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Editors comment.

This hardcopy edition of the newsletter contains most, but not all, of the information and articles that have been placed on the Web site and distributed by E Mail to the E Group. 

We encourage all members to use these sources and not to rely on the hardcopy versions.

To the few members who do not have access to a computer or the Web, we recommend that you consider discussing this problem with your employer. 

Another solution is to occasionally visit a convenient local Internet café where you can hire access to the net for a few rand! This will also give you the opportunity to send and receive E mail instead of having to post letters. With the cost of paper, envelopes and postage so high you should find that you could cut your correspondence costs by the use of E-Mail.

A friendly reminder is that the annual fee for 2006 only falls due on the 1st April 2006. Some members think subs are due early in 2006. So don't worry about it yet! 

Invoices will either be included in a newsletter or posted separately depending on the logistics available in March/ April.

________________________________________________________

Engineering Council of South Africa News

Minister Appoints New ECSA Council.

The new ECSA Council consisting of 50 persons has been appointed by the Minister. The Council consists of 30 Professionals, 10 State representatives and 10 members from the Public.

The new Councillors take office on the 24th Nov 2005 at the hand over meeting between the retiring councillors and the incoming councillors.

We are pleased to report that we have at least four Technologists on the new Council.

Compulsory Registration.

There have been initiatives about compulsory registration of engineering practitioners for a number of years but nothing ever happened.

The Engineering Profession Act of 2000 has restarted the whole process again. ECSA is the statutory body that is responsible for a number of things. These include;

· Registration procedures and criteria

· Registration of Professional Engineers, Professional Engineering Technologists, Professional Engineering Technicians, Professional Certificated Engineers and Specified scope practitioners such as Lift Inspectors

· Disciplinary action for unprofessional conduct

· Legal action against unregistered persons who claim to be registered etc

· Recognition of voluntary engineering associations (such as our association)

· The identification of engineering work

The first five have been and continue to be administered by ECSA. The identification of engineering work is an emotive issue, as it will eventually ensure that " identified work "will only be allowed to be undertaken by registered persons This is already seen by many as reserving work only for engineers and leaving out the other engineering categories!

To define exactly what engineering work is, has proved to be a difficult question. To define every task and process down to detailed levels in all the disciplines and for engineers to technicians is an impossibly complicated task. It would probably take many, many years to be completed, at which point new technological developments would have made some of the detailed definitions incorrect and outdated!

ECSA has a project team looking at this and has taken the following approach:

The work complexity has been categorised as;

· Complex (engineer level)

· Broadly defined (technologist level)

· Broadly defined with specific additional requirements (certificated engineer level)

· Well defined (technician level)

The minimum competencies required for each of these categories are reasonably well defined.

The activities that make up the tasks of engineering practitioners that should be reserved include:

· Designs of materials, components, systems, processes

· Planning capacity and location of infrastructure

· Investigating, advising and reporting on engineering problems

· Improvements of materials, components, systems, processes

· Managing / operating plant and processes

· Managing and implementing or construction projects

· Implementing designs or solutions

· Research, development and commercialisation of products

· Project management of engineering projects

· Education, training and development of engineering personnel including students at tertiary institutions

· All work reserved under the National Water Act 30 of 1998

· All work reserved in the Occupational Health and Safety Act, the Mines Health and Safety Act, the Merchant Shipping Act (7 categories)

· Approval of mandatory codes of practice

· Approval of engineering standards

· Compliance, monitoring and auditing

· Hazard identification and risk assessment

· Assessment of moderation in respect of engineering competencies

· Work of the Specified Categories who are required to be registered by legislation (Lift Inspectors)

The list may be criticised but the debate is no longer about whether reservation of engineering work should exist. The Act is in force and the discussion and debate now should focus on how to define the engineering work fairly so that unneeded work is left out and that the reasonable defined work is formulated so not as to create unneeded and restrictive barriers between the existing and future categories of registration.

It will be interesting to see what the general engineering industry out there thinks of all this.

