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       2005/06
	Voting response from ExMC Members

	Member
	Vote
	Comments

	(AU) Australia
	No
	Comments following in Annex A

	(CA) Canada
	Yes
	Comments following in Annex A

	(CH) Switzerland
	NR
	

	(CN) China
	Yes
	

	(CZ) Czech Republic
	Yes
	

	(DE) Germany
	Yes
	Comments following in Annex A

	(DK) Denmark
	Yes
	

	(FI) Finland
	Yes
	

	(FR) France
	Yes
	Comments following in Annex A

	(GB) United Kingdom
	Yes
	

	(HU) Hungary
	Yes
	

	(IT) Italy
	Yes
	

	(KR) Korea
	Yes
	

	(NL) Netherlands
	Yes
	

	(NO) Norway
	Yes
	

	(NZ) New Zealand
	Yes
	

	(RO) Romania
	Yes
	

	(RU) Russia
	Yes
	

	(SE) Sweden
	Yes
	

	(SG) Singapore
	Yes
	

	(SI) Slovenia
	Yes
	

	(US) United States of America
	No
	Comments following in Annex A

	(YU) Serbia and Montenegro
	NR
	

	(ZA) South Africa
	Yes
	

	
	
	


	Members Voting: 24
	Members in favour: 20

Members against: 2



	
	Final Decision: Approved according to the voting rules of IEC Ex01. Comments, however, will be considered during the ExMC Buxton 2005 Meeting



Vote: Do the members of the ExMC Scheme agree on the acceptance of document ExMC/230/DV:  Draft New Rules of Procedure - IECEx 03 

(IECEx Scheme)?
Y = In favour 

N = Against       NR = Not returned

	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

	AU
	1
	
	
	Technical
	For consistency of application by CB’s, guidance is required in what to look for when assessing an Ex Service Facility. Draft IEC Ex 03 (in its current form) does not provide this guidance; neither does the current IEC 60079-19.
	
	Refer to Draft OD 013 provides procedural guidance and refers to OD 015 Technical Requirements.

Recommend referring comment to WG10

	AU
	2
	
	
	Editorial
	Title – Replace word ‘covering’ with the words ‘for the’ in the title.
	
	The word “covering” is intended to appear more embracing than just “for the” 

Recommend referring comment to WG10 

	AU
	3
	
	
	Technical
	The rules of procedure do not adequately address how the competence of personnel is determined. Ex CB can assume from this document that they can assess the evidence of competence and make the decision. Our understanding of the intent is that they only verify the existence of the evidence but to not make the decision.
	
	For discussion at ExMC

	AU
	4
	
	
	Technical
	Additional information (detailed in further comments) needs to be included as a minimum, in IEC Ex 03. Or, as an alternative a commitment to develop a guidance document for CB’s before the scheme is implemented.


	
	WG 10 have developed draft ODs (OD 013 – OD 016) that were issued for the 2004 ExMC meetings.

Recommend referring this comment to WG10 for review to ensure current ODs are adequate

	CA
	5
	Overall 
	
	General
	Canada’s comments:

We support the IECEx Scheme for Certified Service Facilities that repair and overhaul previously certified Ex equipment.  However, we do not agree with the inclusion of equipment modifications in the scope of this scheme.

Otherwise, as others have already stated, the Service Facilities would be acting as de-facto certification bodies for modified Ex products.

There are two instances in the text that reference “modifications”: in the sixth paragraph of the Introduction, and in the Clause 3.5, the definition of a Service Facility

We suggest that the terms repair and overhaul be defined and be used consistently throughout the text
	
	Chris Agius Remarks:  The term modification is mainly intended to refer to modifications that are permitted within Certification, eg where an Ex d enclosure is certified as having upto 6 conduit entries but yet was sold with the standard 2 and the end user needs to have these expanded.  The intent is that modifications that are not permitted within the original certification require going back for re-certification. Perhaps some additional words may be necessary to clarify this.

