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Introduction

This report has been prepared by Mr Jim Munro Chairman of the Panel of Assessors to give feedback concerning the recent rounds of assessments and re-assessments. 

This document has been issued for information and discussion during the Buxton 2005 ExTAG Meeting under Item 6 of Draft ExTAG Agenda ExTAG/71B/DA Titled, Assessment/Reassessment of ExCBs and ExTLs,.
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Report on IECEx Scheme Assessments

By Jim Munro

Chairman of the Panel of Assessors and Convenor of Working Group ExMCWG04

Scope

This report summarises some of the issues that have arisen in the course of assessments, re-assessments and surveillance visits that I have been involved with for the IECEx Scheme in the past year, either doing assessments or finalising reports.  I have also had input from some other assessors.  I have tried to incorporate these where possible but this document should still be viewed as my personal report and not necessarily a consensus of views.

Background

The past 12 months or so has seen the first round of re-assessment undertaken for the Scheme.  There have also been a number of new applications, applications for increased scope and one surveillance visit. 

There has also been an opportunity to take account of the experiences of an ExCB reviewing ExTRs.  On 19 and 20 September 2005 I looked at the results of reviews that TestSafe Australia had done on ExTRs in recent years.  Annex A shows a brief report from that exercise.

The Changing Scene for Assessments

When the early assessments for the Scheme were undertaken about 6 years ago there was little guidance for the assessors.  Most emphasis was placed on testing capabilities, but even then heavy reliance was placed on local accreditation.

Since then there have been many changes.  There is much more guidance material, such as from the technical guidance documents (TGDs) and various operational documents.  The Scheme itself has changed dramatically, with the full type 5 scheme being put in place.  This has in turn meant a need to focus more strongly on the ExCBs.  These areas have included the segregation requirements of Guide 65 between certification testing processes, with particular reference to how the certification decision is taken.  The ability of bodies to carry out assessments correctly has also become important.

There has also been a change in approach for reporting requirements for the assessments.  For earlier assessments it was not unusual to leave some issues raised in the report open with the expectation that these would be dealt with in due course.  The approach now being taken is that all issues are resolved between the bodies being assessed and the assessment team before the report is circulated for vote or endorsement.  

A considerable amount of material is generated during an assessment.  This may include on-site reports, assessors’ notes, TGDS, photographic records and details on issues and how they are resolved.  This is in addition to the circulated reports.  We now make a practice of keeping this supporting material separate to help preserve a level of confidentiality with the bodies under assessment.  However, copies of all this material are provided to the IECEx Scheme Secretariat to ensure a full audit trail is maintained.

During the period the first joint assessments took place with an ILAC accreditation body, the National Association of Testing Authorities, Australia (NATA).  This was for Simtars and ITACS, both in Australia.  I was a NATA assessor for the Simtars assessment which seemed to be quite successful.  As a result of an invitation of UKAS to IEC, I also had the opportunity to attend a five day lead assessor course in the UK run by UKAS.

Issues found during Assessments

There have been a number of common issues found during the assessments. These have included:

· A lack of awareness by some bodies of how to properly achieve segregation between the processes of ExCBs and ExTLs.  This particularly needs to be addressed in the various signatories used during the process.

· An inconsistency in the application of standards requirements for comparative tracking index (CTI).  A draft ExTAG decision sheet has been raised on this for discussion.

· A lack of appreciation by some bodies on how to apply IECEx requirements to the use of components.  There has been an ExTAG decision sheet issued on one aspect of this and another one has been raised for discussion.

· The ExCBs and ExTLs have not always kept up with the changes occurring in IEC standards.  When standards change or new ones are issued there is a need to review the impact they have on their operations and where appropriate make application for changes in scope.  There is a new document for discussion, ExMC/271/Inf recently issued, that covers some aspects of this.

· For ExTRs there is still a lack of clarity in the Scheme of what is required and inconsistencies in how some ExCBs are completing them.  Not all ExTRS include all the data that is used as the basis for completing them.  This can make it hard for an ExCB receiving the document.   

· Whether the conduct of quality assurance assessments leading to the issuing of a QAR is an ExCB or ExTL activity. One way to view it is that it is an evaluation activity at a similar place in the process to testing and examination of the products. We can then view the QAR in the same light as the ExTR, in that the ExCB needs to review and endorse the QAR but does not need itself to carry out the actual assessment work.  Hence the activity could be done by either the ExCB or the ExTL. 