The interim report (and updates in the future) can be seen on the ECSA Web site http:// www.ecsa.co.za 

______________________________________

ECSA refuses to accredit Walter Sisulu University courses.

Three engineering courses at the WSU have been found to be not up to standard. These are the National Diploma in Civil and Electrical engineering and the Bachelor of Technology (B Tech) in Civil engineering.

ECSA visited both the East London and Butterworth campuses. Generally the same deficiencies had been previously identified and little or no action by the institution had been taken to correct them.

Despite ECSA instruction that the University must inform students some months later the students claimed that they were still in the dark.

______________________________________

Repeal of the Electrical Installation Regulations, 1992.

On 15 August 2005, after a long period, the Department of Labour finally published a "notice", hidden away within the Department of Labour website,

www.labour.gov.za
announcing the proposed new Electrical Installation Regulations, 2005.

The "notice" indicates that in terms of Section 43 of the Occupational Health and Safety Act, 1993, on the recommendation of the Advisory Council for Occupational Health and Safety, the Minister of Labour intends to repeal the Electrical Installation Regulations, 1992, and supersede them with new draft Electrical Installation Regulations dated 15 August 2005.

Also in terms of the "notice", interested persons are invited to submit within 90 days from 15 August 2005, i.e. by 15 November 2005, any substantiated comments or presentations on the proposed regulations to:

The Director General of Labour, Private Bag X117, Pretoria, 0001
(for the attention of the Chief Inspector: Occupational Health and Safety)

These draft regulations will apply to:

* Owners, users and lessors of domestic, commercial and industrial electrical installations
* Approved Inspection Authorities for electrical installations
* Electrical Contractors
* Registered Persons (electrical testers for single phase installations, installation electricians and master installation electricians)
* Designers and installers of electrical installations
* Designers, manufacturers and suppliers of materials and other electrical articles or parts thereof for use in electrical installations

The draft regulations also contain the proposed forms for:

* Application for registration as an Electrical Contractor or Temporary Electrical Contractor
* Notice of Commencement of Installation Work
* Certificate of Compliance
* Application for registration as a Registered Person (electrical tester for single phase, installation electrician and master installation electrician)
* Application for approval as an Approved Inspection Authority for electrical installations

One may presume from the above that there is indeed the intention to ensure a participative public process to gain widespread and meaningful comment and input from the industry, affected parties and the wider public for these far-reaching draft regulations, as one might expect for an administrative action requiring an open and fair public promulgation process. One may even expect a formal notice to be published in the Government Gazette drawing attention to the fact that the draft regulations have been published and are available for public comment.

However as of some days back, an official notice publicly announcing the intentions of the minister has in fact not been published in the Government Gazette, and such a notice also does not appear in the official government information website, www.info.gov.za, in the relevant sections on government notices and/or regulations.

It seems that most persons, other than those who actually participated in the drafting of the proposed new Electrical Installation Regulations, are not aware that the "notice" of the minister of Labour, and the associated proposed new Electrical Installation Regulations, have in fact already been published for public comment (closing 15 November 2005).

It is therefore hoped that this communication via our E Group may help draw the attention of the industry, affected parties and the wider public to the "notice" of the Minister of Labour and the associated proposed new Electrical Installation Regulations, 20005. 

If you are in this field of engineering then please take the time to visit the website and make an informed and if needed a critical input!

____________________________________

Oppose the new Electricity Regulation Bill!

During a recent speech, Smunda Mokoena, CEO of the National Electricity Regulator (NER), urged electricity distribution industry (EDI) stakeholders in South Africa to "mobilise all available resources in opposition to the new Electricity Regulation Bill in its current form".

The proposed new legislation for the regulation of the electricity industry in South Africa, currently under consideration by Parliament, was published in the Government Gazette for public comment on 31 August 2005, and will be presented to the Minerals and Energy Parliamentary Portfolio Committee (PPC) on 14 October 2005 by the Department of Minerals and Energy (DME). 

Public hearings will be held from 7 - 8 November 2005, and it is intended that the Bill be finalised shortly thereafter.

