[image: image1.png]










ExMC/1064/RV
July 2015

INTERNATIONAL ELECTROTECHNICAL COMMISSION SYSTEM FOR CERTIFICATION TO STANDARDS RELATING TO EQUIPMENT FOR USE IN EXPLOSIVE ATMOSPHERES (IECEx SYSTEM)

Title: Result of voting on the Special Site Assessment visit for Intertek Testing and Certification Ltd, UK, re Intertek Italia SpA Electrical, Italy, as an Additional Testing Location (ATL) to the UK based ExTL.
Circulated to: IECEx Management Committee, ExMC 

[image: image1.png]
INTRODUCTION

This document contains a summary of the voting results on the acceptance of the Special Site Assessment visit for Intertek Testing and Certification Ltd, UK, re Intertek Italia SpA Electrical, Italy, as an Additional Testing Location (ATL) to the UK based ExTL

Document for voting:

ExMC/996/DV Special Site Assessment visit for Intertek Testing and Certification Ltd, UK, re Intertek Italia SpA Electrical, Italy, as an Additional Testing Location (ATL) to the UK based ExTL
Chris Agius

IECEx Secretariat
	Address:

Level 33, Australia Square

264 George Street

Sydney NSW 2000

Australia


	Contact Details:

Tel: +61 2 46 28 4690

Fax: +61 2 46 27 5285

e-mail: info@iecex.com

http://www.iecex.com


Summary of the voting results on ExMC/996/DV Special Site Assessment visit for Intertek Testing and Certification Ltd, UK, re Intertek Italia SpA Electrical, Italy, as an Additional Testing Location (ATL) to the UK based ExTL

Circulation Date: 2015/06/09


Closing Date:
2015/07/07


Reminders sent:
Yes


	Voting response from ExMC Members

	Member
	Response
	Comments

	(AU) Australia
	Y
	

	(BR) Brazil
	Y
	

	(CA) Canada
	Y
	

	(CH) Switzerland
	Y
	

	(CN) China
	Y
	

	(HR) Croatia
	Y
	

	(CZ) Czech Republic
	Y
	

	(DE) Germany
	Y
	

	(DK) Denmark
	Y
	

	(FI) Finland
	Y
	

	(FR) France
	Y
	

	(GB) United Kingdom
	Y
	

	(HU) Hungary
	Y
	

	(IL) Israel 
	Y
	

	(IN) India 
	NR
	

	(IT) Italy
	Abstain
	See Annex A

	(JP) Japan
	Y
	

	(KR) Korea
	Y
	

	(MY) Malaysia
	Y
	

	(NL) Netherlands
	Y
	

	(NO) Norway
	Y
	

	(NZ) New Zealand
	Y
	

	(PL) Poland
	Y
	

	(RO) Romania
	Y
	

	(RU) Russia
	Y
	

	(SE) Sweden
	Y
	

	(SG) Singapore
	Y
	

	(SI) Slovenia
	Y
	

	(ES) Spain
	Y
	

	(TR) Turkey
	Y
	

	(AE) United Arab Emirates
	Y
	

	(US) United States
	Y
	

	(ZA) South Africa
	Y
	

	Members Voting: 33
	Members in favour : 31
Members against: 0
Abstention: 1

	
	Final Decision: Approved

Status on: 2015 

	
	


Vote: Do the members of the IECEx System agree with the acceptance of ExMC/996/DV Special Site Assessment visit for Intertek Testing and Certification Ltd, UK, re Intertek Italia SpA Electrical, Italy, as an Additional Testing Location (ATL) to the UK based ExTL?
Vote: 
Y = In favour 

N = Again


NR
Italian comment

We abstain on this request, leaving to the ExMC a decision, for the reasons described in the following:

*
Is becoming more and more frequent, the appointment and use of these Additional Testing 

Laboratory Location (ATL). In particular this happens when there are not perfect rules in the 

IECEx document (Rules or ODs) in evaluating and manage them or in managing  extension of 

scope to include a new location in a homogeneous manner. 

*
We recommend to establish an official procedure to endorse the ATLs. E.g.  In fact it is 

questionable the fact that the IECEx Member Body has been not informed about, causing the 

ExCB requesting the ATL is not under the control of the Member Body location/place/country of 

the ATL. It is important to establish a rule on this. There are also risk of misbecoming 

competition or (un)clarity between IECEx Member Body related to national fee and rights. 

*
Another unclear aspect is related to the surveillance program to which these ATLs would be 

submitted to. There are no rule about the timing (1 year, mid-term, 3 years, accreditation 17025 

for testing mandatory etc.).

Secretariat response

Yes you raise valid points.  The approach taken is that the ATL is considered to be an extension of the appointed ExTL, therefore it is the ExTL that must control the ATL and the ATL itself cannot offer its own services.

The idea to date has been that ATL is an integral part of the ExTL and does not exist in its own 

right.  Hence to use an ATL has been regarded as a scope extension of the ExTL, just as if they 

themselves are adding another location or additional Standards.

I do agree with you that to add an ATL to an existing ExTL does not require the endorsement of a 

Member Body in the same way as ExTL seeking scope extension for additional standards.

Maybe this is a point that IT can raise during the ExMC discussions, noting that we are issuing a revised draft for IECEx 02 Rules for consideration during the Christchurch meetings.  If so I would be happy to receive a letter for us to circulate to ExMC for the Christchurch meeting.
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