	FR
	6
	Overall
	
	
	French concerns:

The reason is that in line with the CAB the French National Committee is against the mutiplication of the Schemes.

In our view there should be only one IECEx Scheme dealing with different applications or services :

 e.g. : Certification of Ex equipment,  Certification of Ex repair shop, ..., etc


	
	In noting the concerns of the French National Committee IECEx is in fact one Scheme with multiple service offerings and understand that this may be confused as separate Schemes which may raise concern over duplication of administration and hence additional costs.

As this is clearly not the case, the Secretariat would support the French National Committee in providing clarity to the situation by a slight change to the title of both Documents to reflect "one Scheme with separate service offerings" by removing references to individual Schemes, therefore changing the titles to read as follows.

IECEx 02 (ExMC/238/DV):

IEC Scheme for Certification to Standards relating to Equipment for use in Explosive Atmospheres - IECEx 02 - Equipment Certification covering equipment for use in explosive atmospheres, (Rules of Procedure)

IECEx 03 (ExMC/230/DV):

IEC Scheme for Certification to Standards relating to Equipment for use in Explosive Atmospheres - IECEx 03 - Certified Service Facilities covering repair and overhaul of Ex equipment, (Rules of Procedure)

	US
	7
	Overall
	
	General
	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 these disparate involved parties resulting in potentially unsafe end-applications.
	(1) Propose that servicing for “re-sale” needs to be differentiated by requirement restrictions (and potentially initial prohibition under the initial iteration of this document) from servicing for “return”.

(2) Repair needs to either be (a) with the original mfers authorization, or (b) the original Cert needs to be negated and the  Service facility issuing its own a new Cert for the serviced product.  This approach could be easily done by establishing a “Service Certificate” that is issued to the facility defining what it can do that then would be provided with the serviced product when it is returned.  Also, the original nameplate would be replaced with a new nameplate that identifies the Service facility solely.
	Perhaps as a first step, it may be appropriate for IECEx 03 to clarify that these Rules of Procedures are intended only to cover repair and overhaul  of Ex equipment that are to be returned to service and not for  re-sale

To be discussed in Ex MC

	US
	8
	Overall
	
	General
	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.  Servicing to other than the original specifications can potentially compromise the overall safety of the equipment.


	Propose to restrict servicing to only the original specifications that supported the original certification.
	For Discussion in ExMC

	US
	9
	Overall
	
	General
	Concern over allowance to service to any old edition of any applicable standard.  How is this controlled under the service facility assessment?
	Propose to restrict servicing to only those specifically defined editions of specific specifications for which the Service facility is assessed.


	This point raises an issue concerning the capability of the Service Facility and competence of personal.

The original intent from WG10 is to clearly specify the scope of a service facility by Ex technique and then product category, eg Ex d rotating Machines, Ex d enclosures etc.

Recommend referring to WG10 for review of Draft ODs

	US
	10
	Foreword
	
	General
	It says this doc is not intended to change national reqs, but it is.  Just as the whole Scheme is to drive international harmonization.  
	Propose to delete.
	Supported

	 DE
	11
	Introduction
	2nd paragraph
	Editorial
	The aim for IECEx 02 and IECEx 03 is the same. Therefore the description shall be identically also. 
	Use for the 2nd paragraph of IECEx 03

The aim of ………………an IEC standard

the same wording as for the 2nd paragraph of IECEx 02 
	Supported

	US
	12
	Introduction
	
	General
	The introduction (and title to the document) redefines what used to be a single IECEx Scheme into multiple IECEx Schemes -- an IECEx Equipment Certification Scheme and an IECEx Certified Service Facilities (with others possibly to follow).  It then houses these multiple IECEx Schemes under a new term called the IECEx Framework.  Such an approach has the real potential to cause confusion in industry.  