This legislation has been under preparation for the last ten years. Unexpectedly, late additions to the Bill have taken the NER and EDI stakeholders by surprise. Thus raising serious questions as to the thinking and intentions of the policy makers at the DME.

According to the NER, these changes would effectively remove independent regulation of electricity tariffs and pricing, and place this instead in the hands of municipalities who are also the owners/shareholders of the monopoly electricity distributors. "This would affect the significant majority (approximately 98%) of all electricity consumers in South Africa, not only in areas currently supplied by municipalities, but also, in the future, areas currently supplied by Eskom or any other service provider within municipal boundaries", said Mokoena.

"Existing legislation gives the NER powers to license the industry, to regulate electricity tariffs and prices, and to determine quality of supply and service standards. The new Bill seriously reduces the powers of the Regulator, and takes regulation of electricity in South Africa back to before 1994, when the Electricity Control Board only had jurisdiction over electricity supply outside municipal areas of jurisdiction", he continues.

After the Bill effectively strips it of the authority to approve municipal electricity tariffs and pricing, Mokoena says the Regulator is then charged with monitoring and regulating the performance and compliance of municipalities to the requirements of the Act, however "the provisions whereby the Regulator may do so are so complicated and elaborate that it will be unable to enforce compliance in any meaningful way", and "the proposed compliance procedures for municipal
INTERNATIONAL MEDICAL AND BIOMEDICAL ENGINEERING CONFERENCE IN STUTTGART

Ä conference under the title “BIOMEDIA” sponsored by the World Health Organisation (WHO) and in co-operation with the International Federation for Medical and Biomedical Engineering (IFMBE) was held in Germany at Stuttgart University over the period September 23rd –25th 2005. 

Mr.Tom Cooper, an IPET member is the Engineering Council of South Africa (ECSA) co-ordinator for the registration of Clinical Engineering Practitioners in South Africa was invited by Dr. Andrei Issakov of the WHO to make a presentation at the conference under the general heading of “CE Certification and Patient Safety issues in South Africa”.  Cooper accepted the invitation on behalf of ECSA. His presentation was delivered to a group of approximately eighty delegates representing some twenty-five countries.

The conference was co-ordinated by and under the Chairmanship of Professor Joachim Nagel who is the Director of the Institute of Biomedical Engineering at the University of Stuttgart and current President of the IFMBHE. 

The conference was divided into seven sessions:

· Plenary: Accreditation of BME Programmes, Clinical Engineering Training, Certification and Continuing Education.

· Symposium: Patient Safety- Biomedical/Clinical/Hospital Engineering Providing a Safe Health Care Environment.

· Workshop 1: Criteria and Guidelines for the Accreditation of Biomedical Engineering Programmes in Europe.

· Workshop 2: European Protocol for the Training Clinical Engineers.

· Workshop 3: European Protocol for the Certification of Clinical Engineers.

· Workshop 4: European Protocol for the continuing Education of Clinical Engineers.

· Workshop 5: IFMBE International Register of Clinical Engineers.

The ECSA presentation “Clinical Engineering Practitioners in South Africa” was delivered early in the second session (Symposium). During the introduction to his presentation Cooper said, “The point of departure is that the South African Department of Health has conceived, developed and implemented a unified policy for health care technology in South Africa”.
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    SYNOPSIS 

The road to recognition of practitioners in the field of clinical engineering has been arduous.

   This presentation provides a brief overview of early attempts at certification, which did not get off the ground. It briefly addresses the milestones reached along the way to recognition and finally examines the structure presently in place to sustain formal and statutory registration of CE Practitioners in South Africa.

   It commences in the early 1980s when an attempt was made by the CE profession to establish a Board of Examiners for certification of CE personnel. This was followed many years later by the appointment of a “steering committee” to investigate the availability and the education and training of persons in the field of health care technology. The committee was appointed by the Department of Health (DoH) in conjunction with the Engineering Council of South Africa (ECSA) and with the participation of the medical equipment industry including both public and private service providers and hospitals as well as many other players in the field of health care technology. This finally led to the DoH requesting ECSA to proceed with the process of introduction of compulsory registration / licensing of all C.E. Practitioners (CEPs) in South Africa.

