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 COMPILATION OF COMMENTS ON COMMITTEE DRAFT 

	Reference number of the CD

ExTAG/53/CD


	Date of Circulation:

2004 06

	IEC ExMC or ExTAG

ExTAG


	Date of issue of CC:

2004 09


	Title of the Committee Draft

ExTAG/53/CD TITLE: Draft IECEx OPERATIONAL DOCUMENT- IECEx Rules of Procedure for testing at other locations (e.g. in manufacturers or users laboratories)



	The above-mentioned document was circulated with a request that comments be submitted by 9th August 2004



	Comments received – AU DK FR(Mr Lhenry ) GB RU US



	ACTION: For discussion during the next ExTAG Meeting to be held in Brdo on 12th October 2004




	No.


	Commentator
	Type of comment (General/ Technical/

Editorial)
	Section
	COMMENTS/Proposed Changes/Rationale
	ExTAG Meeting Decision

	1


	GB
	General
	
	The British Committee welcomes this draft and supports its approval. It will provide much needed flexibility to the IECEx system; we regard it as a very good document.

We have no specific comment or suggested modifications.

	

	2
	RU
	General
	
	We do not have comments to the document Ex TAG/53/CD


	

	3
	USNC/IECEx
	General
	
	There is no need for four Modules.  There are just two options -- either the ExTL witnesses 100% of the testing at the other "location" (proposed Module 1), or the ExTL "qualifies" the other location to be in control of some part or all of a given test program (proposed Modules 2 - 4).  

2.  There need be no limitation on what testing can be witnessed 100%, and what testing can be run in part or entirely by a "qualified" other location. 

3.    It is unclear if what is shown in this circular is the entire intended text of the associated OD.  It would seem that the ultimate text of the OD might need to be more fleshed out to include LABORATORY QUALITY SYSTEM, TEST EQUIPMENT, TEST ENVIRONMENT, PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS, TEST STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES, DATA RECORDING AND REPORTING, INITIAL DATA VERIFICATION, OVERSIGHT AND AUDIT, ASSESSMENT, and PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.

4.  The term “other laboratories” should be changed to “off-site laboratories (this term is also used in the document) and a definition for off-site laboratories should be added to section 2.

5.  If the other location is an independent laboratory that is not an ExTL, then that body is simply a subcontractor, and the rules of procedure should simply state what testing can be subcontracted, and make the ExTL fully responsible for its subcontractors.  One thing that ExTAG needs to do is decide what can and cannot be subcontracted, and publish its decision.  

	

	4
	USNC/IECEx
	Technical
	1

Bullet 1


	Delete existing text and replace with:

"The procedure outlined in this paper provides rules for testing at other locations than the Ex Testing Laboratory (ExTL) when it is verified that adequate competency is demonstrated by the other testing location."

Rationale:  Beginning the document with negative text such as 'the procedures defined here should not be misunderstood' is unclear without some understanding of scope/purpose


	

	5
	USNC/IECEx
	Technical
	1

Bullet 3
	Delete text

Rationale:  The USNC/IECEx agrees that extreme care must be taken in all testing of this nature and that there is great benefit in allowing manufacturers to conduct testing of their products under defined conditions.  The benefits come primarily in increased overall testing capacity and speed of certification.  These offer benefits for ExTLs, manufacturers, and users alike.  This bullet casts a negative light and applies unsupportable limitations on Ex testing that can be carried out by the manufacturer.  Any and all testing should be allowed to be conducted by the manufacturer as long as adequate equipment, personnel, and procedures are in place. 


	

	6
	SIMTARS
AU


	Technical
	2

Definition 
	Definition of Testing controlled by ExTL

To be changed to “Testing is done by ExTL staff and staff of other parties but ExTL staff is responsible for conduction the test.


	

	7
	SIMTARS
AU


	Technical
	2

Definition 
	Definition of Recurrent testing..

‘the’ to be added after ‘is done on’


	

	8
	Danish NC/IECEx
	Technical
	3

Rule 2
	Wording: The decision to conduct tests in other laboratories must be agreed to by the relevant ExCB

ExCB should be ExTL. 

Reason: ExTL and ExCB do not have to be the same company. 

The ExCB sees the work from the ExTL after finishing all testing by the ExTL. It is the ExTL that under all circumstances remains responsible for the correct execution of tests, not the ExCB.


	

	9
	USNC/IECEx
	Technical
	3

Rule 2
	Delete the Rule.