	It is proposed that there be a single use of the term “Scheme” (i.e. the IECEx Scheme), under which multiple "programs" exist -- such as for Equipment Certification and Certified Service Facilities.
	Supported, See Secretariat remarks to Comment No 6

	US
	13
	Scope
	
	General
	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.  
	Agree to conduct an editorial review

	US
	14
	Scope
	
	General
	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.
	Propose to at least restrict against modifications to the original equipment, at least in the initial iteration of this document.
	For discussion in ExMC

	AU
	15
	2 

Normative ref
	
	Editorial


	
	Change year of publication of Ex 01 to 2005
	 Agree

	DE
	16
	2

Normative ref
	
	
	
	Change issue date of IECEx 01 1999 2005
	Agree

	AU
	17
	3.3
	
	Technical
	The audit report needs to encompass not only the quality control system, but facilities, tools and equipment, SOP’s and competency.
	
	Agree

	DE
	18
	3.2
	
	
	To accept modifications by the service facility gives the service facility the same status as an ExCB. This can not be acceptable.
	Change the fist sentence in the following way:

document issued under these Rules indicating that adequate confidence is provided that a duly identified Service Facility has been found to operate procedures that provide confidence

that the repair, or overhaul or modification work undertaken complies with IECEx requirements

and is under the surveillance of an IECEx Certification Body, ExCB.


	The term modification is intended to reflect the approach taken by IEC SC31J MT6 in the revision of IEC 60079-19.

It is recommended that the latest work of MT6 be reflected in the supporting Operational Documents

	DE
	19
	3.5
	1st sentence
	Technical
	To accept modifications by the service facility gives the service facility the same status as an ExCB. This can not be acceptable. 
	Change the fist sentence in the following way:

An organization, situated at a stated location or stated locations, that carries out or controls such stages in the repair,  and overhaul and or modification of an Ex product.
	See Remark to Comment 19

	DE
	20
	3.5
	3rd sentence
	Technical
	According this definition a manufacturer of products for the use in explosive atmospheres has to follow the same rules as a service facility including being audited and certified by the IECEx. This is not acceptable. The manufacturer has the highest knowledge about his product. This knowledge will never be reached by a service facility. Therefore, if a manufacturer is audited and certified for the production of a product then the manufacturer is automatically audited and certified for the repair of his products as well. There are no further requirements needed. 

Further delete „and includes reclamation“ because the last sentence of this paragraph is a listing of organizations, which are defined as service facilities and a “reclamation” is no organization. 
	Change the last sentence in the following 

way:

This definition includes Manufacturers of Ex equipment that offerofferss a repair and overhaul

service as well as and equipment users with their own repair service facility. and includes

reclamation
	The IECEx Scheme is voluntary.  It is up to the manufacturer whether or not he wants to seek IECEx Certification.  There may be some Manufacturers that choose this.

Propose to leave as worded but suggest discussion in ExMC as this may be a basic philosophy

	US
	21
	4
	
	General
	Concern over controlling access to Scheme docs to just those appropriate to possess.
	Change last para. to ‘This document provides the general rules … IECEx Member Bodies, ExCBs, and participating IECEx Service Facilities.’
	 For discussion by ExMC

	AU
	22
	5.1
	Para 3
	Editorial
	
	Delete the quote mark from ‘...cover “repair and overhaul...
	Noted

	DE
	23
	5.1


	2nd paragraph
	Technical
	Further requirements missing 

See ExMC 193, 5. Review of Draft Operational Documents, c)

c) Concerning compliance with ISO 9001, the meeting agreed to propose

quality system requirements that were based on ISO 9001:2000 with

specific additional requirements to cater to the Ex service industry,

rather than just compliance with ISO 9001.
	Please add further requirements according paragraph 5 of ExMC 193
	While this has been included in Draft OD 014, adding this to IECEx 03 is supported

	US
	24
	5.1
	
	Editorial
	
	Capitalize ‘Facilities’ in 2 places.
	Noted

	AU
	25
	5.2
	Para 1 sentence 3
	Editorial
	
	Delete ‘on’ from ‘... made on by the candidate..’
	Noted

	US
	26
	5.3
	
	Technical
	Both 17025 and 65 need to be required.
	Add 17025 reference
	It is questionable whether the full requirements of ISO/IEC 17025 are required as it is the Servicing work of the Service Facility that is being assessed.  However their ability to assess the repaired product to certification drawings and documents is be checked.

