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INTERNATIONAL ELECTROTECHNICAL COMMISSION SCHEME FOR CERTIFICATION TO STANDARDS RELATING TO EQUIPMENT FOR USE IN EXPLOSIVE ATMOSPHERES (IECEx SCHEME)

To: Members of the IECEx ExMC

Title:  Report on ExMC WG15 responses to comments from the US concerning ExMC/1031/CD - Guide to certification of non-electrical equipment  

INTRODUCTION

This document contains the comments received from the US and the ExMC Working Group WG15 agreed responses to draft document ExMC/1031/CD Guide to certification of non-electrical equipment and is submitted for information and consideration at the 2016 ExMC Umhlanga meeting.
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	Member Body/

Country
	Clause/ Sub-clause
	Paragraph Figure/ Table
	Type of

comment

General/

technical/

editorial
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	Observation
Responses from C Agius and J Munro and WG15

	US
	Overall
	
	
	The contents of this CD are not mature enough to progress to DV yet. 
	Member body comments received should be addressed as part of a subsequent CD for subsequent Member Body comment.
	It was agreed during the NZ ExMC meeting that these ODs are required urgently and that 1 more round with the WG will be understaken.  However did note that a quick revision of the new ODs may be necessary based on feedback from their application 

	US
	Overall
	
	
	Use of the terms “electrical” and “non-electrical” may not be the best terms based on the types of protection under the IEC 60079 series standards. 

Note: If supported this change in terminology reference needs to be addressed throughout the document.
	Consider using…
· risk of ignition issues addressed by the IEC 60079 series types of protection.

· risk of ignition issues addressed by the ISO 80079 series types of protection

· risk of ignition issues addressed  by both the IEC 60079 series and ISO 80079 series types of protection
	Agree that this requires further consideration and therefore suggest that this should be included in the deliberations for the next edition, given the comment made earlier.

It should be noted that the term 'non-electrical' was considered at the time of formation of SC31M and clearly defined.  However, it was also noted the an additional term 'Protective Devices' was also necessary .

.

	US
	Overall
	
	
	There needs to be a broader consideration regarding the issue of how to clearly indicate that certain Ex standards could have been applied to a given piece of equipment but were not so applied 

For example, a gas detector may only have the type of protection requirements applied, or may have the types of protection and performance requirements applied, with no Rules or ODs requiring how to indicate such. 

A similar issue applies to optical radiation requirements.
	Address in a higher Rules document or in a separate OD document the issue of how to clearly indicate that certain Ex standards could have been applied to a given piece of equipment but were not so applied.


	Good point. Perhaps the starting point for this discussion is within the ExTAG Committee.  Perhaps a dedicated topic could be proposed and would appreciate a proposal and presenter for this at the next ExTAG meeting in ZA.

	US
	Overall
	
	
	One could argue that any piece of equipment could have a risk assessment in accordance with the ISO 80079 series standards.

Based on this, any piece of equipment could include a reference to the ISO 80079 series standards, along with the applicable marking.

A given equipment construction that one ExCB might consider as not being appropriate to include ISO 80079 series markings, might be considered differently by another ExCB.

Has this been considered, and are there any concerns if such a practice is pursued and the ISO 80079 series markings proliferate across equipment that one would normally not consider as having such associated risks?


	Has such been considered, and what is the position regarding such a practice?
	Again good point and would suggest merging this remark into a possible dedicated discussion topic for the next ExTAG meeting.

	US
	5.1
	1
	
	Mandating the application of 80079-37 forces a method of protection to be used – even if one does not apply to the equipment
	Ex equipment evaluations shall include ISO 80079-36 and include those aspects of ISO 80079-37 which apply to the equipment, as based on the results of the ignition hazard assessment
	There maybe some confusion here as Clause 5 sets out the requirements for ExCBs and ExTLs to be able to issue IECEx CoC, ExTRs and QARs for non electrical equipment.  The WG15 feel that an ExCB or ExTL cannot apply for scope extension just for one of the 80079 Standards.
Current wording retained.

	US
	5.3
	1
	
	There needs to be a requirement for competency with regards to the implementation of ignition hazard assessments
	
	Agree.
The WG15 consider that the current text is a starting point and that both ExTAG and WG15 plan to monitor feedback concerning the early application of these standards to determine what other tools/documents the Scheme may need.  Any suggests at this point would ne welcomed

	US
	5.4.1
	
	
	What is the intent of this statement? 
	Clarify the intent – suggest that the tests may follow or adapt those methods used for electrical equipment?
	Agree
Additional Text added to provide clarity 

	US
	5.5
	
	
	If the ExCB is to accept outside test results and/or reports, shouldn’t there be qualifications similar to IECEx OD 024?
	
	The WG has identified the need for better clarity in the next edition of the standards as shown.  OD024 would apply where appropriate.  Some extension to the requirements of OD024 to reflect situation other than witnessing at manufacturers may be appropriate.



	US
	5.6
	
	
	Same comment as above.
	
	

	US
	6
	1
	
	While the manufacturer should be the primary participant in the ignition hazard assessment, the CB is ultimately responsible for the assessment
	Require that the manufacturer and CB are both active participants in the assessment process
	It is intended that the manufacturer undertakes this in the first instance and then this is validated by the ExCB, in order to prevent manufacturers submitting applications without proper consideration prior to an application.

	US
	8
	
	
	This seems to conflict with the statement that installations of already-certified equipment is not within the scope of IECEx
	
	Do not understand the possible conflict.  Clarification of the comment is required along with suggested changes to current wording

	US
	Annexes
	
	
	Annexes are missing from the document
	
	The original intention was to included annex on these topics but there were not developed.  Hence reference to them has been deleted.  Consideration could be given to introducing these for the next edition.
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