Rationale:  This Rule would lead to inconsistencies in “assisted” testing programs, as some ExCBs are bound to be more open to testing at/by non-ExTL bodies than others.  We recommend an approach similar to that used in CB Scheme, where the CB is ultimately responsible, but does not decide whether and under what circumstances to accept testing outside the CB Testing Laboratory.  Rather, a majority of the member bodies in the Scheme agreed on rules and procedures for outside testing, and all CBs are obligated to accept testing per those rules and procedures whether the particular CB favours or opposes outside testing. 


	

	10
	Mr M Lhenry

(ABB Oy)
	Technical
	3

Rule 4


	Wording: The ExTL wishing to conduct tests in other laboratories is responsible for:
To be changed to

The ExTL wishing to conduct tests other laboratories or locations is responsible for one of these items:
	

	11
	USNC/IECEx
	Technical
	3

Rule 4
	First Bullet 1

Delete current text and replace with “ensuring that other laboratories are evaluated to ISO/IEC 17025 procedures or equivalent” 

Rationale:  The current wording is not clear as to whether the quality system requirement applies to the ExTL or to the other laboratories
	

	12
	SIMTARS
AU
	Technical
	3

Rule 4
	Last Bullet 

To be reworded to “a contract or an agreement with the management of the off-site laboratory, that describes the activities and defines responsibilities (Modules 3 & 4)


	

	13
	SIMTARS
AU


	Technical
	3

Rule 5
	Replace ‘disclosed’ with ‘documented’


	

	14
	USNC/IECEx


	Technical
	3

Rule 6
	Delete Rule.

Rationale:  This is an unnecessary and unenforceable requirement. The competence of the ExTL is already verified and monitored via other means. External testing has no bearing on this issue.  In addition, Rule 3 adequately covers the necessary requirements.


	

	15
	USNC/IECEx
	Technical
	3

Rule 8
	Delete Rule.

Rationale:  External testing is already required by rule 5 to be disclosed in the ExTR
	

	16
	USNC/IECEx
	Technical
	3

Rule 9
	Clarify need for Rule.

Rationale:  It is unclear what value Rule 9 provides within the scheme. 
	

	17
	Mr M Lhenry

(ABB Oy)
	Technical
	4

Module 4

Presence of ExTL staff

	For text

during key phases  of testing at the discretion of ExTL, e.g. at the beginning and at the end of long term testing

change to:

during key phases  of testing, according to agreement between ExTL and management of other location at the discretion of ExTL, e.g. at the beginning and at the end of long term testing


	

	18
	USNC/IECEx


	Technical
	4

Module 4

Presence of ExTL staff
	For text

during key phases  of testing at the discretion of ExTL, e.g. at the beginning and at the end of long term testing

change to:

“during key phases of testing, or periodically at the discretion of the ExTL e.g. at the beginning and at the end of long term testing of the contract period and at least every 18 months thereafter."

Rationale: Present practices of TLs allow client supplied data for thermal

tests of Ex e motors, subject to periodic audits.


	

	19
	SIMTARS
AU
	Technical
	4

Module 1

Additional requirements for ExTR


	Replace ‘disclosed’ with ‘documented’ in the row
	

	20
	SIMTARS
AU
	Technical
	4

Module 2-4

Additional requirements for ExTR


	Each of these approaches has an element of subcontracting in it. Therefore a reference in the General Rules, to the requirements of clause 4.4 of ISO Guide 65 is recommended.
	

	21
	Mr M Lhenry

(ABB Oy)
	Technical
	4

Module 1,2,3 4

Typical examples
	Typical examples 

Delete for all Modules - No examples otherwise it should be exhaustive
	

	22
	Mr M Lhenry

(ABB Oy)


	Technical
	4

Module 4

Comments  
	5-10% of the tests should be verified by comparative in-house testing of the ExTL. In the case of very large test objects (e.g. big motors) other precautions for verification might be necessary

Change to:

5-10% of the tests should be verified by comparative in-house testing of the ExTL. In the case of very large test objects (e.g. big motors) other precautions for verification might be necessary. Or test procedure and calibration checked by ExTL every year
	

	23
	USNC/IECEx


	Technical
	4

Module 4

Comments
	Change text to read, “5-10% of the tests should be verified by comparative in-house testing of the ExTL.  In the case of very large test objects (e.g. big motors) other precautions methods for verification such as periodic audits may might be necessary)”  

Rationale:   In the case of large motors, if only the manufacturer has the capability of doing the testing, verification of calibration and confirmation of methods used as part of an audit or witnessed test should suffice
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