   While the act of registration / licensing with ECSA is comparatively simple for applicants, the process to facilitate such registration is complex. The presentation very briefly examines the statutory infrastructure, including the checks and balances required to sustain and effectively control the registration process.

The presentation culminates in the proposed titles for CEPs and the basis for possible future recognition of foreign qualifications and CE registration.    
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The presentation was well received which was evident by the numerous questions that followed. During free time on the days there after numerous enquiries, informal discussions and requests for further information regarding the ECSA registration model, as well as it’s integration into the South African DoH’s programme on Health Technology Management, were fielded by Cooper and Mladin Poluta 

Mr. Poluta is the Director of the Healthcare Technology Management Programme at the University of Cape Town/ Groote Schuur Hospital & MRC/WHO Collaborating Centre for Essential Technologies in Health. He is also a member of the ECSA Standards Generating Group for Medical Equipment Maintainers. Mr Poluta in conjunction with Mr Enrico Nunziato, who heads up the IFMBE CE Division Board, South Africa had, during the first plenary session, made, a joint presentation on Health Care Technology Management in South Africa, CE and certification and health care needs in developing countries.

Matters raised and contested by the South African delegates during the various sessions were, inter alia, why the emphasis on Clinical Engineers during the conference when it was self-evident that there were many other cadres in the CE team? It was noted that most countries accepted the existence of "Clinical Engineering Technicians" but maybe not deliberately, failed to highlight nor accept their importance in the overall structure of the provision of the CE services.

 During one particular session Cooper stated that it was apparent that few countries recognised the existence of the CE Technologist and emphasised the point by suggesting that many persons claiming to be or acting under the title “Engineer“ were probably practising as Technologists rather than Engineers. He admitted however that few countries had yet sufficiently analysed the activities and functions within the engineering team to recognise the existence and identity of the Technologist. One notable exception was one of the Scandinavian countries. The relevant delegate, during informal discussions, disclosed that his country recognised the role of the Technologist and concurred with the stated South African aspirations, with regard to CE registration.

It was the consensus among the SA delegates that many persons claiming to be  “Clinical Engineers”, or even CE Technicians, in their own countries would possibly not be able to meet the statutory requirements for professional registration in South Africa. Notable exceptions might be participants in the various accords with which ECSA is a signatory i.e. The Washington, Sydney and Dublin accords.

The conference concluded with an address by Dr. Andrei Issakov of WHO. He summarised the presentations and made suggestions for a position paper on “Health Technology Management and Patient Safety.

Cooper, upon his return from the conference, reported to the CEO of ECSA Mr Paul Roux, that it was very evident from his experience in Stuttgart that ECSA i.e. South Africa was leading the rest of the world in so far as recognition of the full Engineering team and, bar none, both professional and statutory recognition of Clinical Engineering Practitioners. 

He concluded his feedback by disclosing a brief discussion he had with the Irish delegate who remarked, probably in jest but never- the- less a compliment  “I think we will stop our efforts right now and simply up-lift the SA registration model”

Full details of the conference and the presentations may be viewed at:

http//www.bmt.uni-stuttgart.de/biomedea
http:www.bmt.uni-stuttgart.de/biomea

biomedea@t-online.de 

Prepared by Tom Cooper. Pr Tech Eng  2005-10-08

O. & O. E. (Disclaimer)

IPET, its agents, volunteers, workers and members cannot be held responsible for errors in, amendments to, or any damages whatsoever arising from information published in good faith. Opinions expressed by contributors are not necessarily shared by IPET.

IPIT kan nie aanspreeklik gehou word vir enige foute in, wysigings  van, of enige skadevergoeding wat mag spruit uit inligting wat ter goeder trou gepublise(r word nie. Opinies uitgespreek deur insenders word nie noodwendig deur IPIT gesteun nie.

























_1193812242

_1193812241

