical equipment and refer to ‘Ex Equipment’
	The electrical equipment is of course an Ex equipment. However, we would like to distinguish between the certified EE and the individual certified Ex equipment which are part of the EE. The extension with respect to non-electrical equipment is accepted. Therefore, a proper recognized term should be discussed by the Ad Hoc Group.

	TC 31

SC31J
	
	
	Ge
	Contrary to the purpose of a decision sheet to be in support of a particular product currently being certified, this DS seems to be introducing an entire concept. As such the concept should be supported by a procedure or OD rather than a DS.

No doubt equipment is currently being certified on this principle and users would rather see  more considered approach rather than something that may be  a step towards a final objective that does not need to be rushed in.


	Develop an appropriate OD rather than introduce a DS prematurely.
	Accepted

	TC 31

SC31J
	Answer
	1
	Ed
	The second sentence isn’t really clear and could be structured better. E.g. ‘to disposal to’ is not well understood and would be difficult to translate into other languages.

‘who certify’ is also poor grammar in this context.
	Change as:

A description of the modular concept shall be provided to other CBs that certify each item of electrical equipment or Ex components intended to be used in the modular concept.
	Accepted

	TC 31

SC31J
	Answer
	1
	Te
	The third sentence indicates it is optional to confirm suitability of an item of equipment or a component for use in the EE certificate and ExTR. I.e. should.

This is not acceptable and the ExTL assessing the items shall confirm acceptability.


	Revise the sentence as:

The ExtL of CBn assessing conformity of Ex Equipment and Ex components with the modular concept shall confirm suitability …….
	Accepted

	TC 31

SC31J
	Answer
	2
	Ed
	‘The update’ is poor English grammar.


	Change to ‘An update….’
	Accepted

	TC31

SC31J
	Answer
	
	Ge
	IECEx are respectfully asked to always consider the end user as the ultimate recipient of any IECEx certificate. Since this represents a new concept in certification the concept should be made very clear in the IECEx certificate. We already have enough history with existing certificates to demonstrate that this concept could create confusion for an end user.

If an end user has two or more ‘versions’ of equipment made up of different items of equipment and components but still labelled with the same certificate reference then questions are likely to be asked. The result is a lot of time could be wasted by many parties trying to sort this out. It would be beneficial if such effort could be averted.

The problem can become worse if manufacturers do not update model numbers for such use of alternatives. Since the proposal seems to suggest an EE certificate would not need updating then presumably model numbers would not demonstrably change and any updates in components are ‘hidden’ from the end user.


	The Ex equipment certificate should:

a. Clearly indicate the equipment is developed on a modular concept

b. List those components or other equipment details that are considered to be within the modular concept. This should be in an agreed format that is common to all certificates

c. Note that such components may be substituted by the equipment manufacturer and that such substitution within the terms of the certification documents does not affect the final Ex equipment certification.


	Accepted

	TC 31

SC31J
	Answer
	
	Ge
	Continuing from the previous point there is also flow on for inspection, maintenance and repair matters that should be considered. E.g. For either maintenance or repair it should be possible to substitute components with comparable items that may or may not be identified in the original certification and such substitution would not affect safety. I.e. by use of comparable components.

If the concept is valid then there is no reason why end users should not have this ability. Indeed, end users will need this ability over the life of a plant.

This should be clarified in IEC 60079-17 and 19 along with the resultant impact for validity of the original certificate.

While it is not the function of an IECEx decision sheet to modify the requirements of IEC 60079-17 or 19 it would be helpful if any impact,  issues or proposed text could be expressed for consideration in the forthcoming edition of these standards.


	IECEx should discuss or propose aspects relevant to IEC 60079-17 and 60079-19.
	Accepted

	UL 

USA
	
	
	General
	After reading the compilation of comments, some of our concerns are clearly addressed – however, some of the points in the CC document did not make it into this revised draft.  
	While we support the concept and support publication of this decision sheet, we continue to believe an OD is more appropriate and would like to place this topic on the agenda for ExTAG.  

	Accepted
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