· Some bodies have needed better processes to ensure their staff are aware of the presence and content of critical documents such as ExTAG Decisions and Operational Documents.

· Some bodies are still struggling with the concept of uncertainty of measurement.

· That the Technical Guidance Documents (TGDs) do have a role to play but the review currently be undertaken for the TGDs is needed.

Areas for consideration

There needs to be a level of confidence in the Scheme, not only as a result of the assessments but also on what is occurring in the intervening period. The current period between assessments is five years with a view bodies subject to annual surveillance.  A lot can happen in five years.  (In the IECEE scheme the period is three years).  Further, with the full scheme now in operation there is less checking by other bodies of ExTRs. Some options for the IECEx Scheme include:

· Reduce the period to less than five years

· Make more use of surveillance visits

· Make use of the in-principle agreement by the ExMC that when funds permit there should be some ongoing checking of ExTRs.  It is pleasing to see that a proposal will discussed at the Buxton meetings on implementation of this checking, including QARs (ExMC/295/CD). 

· Make use of proficiency testing.

· Examine more closely the effectiveness of the accreditation bodies.

Some of the above options are discussed in more detail below.

Recommendation: that the options be considered by ExTAG and where appropriate recommendations made to ExMC.  

The use of proficiency testing with the introduction of standard artefacts that could be used as a practical demonstration of a body’s testing or assessment capabilities.  It may be possible to may use of some simple artefacts in the assessment as well as between assessments.  There was a working group established to look at proficiency testing, ExMCWG09, in the Seoul meeting but there does not seem to have been a report from that WG. 

Recommendation: That WG09 progresses its investigation into the introduction of proficiency testing and that consideration be given to the use of suitable artefacts in the assessment process.  

It has been noted that there is a variation in how accreditation bodies report the scope of the Ex bodies that they accredit. Sometimes this clearly show all standards with any limitations, sometime just the standards and other times a more general reference to Ex. There is a variation in the level of standing of accreditation bodies, in particular with membership of ILAC and IAF.  There are also some regulatory bodies acting in an accreditation manner without the support of a formal accreditation body.  Work is also being done to improve cooperation with ILAC.

Recommendation:  That the above range of circumstances be taken into account in determining a policy on the acceptance of the work of accreditation bodies and how that relates to surveillance requirements. 

The fees for assessments have remained constant since the first assessments.  This is a period of about 6 years. While every effort needs to be made to keep costs for the ExCBs and ExTLs low, they do now have the opportunity to generate income through the Scheme. Perhaps some increase in the fees could be accepted.  

Recommendation: that ExTAG discuss the possibly of increasing the fees for assessments and if agreed make a recommendation to ExMC.

ISO/IEC 17025:2005 was published in May 2005.  ILAC are requiring implementation by their member bodies by May 2007.  

Recommendation: that the IECEx Scheme now implement the use of the latest edition from a date to be nominated.

Jim Munro

24 September 2005

Annex A

Review of ExTRs at TestSafe Australia

Together with two representatives from the coal mining regulator in NSW I spent two days at TestSafe recently going through files for all certificates they had issued that were based on overseas ExTRs or other testing.  We also examined some files where applications had lapsed, apparently after issues were found. The exercise was undertaken as a result of concerns that TestSafe had raised about the quality of ExTRs.

Approximately 8 ExCBs were represented in the exercise, including TestSafe, as it had had a report reviewed by Baseefa with some issues revealed.

Some things I felt came from the review include:

· The importance of resolving any issues directly between the ExCBs.  We should always close the loop. 

· The need to feed uncertainties into the existing process of ExTAG decision sheets and the new guidance document on intrinsic safety.  This helps achieve consistency and avoids the recurrence of the same issues. 

· The need for all bodes involved to take account of decision sheets when producing ExTRs. 

· Reinforcing my belief in the importance of ensuring ExTRs include enough information for the receiving bodies to make informed decisions. 

· Even though there were issues being picked up in a proportion of ExTRs, I came away with a general confidence in the standard of the work being done in the Scheme and an impression that improvements are continuing to occur. 

· A need to separate the issue of the content of reports produced under ATEX, or other local or regional schemes, to ExTRs produced under the Scheme. 

Page 1of 6

