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Introduction

This document is a compilation of comments received relating to document ExMC/194/CD. 

ExMC/194/CD was discussed during the ExMC Brdo 2004 Meeting with members suggesting that more time was required to consider the document. The Secretary then proposed, and the meeting agreed, to allow a further period to submit comments, the closing date being 31 December 2004. 
Chris Agius 

IECEx Secretariat

	Address:

IECEx Secretariat 

SAI Building 

286 Sussex Street

Sydney 2000

Australia
	Tel:  +61 2 8206 6940

Fax: +61 2 8206 6272

Email: chris.agius@iecex.com
Internet: www.iecex.com


COMPILATION OF COMMENTS ON COMMITTEE DOCUMENT 

	Reference number of the CD

ExMC/194/CD
	Date of Circulation:

2004 08

	
	Date of issue of CC:

2005 02


	Title of the Committee Document:

IEC Scheme for Certification of Service Facilities involved in the Repair and Overhaul of Equipment for Use in Explosive Atmospheres, 

(IECEx Certified Service Facilities Scheme)

IECEx 03 – Rules and Procedures



	The above-mentioned document was circulated to IECEx Member Bodies, ExCBs, Candidate ExCBs, ExTLs and Candidate ExTLs with a request that comments be submitted by 31st December 2004.



	Comments received – CN, DE, GB, NL, RU, US



	ACTION:

Referred to IECEx Officers meeting on 11 February 2005 where the Chairman decided to move forward with preparation of a revised, incorporating the comments received and then submission to ExMC for voting. 




	IECEx 

Member 

Body
	Comment

No.
	Clause/ Subclause/

Section
	Paragraph Figure/ 

Table
	Type of comment (General/ Technical/

Editorial)
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	OBSERVATIONS OF THE SECRETARIAT
on each comment submitted

	CN
	1
	
	
	General
	No comment


	
	

	DE
	2
	
	
	General
	
	The operation, repair and overhaul of Ex-equipment is in several countries under legal regulations, which might come into conflict with the documents above. In IEC Ex03 a general statement should be added in the foreword, that these requirements are not intended to change national regulations but are helpful  technical guidance or options in cases were no national regulations exist 

	Agree

	DE
	3
	Finance
	
	General
	
	It is not clear how the Schema according IEC Ex 03 shall be financed. The financial IEC Ex 03 resources shall be separate to the Schema for Certification of Products IEC Ex 01.


	Noted

For further discussion under Finance

	DE
	4
	Liability
	
	General
	
	It seems to be not clear, whether the liability for an Ex-product according to the IEC Ex 01 - Schema is be taken over from the manufacturer by the facility according IEC Ex 03 after repair. This fact shall clearly be stated somehow.
	Agree to add an explanatory statement

	DE
	5
	Assessment
	
	General
	Testing and certification of products leads to different experience compared to operation, repair and overhaul. Hence, the Ex CB do not have necessarily relevant knowledge and personnel for the auditing described in OD 016. .


	It is suggested to widen the pool of IEC Ex-assessors with experts in this field
	Agree

	DE
	6
	Standards
	
	General
	In IEC Ex 03 and OD 016 the documents ISO/IEC Guide 65 and ISO/IEC standard 17025 are called up although they are related to the tasks of calibration, testing and certification and the relevant laboratories and certification bodies.


	These documents seem not to be adequate to deal as the only basis with the task for service facilities and it should be considered to refer also to other documents of the series ISO/IEC 17***.
	While in general agreement with DE concerning ISO/IEC 17025. Guide 65 is appropriate as it defines a “service” as a product.



	US
	7
	
	
	General
	(1) Overall: Concern over the original CoC still being valid on the product after it has been serviced. Under the scenario that the product is being rebuilt by a company other than the original manufacturer, with this company being authorized to do so by an ExCB other than the original issuer of the CoC, there is real potential for disconnect amongst all this disparate involved parties.
(2) Overall: Concern over this program being applicable to not just IECEx CoC products. These facilities could be servicing equipment originally certified to any national or regional specification other than IEC specifications, but the servicing is to be only to IEC specifications. How can service be done to other than the original specifications without negating the original certification?
(3) Concern over no limitation to this servicing regarding re-sale vs. return to original user.
(4) Concern over allowance to service to any old edition of any applicable standard. How is this controlled under the service facility assessment?