For discussion by ExMC

	US 
	27
	8.1.1
	
	Technical
	It is unclear how an independent Service Facility is to claim conformance ‘in all relevant respects with the IECEx requirements concerning Technical and quality management system procedures’ without knowledge of critical drawing details from the original certification.  
	Add text to clarify how flamepaths, for instances, will not be modified outside the scope of the official certification. 
	Draft OD 015 is intended to address this but would support  refering the matter to WG10 for their consideration to add some clarity 

	AU
	28
	8.1.3
	Bullet points
	Editorial
	
	Renumber from 1
	Noted

	AU
	29
	8.1.3
	
	Technical
	8.1.3 (IEC Ex service facility certificate …. )Contents: 

It should read as follows:

The contents of the certificate need to clearly and unambiguously describe the capabilities of the organization and should 
a) Certificate number.

b) Service Facility (s) name(s) and location(s) and addresses.

c) Gas group (Group I or Group II)

d) Standards and respective editions (issues) and amendments, to which the Service

Facility has been recognised.

e) Type of equipment (eg switchgear, motors, control gear etc) covered by the Certificate

f) When required by the apparatus Standard, the Zone covered by the Certificate 

g) Assessment Body Mark 

h) Name of Assessment Body

i) Quality Accreditation details 

j) Date of issue.

k) For IS equipment an addendum of drawings relating to the IS equipment the organisation has been recognised to overhaul or repair Note: Modification of IS Equipment Is not permitted

l) Any recognition conditions
	Supported

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AU
	30
	8.2.1
	
	Technical
	8.2.1 (Audit report) Content

The audit report needs to reflect the essential components looked at in the assessment and should include sections on:

Competent Persons 

Compliance with IEC 60079 - 19

Quality Management System
Certificates, Documentation and Records

· Calibration certificates

· Examination, overhaul, test, compliance and verification certificates.
· Records to support the above.  

Roles and Responsibility

· Nominated management representative

· competent person roles and responsibilities 

Resource management 

· Premises, tools and equipment 
Technical Library

Training and Competency

Product Realization

· Dimensional Checks 

· Competent person sign off

· Reporting 

· Sub-contractor activities

· Conditions for Equipment Release

  Welding and brazing repairs
· Qualification of welding procedures
· welding quality management system 

· competent welders

Measuring Equipment Non Conforming Product
	While supported would suggest discussion in ExMC

	US
	31
	9.1
	
	General
	Concern over servicing without original product manufacturer support.
	Add: The workshop or repair facility shall demonstrate that the product manufacturer provides sufficient details to ensure conformance with the official certification
	.Draft OD 015 does require the Service Facility to prove that they attempted to consult with the manufacturer.

There may be instances where the manufacturer no longer exists

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AU
	32
	9.2
	
	Technical
	9.2 (Certification procedure) – Documentation

To increase the likelihood of certification sufficient information should be provided to do a thorough desk top audit. To do this the following minimum information is required:

(a)
The Application Form. Most important is the identification of the scope of activities (overhaul, repair, modification) and the scope of Ex techniques, including any options, as this is what will appear on the Certificate of Recognition. If the application is for a change, the existing Certificate of Recognition number must be supplied. 

(b)
Quality Management system documentation: shall take the form of—

(i)
Copies of the Quality Management System Certificate of Recognitions issued by the respective Quality Management System Certification Body including the scope of certification to ISO 9001:2000.

(ii)
Evidence of accreditation of the Certification Body which issued the ISO 9001:2000 Certificate of Recognition, by the Accreditation Body or a signatory to the IAF MLA( for QMS.

