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Introduction

This document is a compilation of comments received relating to document OD 014/V1. 

OD014/V1 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 31st 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
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Internet: www.iecex.com


COMPILATION OF COMMENTS ON COMMITTEE DOCUMENT 

	Reference number of the Draft

OD 014/Version 1


	Date of Circulation:

2004 07

	
	Date of issue of CC:

2005 02


	Title of the Committee Document:

Quality System Requirements for IECEx Certified Service Facility


	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, NL, RU, US



	ACTION:

Referred to IECEx Officers meeting 11 February 2004, where Chairman decided to proceed with issuing a revised draft of IECEx 03 for voting by ExMC and prepare revised draft ODs incorporating comments received. 




	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


	
	Noted

	NL
	2
	
	
	General
	Throughout the document, several terms are used like “repair, overhaul and modification”, “repair, overhaul, reclamation or modification”, “repair and overhaul” and many other variations. For consistency, it might be better to introduce a definition in section 1.2 for “Service”, being repair, overhaul, reclamation and/or modification, and use “service” throughout the document. Only in case where just reference should be made to repair, overhaul, reclamation or modification, these words should be used instead of the more general “service”. Finally, please include the correct definitions of repair, overhaul, reclamation and modification in section 1.2.


	
	Agree. WG10 have had lengthy discussions on these terms resulting in the term “Serviced facilities”. Agree to revise

	US
	3
	
	
	General
	(Overall) Does this OD allow for a lesser level of quality assessment than the original manufacturer is subjected to? If so, why would such a lesser allowance be made?
(Overall) The frequency of auditing should be tied down specifically. Otherwise, an allowance for wide discretion can result in potential disparity amongst ExCBs.

	
	A lesser level of QA is certainly not intended. In light of these concerns the frequency of auditing and minimum requirements will be reviewed

	NL
	4
	Section 1.1
	3
	Editorial
	2nd sentence is not correct: 


	delete “the presentation of these requirements following Therefore”


	Agree

	RU


	5
	Section 1.1
	
	Editorial
	We propose to put “Certificate” instead of  “Certificate of Conformity” in the sentence: “ …IECEx Certification Bodies (ExCBs), approved by the IECEx Management Committee to issue IECEx Certificates of Conformity to Service Facilities ”to read: “    … IECEx Certificates of Conformity to Service Facilities….” (see item 3.2 of  IECEx 03)


	
	Agree

	NL
	6
	Section 

1.4
	
	Editorial
	after section 1.4: insert a paragraph “Control of Records”, refer to ISO 9001, clause 4.2.3. Additional requirement: Records must be kept of serviced Ex apparatus that are serviced in conformity with the requirements of OD014 and that are provided with the R-label. Also, records must be kept of Ex-apparatus that, even after being serviced, do not comply with the requirements of OD014 and are not marked with the R-label.


	
	Agree.

I would also suggest including a minimum 10years requirement for retention of records.



	NL
	7
	Section 

1.5


	
	Editorial
	last line: remove “appointed” once
	
	Agree

	RU


	8
	Section 

1.5


	
	Editorial
	The same proposal, that is, to put “Certificate” instead of  “Certificate of Conformity” in the sentence: «… covered by the IECEx Certificate of Conformity for the Service Facility » to read  “ covered by the IECEx Certificate for the Service Facility”


	
	Agree as this will help to differentiate between a CoC for equipment and a certificate for Service Facilities.

	NL
	9
	Section 

1.7


	1.7a
	Editorial
	remove the text between brackets (not necessary in case of a good definition of “service” in section 1.2)


	
	Agree

	NL
	10
	Section 

1.7


	1.7c
	Editorial
	delete “explosion” to be in line with other IEC Ex-standards
	
	Agree

	NL
	11
	Section 

1.7


	1.7e
	Editorial
	delete “explosion” to be in line with other IEC Ex-standards


	
	Agree

	NL
	12
	Section 

1.8


	1.8c
	Editorial
	delete “maximum” in the last sentence
	
	Agree

	NL
	13
	Section 

1.8


	1.8d
	Editorial
	heading: change “are” into “is”
	
	Agree

	NL
	14
	Section 

1.8
	1.8e
	Editorial
	heading: change “are” into “is”
	
	Agree

	NL
	15
	Section 

1.8
	1.8f
	Editorial
	heading: add “s” after “requirement”
	
	Agree

	RU
	16
	
	1.9
	Editorial


	The same proposal: instead of “to be covered by the IECEx Certificate of Conformity”  to put “to be covered by the IECEx Certificate” .


	
	Agree

	US
	17
	Section

1.13
	1.13.2
	
	The allowance for the use of subcontractors to perform the servicing is premature for such a new program. Subcontracting should not be allowed until the program is more established. Otherwise, control of the serviced product could be in question in the field.

	
	This raises an important issue as accepting subcontracting without controls is not intended here. Agree to revise to require tighter controls and also allow for ExCBs to conduct sight assessments of Subcontracted facilities.

	NL
	18
	Section 

1.13.4
	
	Editorial
	this paragraph has no requirements for the ExCB, but for the Service Facility (except for the requirement that ExCBs will sample and review evidence of compliance during each audit). The text should be included in another paragraph in OD014 (new paragraph after section 1.4? see above remark) or even OD015. Same is the case with sections 1.13.6 and in a lesser extent 1.13.7


	
	Agree to revise accordingly.

	NL
	19
	Section 

1.13.6
	
	Editorial
	As above
	
	Agree

	NL
	20
	Section 

1.13.7
	
	Editorial
	As above
	
	Agree


Page 2 of 6

[image: image2.jpg]