	
	1. CoC is valid at time of purchase and relys on owner to maintain or repair in accordance with manufacturer’s instructions if any

2. 60079-19 philosophy allows for repair and overhaul to equipment complying with different standards.

3. US may wish to submit a proposal concerning item 3.

4. ExCBs will need to review service facilities procedures to see how this is handled



	NL
	8
	Title
	
	Technical
	include Reclamations and Modifications

note: this applies to the whole text of IECEx03


	
	While covered in OD015, reference to these activities can also be made in IECEx 03



	US
	9


	Title
	
	Technical
	The title identifies this document as the “Rules of Procedure” for the “IEC Scheme for Certification of Service Facilities involved in the Repair and Overhaul of Equipment for Use in Explosive Atmospheres (IECEx Certified Service Facilities Scheme)”. Is it correct to identify this program as an IEC Scheme under the IECEx Scheme? It would seem that such “Scheme within a Scheme” terminology could cause confusion. [Note: The reference to this program as a Scheme appears elsewhere in this document.]

	
	Noted.  It is agreed that to call a scheme that is under a scheme may appear a little confusing.  

Agree to review this but would welcome any suggestion from US.

	US
	10
	Scope
	
	Technical
	In the scope, this program is described as addressing "repair" of equipment. Elsewhere throughout the document the terms "overhaul" and "modification" of equipment are also used -- in addition to "repair". All references throughout this document need to be consistent regarding what this program covers. 


Having this program cover modifications to the original equipment seems to be a significant step beyond just repair and overhaul. It is not clear how such can be allowed without negating any original certification and necessitating the involvement of an ExCB for new certification of the now modified equipment.

	
	Agree

WG10 and to date SC31J have the view that there are two types of modifications.  Those that are permitted within certification (eg adding an extra cable entry when permitted by certification drawings)  and those that are not.

	RU
	11
	Introduction
11th line

 of the list of areas where Ex equipment is used
	
	Technical
	The most explosion hazard industry is not mentioned – that is the flour-milling industry. We suggest to word the 11th line as follows: «Grain handling, storage and processing (flour-milling industry)»


	
	Agree

	RU
	12
	 14th line, last line, of the same list 


	
	Technical
	The area is too restricted. Replace by:  «Light metal working, where metal dust and fine particles can appear»
	
	Agree

	RU
	13
	Introduction

«IECEx Certified Service Facilities Scheme»

Item 2 in the list of IECEx requirements
	
	Editorial
	Replace by: « Possess and maintain in operating condition necessary facilities and equipment including test equipment…».
	
	Agree

	RU
	14
	Item 4 in the same list of IECEx requirements


	
	Editorial
	Replace by: «Competent personnel with current competencies related to the Ex equipment …».
	
	Agree

	RU
	15
	Item 5 in the same list

of IECEx requirements


	
	Editorial
	Replace by: «Others necessary for proper servicing of Ex equipment».
	
	Agree

	NL
	16
	3.1
	
	Technical
	change definition to include reclamations and modifications and to make it identical as used in the applicable OD’s. This also applies to all other definitions used in IECEx03 and the associated OD’s


	
	Agree

	NL
	17
	3.2
	
	Editorial
	include reclamation


	
	Disagree as this is covered in OD015



	RU


	18
	3.4
	
	Editorial
	Replace “a firm or a person” by: « a legal or a physical person”…»


	
	Prefer to use: “an organisation or a person…”

	NL
	19
	3.5
	
	Editorial
	include reclamation


	
	Disagree as this is covered in OD015



	NL
	20
	5.1
	
	Technical
	reference is made to just ISO 9001, this however is an unnecessary restriction. Compatible quality systems should be allowed too. Last line: “miss representation” should read “misrepresentation”.