(iii)
The most recent audit report from the ISO 9001 Quality Management System Certification Body used by the applicant, supporting implementation and maintenance of the relevant Product Quality Plans.

(iv)
An organisational structure identifying the competent person(s)

(v)
Position description of the competent person 

(c)
Facilities

(i)
A list of machines (lathes, planes, borers, welders) used to restore explosion protected properties of equipment

(ii)
A list of measurement devices and meters used to check explosion protected properties (pressure testing rigs and associated gauges, verniers, straight edges, electrical meters etc) 

(iii)
Where modification is within the scope design and drawing facilities must be  readily available

(d)
Work Processes and Procedures relating to:

(i)
Ex work for all protection techniques listed in the scope of application

(ii) 
Ex work (pre-overhaul audit, overhaul, repair, modification) listed in the scope of            application

(e)
Competencies

(i) A list of competent persons
	Suggest that this information is best located in the relevant Operational Documents, eg OD 015 and OD 013.



	AU
	33
	9.2
	Last sentence
	Editorial
	
	Change Rom to ROM
	Noted

	AU
	34
	9.2
	Last para
	General
	Does not state in what language documents are to be prepared/submitted. This may cause problems if documents are sent to an ExCB, to issue a national certificate, in a language not spoken in that country.
	Add the following sentence to the last para ‘The documentation shall be in English or accompanied by an English translation’. Assuming English is the only acceptable medium for IECEx.
	Supported but request discussion by ExMC

	CA
	35
	9.2
	
	
	Qualified personnel changes in Service Facilities

We do not agree with the last sentence in Clause 9.2.   

According to 8.1.1, a Repair Facility may have only one technically competent person. In the event of dismissal of that person, the entire technical expertise of the Certified Service Facility could disappear.  Under those conditions, a re-assessment should be necessary
	
	Fully agree and this is intended but will be spelt out in the operational documents.



	US
	36
	9.2
	
	General
	This program is linked to the identification of at least one specific individual that is demonstrated as being competent by an ExCB.  With this proposed rev, if this person(s) is no longer with the company, an employee of the Applicant can name others that will not be looked at until the next reassessment.  
	Propose to specifically restrict against such an allowance.
	Supported but would recommend discussion by ExMC, as this again highlights the issue of Competent persons

	AU
	37
	9.5
	Para 1
	Editorial
	
	Change text to – ‘Upon satisfactory completion of the work, the ExCB shall review the FAR to ensure that it covers the Service Facility location(s) and the type of product and Ex protection. If the review is satisfactory the ExCB shall issue the FAR together with an IECEx Service Facility..’
	Supported

	AU
	38
	9.5
	Last sentence
	General
	The CoC is online and as such why is it to be sent to the Secretary
	Change to – ‘The ExCB shall send details of the FAR to the Secretary of the ExMC.’
	Good point.  Agree to to amend accordingly

	AU
	39
	9.5

Sentence 4


	Editorial
	
	Add Sentence 4 – ‘The ExCB shall issue an addendum to the Certificate authorizing the change.’ similar to Ex 02.
	
	Noted

	AU
	40
	9.5
	Remark
	Comments appear to be Secretarial Notes
	Appropriate wording to be added.
	
	Noted

	AU
	41
	9.6
	Line 3
	Editorial
	
	Lines 3 – delete ‘at the manufacturer’s premises’ as the ‘onsite assessment’ is at their premises.
	Noted

	DE
	42
	9.6
	
	Technical
	Missing duration limits of the FAR.
	Please add information about the duration of FAR for example as in IECEx 02 for the QAR.

