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Introduction

This document contains additional and more detailed comments from initial comments previously submitted by AU refer to ExMC/159/RV Report of voting including compilation of comments received concerning document: ExMC/154/DV

.
These comments, along with others contained in ExMC/159/RV, wil be considered during the Budapest ExMC Meeting in October 2003.
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	National Committee
	Clause/ Subclause
	Paragraph Figure/ Table
	Type of comment (General/ Technical/Editorial)
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	OBSERVATIONS OF THE SECRETARIAT
on each comment submitted

	AU
	3.15
11.1.1
11.2.1
	
	
	Requirement for ExTLs to have formal agreements with one or more ExCBs
	It is recognized that ISO/IEC Guide 65 requires a properly documented agreement between the Certification Body and the subcontracted external testing laboratory, the need for such requirement between accepted bodies (ExTLs and ExCBs) within the Scheme should not require endorsement at the levels of – ExMC and CAB.
	The role of ExMC is to approve bodies for operationg in the scheme, in accordance with the Scheme rules, including confirmation that the requirements of Guide 65 are met.

For consideration at the Budapest ExMC meetings

	AU
	9.8
	1
	
	It is important that the manufacturers choice of ExCB is not limited by its original decision to use a particular ExCB. When changes are to be made there will generally be two possibilities: 1) the manufacturer will initiate the change; 2) an end user through an agent will want a change. The scheme must provide for this and have sufficient flexibility of choice of ExTL’s and ExCB’s.
	Delete sentences 1,2 &3 and replace with:

“If the manufacturer wishes to make a change to the certified Ex equipment, it shall submit the changed equipment as per these procedures. T o facilitate the assessment and certification the manufacturer shall identify the changes to the Ex equipment. If either the ExTL or ExCB consider the changes to be significant then the equipment will be treated as a completely new piece of equipment. If the ExTL and ExCB consider the change to be minor, an addendum to the original IEC ExCerificate of Conformity may be issued. An addendum to the QAR may be issued in relation to the change. 

“If an organisation that is not the manufacturer of the equipment requires to make a change to the certified equipment, that organisation must either initiate the change through the manufacturer or get permission from the manufacturer to make the change. Where either of these occurs the manufacturer has full responsibility for the changes.”
	For consideration at the Budapest ExMC meetings

	AU
	9.12
	
	
	IEC CoC’s must be withdrawn where it is identified that due process has not been undertaken or the equipment design can no longer be considered as explosion protected.
	Include additional dot points:

· The assessment by an ExTL has been found to be deficient.

· The assessment by the ExCB has been found to be deficient.

The equipment design cannot be considered as explosion protected.
	

	AU
	5.5
	
	
	The requirement for endorsement of an ExTR by an ExCB should be removed, since the certification process takes care of the endorsement, as a first step to proceed for the issue of a Certificate of Conformity
	
	While the endorsement of the ExTR would take place when a CoC is issued ther is the situation when an ExTR is issued without a CoC.

For consideration during the Budapest ExMC meeting 



	AU
	9.8
	
	
	It is proposed that this clause is reworded—

a statement reading ‘Only the manufacturer can make applications for changes for their own certified equipment.’

a NOTE or statement clarifying what is intended to be considered a ‘change’.


	
	Support this comment as the manufacturer is responsible for their product and for complyiong with IECEx Scheme requirements.

For consideration during the Budapest ExMC meeting
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