	
	Agree to review

	RU
	21
	5.1


	Paragraph 2 (Requirement 1)
	Editorial
	Replace by: « Possess and maintain in operating condition the equipment  (including specialized equipment) required for repair (including, major repair) of Ех equipment


	
	Agree

	RU
	22
	5.4
	
	Editorial 
	Give more precise definition and word the paragraph as follows: “Only ExCBs that have been accepted for the purpose of issuing IECEx Service Facility Certification and reside in an IECEx participating country are permitted to issue IECEx Service Facility Certificates”

	
	Agree

	US
	23
	8.1.1
	
	Editorial


	This program is linked to the identification of at least one specific individual that is demonstrated as being competent by an ExCB. It would seem that this individual or individuals name must be tied down in the FAR and would then be the only one(s) allowed to perform this service. How is this assured?


	
	During audit by the ExCB

	RU


	24
	8.1.3
	
	Editorial
	Remove from the first paragraph    «The IECEx Service Facility Certificate of Conformity shall contain …» the word «Conformity» to avoid confusion and set up a correspondence with the term given in p. 3.1. «IECEx Service Facility Certificate » (not “Certificate of Conformity”)

	
	Agree

	NL
	25
	9.1
	
	Technical
	the statement that “the Applicant may be a workshop or repair facility” (definitions??) is not in line with the definition of 3.4


	
	Agree to review

	RU
	26
	9.2
	
	Technical
	If the documentation submitted by the applicant identifies the names of Ex repair person(s), it logically implies that in case of dismissal of such persons the work must be stopped till new competent persons are engaged. We think it would be reasonable to add: « In case of dismissal of  the personnel identified in the documentation submitted by the applicant , the applicant can engage the persons who have  the necessary knowledge and experience in this field  with their subsequent  approval at their duties during the next  surveillance audit»


	
	Agree

	US
	27
	9.6
	
	Technical
	The frequency of auditing should be tied down more specifically. The current text allows wide discretion and potential disparity amongst ExCBs.


	
	Agree to review

	US
	28
	9.7
	
	Technical
	The current text ties the service facility solely to the original ExCB that demonstrated their competence. Why couldn't a service facility go to a different ExCB to pursue changes to and expansion of their coverage?


	
	While this may be possible there is the issue regarding on-going surveillance and whether this is to be carried out by the original ExCB or later ExCB.  I would suggest that while a change of ExCB is possible, this may also require the new ExCB to take over surveillance.  Hence why it is necessary to consult with first ExCB

	US
	29
	9.8


	
	Technical
	Is there format control over the structure and content of the “IECEx Repair and Overhaul Report” that will be issued by the service facility to their clients? And will these “IECEx Repair and Overhaul Reports” be stored on the IECEx website similar to the storage of ExTRs?



	
	Yes it is intended to have a standards format.

	US
	30
	9.11


	
	Technical
	Consider the scenario in which a service facility loses their coverage due to lack of continued compliance. It is likely that equipment was serviced under the coverage of this program prior to this discovery. Since any original certification is not negated by this service, what liability falls on the original equipment manufacturer and/or original certifier for equipment that may have been inappropriately serviced?
	
	A similar question is raised when a manufacturer loses their certification.  This would most likely be covered at national level by national product liability legislation

	GB
	31
	Clause 10.1.3
	
	Technical
	There is no reference to the assessor. ‘Service Facilities Schemes’ are a new area within IECEx, and operators must have confidence that all assessors in this area are competent. Text to the effect that ‘IECEx Assessors must have a working knowledge of the repair or other service facility’ should be added.
	
	Agree

	NL
	32
	 11.1 
	
	Editorial
	delete “ito”
	
	Noted

	US
	33
	Annex B
	
	Technical


	Annex B: Is there a definition of the five Ex Equipment Types identified, i.e. Rotating Machines, Enclosures, Luminaries, Instrumentation and Process Control Equipment? While the first three (Rotating Machines, Enclosures, Luminaries) seem to be fairly clear without a discrete definition, the last two (Instrumentation and Process Control Equipment) are open to wide discrepancy in definition. And what about a piece of equipment that is not considered to fall under any of these definitions?
	
	Agree to review

Would welcome suggested text from US
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