A FAR has a limited duration (3 years) and can be withdrawn or suspended if intermediate follow-up assessments

are not satisfactory. 
	Supported

	US
	43
	9.6
	
	General
	The frequency of auditing should be tied down more specifically.  The current text allows wide discretion and potential disparity amongst ExCBs.
	Propose a fixed period of 18 months if you have ISO, and annually if you do not.
	This detail in tended to be covered by OD 013 but do support the philosophy

Perhaps ExMC may have a view on maximum durations between surveillance visits

	AU
	44
	9.7
	Sentence 4
	Editorial
	
	Change to – ‘The ExCB shall issue an addendum to the Certificate authorizing the change.’ similar to Ex 02.
	Supported as this is intended y the On-Line Certificate system

	US
	45
	9.7
	
	General
	The extent of repair that is considered a "change" to the original coverage should be more controlled.  
	Wording should restrict a "change" to being anything not specifically allowed in FAR.
	Supported.  It is intended to be dealt with by Draft OD 013

	US
	46
	9.7
	
	General
	The current text ties the service facility solely to the original ExCB that demonstrated their competence.  
	Propose to allow a service facility to go to a different ExCB to pursue changes to or expansion of their coverage.
	This may be difficult given that the second ExCB would only admit responsibility for the changes that they assessed.  If a Service Facility wished to use another ExCB then under the current rules would require “transferring” to another ExCB., in similar fashion to ISO 9001 Certification .

	US
	47
	9.8
	
	General
	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?  
	(1) These “IECEx Repair and Overhaul Reports” should be stored on the IECEx website similar to the storage of ExTRs.

(2) Provide definition of “IECEx Repair and Overhaul Report”.  

(3) Does the product manufacturer Service Center require such a report?  What are the required details?
	A very point.  One of the WG10 Members, representing Electrical Apparatus Service Association has offered to assist and provided a sample.



	DE
	48
	9.10
	1st sentence
	Editorial
	From my point of view the used word manufacturer is not correct. Please change the sentence in the following way:


	An Ex Service Facility who is not in an IECEx participating country and an applicant acting on behalf of a manufacturer Service Facility in such a country shall pay a contribution to the costs of the IECEx Scheme in the form of a surcharge for each application, the amount to be decided by the ExMC.
	Correct.  Noted

	AU
	49
	9.11
	Heading
	Editorial
	
	Change to – ‘Suspension or cancellation’
	Noted

	US
	50
	9.11
	
	General
	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.  The text specifically says: "Equipment already repaired prior to the cancellation of the Certificate is not affected".  
	If cancellation was due to a non-compliant safety issue, it should be left to the discretion of the issuing ExCB regarding what to do about product out in the field.
	Agree.  This detail is mentioned in Draft OD 013 but may be strengthened.

	AU
	51
	10.1.1(c)
	
	Editorial
	
	Change to ‘..ISO/IEC Guide 65..’.
	

	CA
	52
	10.1.3
	
	
	Use of Assessors not employed by an IECEx member ExCB or ExTL. 

The proposed wording concerning the use of assessors not employed by a IECEx member organization needs discussion by the ExMC.  

The Canadian national committee does not agree with the unlimited use of assessors from non-IECEx-member organizations.  In our opinion, some qualifications and restrictions on the use of “independent” assessors are necessary to preserve the concept of Peer Assessment.
	
	See remarks to Secretariat  comments on IECEx 02 Rev. I would support the CA concerns over “unlimited” use of assessors from non-IECEx member organisations hence why use is usually made of assessors from IECEx bodies on the teams

However propose this matter is discussed by ExMC

	DE
	53
	10.1.12
	2nd sentence
	Editorial 
	I must admit that my knowledge about the English language is not very well but I believe that this sentence is not correct. 


	Please change the sentence in the following way:

This notification to be at least one year in advance and shall indicate the reason for the withdrawal and the date from which the withdrawal will become effective.
	Supported

	AU
	54
	11.1, 11.3
	
	Remark
	Comments appear to be Secretarial Notes
	Appropriate wording to be added.
	Noted

	US
	55
	Annex B
	
	General
	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?
	Propose to leave “Ex Equipment Type” field blank to be filled in by ExCB indicating the exact type of equipment to be covered.
	This was intended to guide the Service Facility.  Perhaps using these Groups and adding another “Others Please Specify”

For discussion by ExMC
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