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INTRODUCTION

This document contains comment received from GB relating to OD021Version2 and is issued for discussion at the coming ExTAG Shanghai Meeting

Michel Brenon

EXTAG Secretary

	Address:

IECEx Secretariat 

286 Sussex Street

Sydney NSW 2000

Australia
	Contact Details:

Tel:  +61 2 8206 6940

Fax: +61 2 8206 6272

E-mail: chris.agius@iecex.com

http://www.iecex.com



	Date
	Document

	9 August 2006
	OD 021/v2


	National Committee
	Clause/ Subclause
	Paragraph Figure/ Table
	Type of comment (General/ Technical/Editorial)
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	OBSERVATIONS OF THE SECRETARIAT
on each comment submitted

	UK
	General
	
	
	Having questioned the authority of the Jan 2006 published version our concerns remain following the release of v2 without any transparent authority. The UK will make a separate submission to MC on this aspect. 

Regarding the technical content of v2, the UK finds that the published v2 is not acceptable, and proposes that immediate revisions and consultation with operatives be undertaken.

Our comment below reflects both our suggestions for change and areas where more discussion would be valuable before agreeing text. 
	
	

	
	P1
	2
	
	Ref made to V1 should be to V2
	
	

	
	P2
	New Cl 4
	
	In his reply to our original comments, under "Fit for purpose" Chris said that better words could have been chosen... 
We agree his suggestion and wonder why it was not implemented.
	  Add      "This document is subject to continual refinement and updating."
	

	
	P2
	New Cl 6
	
	Under our earlier comment "Non-alignment with IEC" Chris supported adding a paragraph similar to that used in the ATEX guidelines concerning the status relative to published IEC standards. 
We support that suggestion and wonder why such text was not included in the revision. 


	Add

"Readers' attention is drawn to the fact that this guide is only intended to facilitate the application of IEC standards the text of which are legally binding. However, this document does represent a reference for ensuring consistent application of the standards by all stakeholders."
	

	
	4.1
	
	
	Some, not all, see a contradiction here with the assessment method that follows.  We offer the comment of those who see a problem in the Annexed comments, and suggest that members of ExTAG agree a response, taking into account that the wording was developed from a MT4 meeting in Braunschweig. 


	
	

	
	4.2
	
	
	Page 3 Section 4.2 Paragraph 7 refers to FDIS 60079.11 5th Edition.   
This should now be changed to IEC60079-11:2006, which was published on 25th July.
	Update reference


	

	
	Page 3 onwards
	
	
	Header refers to V1, should be V2
	Correct all headers
	

	
	5.2
	5
	
	
This does not clarify the situation.  We are not really sure that reading this text will enable everyone to come to the same conclusion. This suggests that any value of resistor giving the inductor a factor of safety of 1.5 adequately negates the presence of that inductor.  Is effective inductance zero? This suggests that the combination of an inductor protected by a resistor and capacitor protected by a resistor, both separately having 1.5 factor of safety, would also have a 1.5 factor of safety. We are not sure that is the case.  We would be happy to ignore the inductor and capacitor assembly, if each had factor of safety say 2.  However it needs careful checking. We believe the paragraph above can lead to erroneous thinking.

	WG to consider possible clarification
	

	
	5.2
	7
	
	This document should not be duplication of the standard, it also seems to be contradicting the standard, e.g. it doesn’t seem to permit 2 x 1mm wide tracks or the use of 2 zener diodes


	Delete first sentence and join second sentence to preceding paragraph
	

	
	7.1
	1
	
	Some see a possible contradiction here with the general requirements that say you can exceed the specified temperature for a T class if there is no direct or indirect risk of ignition with a margin of safety, etc….


	Discussion to verify current text 
	

	
	7.2
	5
	
	We don’t doubt that capacitors can get warm in certain situations however this is not in the standard, and as written this paragraph raises a problem but offers no solution.

	Delete this paragraph until a solution can be proposed.
	

	
	7.2
	8 (2nd Note)
	
	This note is open to misinterpretation that the change in resistance method is not suitable, whereas it is intended to draw attention to some circumstances in which care is needed.
	WG to consider redrafting to provide more support for using of the change in resistance method.
	

	
	7.2
	
	
	Page 6 Section 7.2 Paragraph 4 refers to FDIS 60079.11 5th Edition.   
This should be changed to IEC60079-11:2006, which was published on 25th July.
	Update reference


	

	
	7.3
	1
	
	It is not clear what is meant by this sentence if it is talking about the sizes of components.  We assume they are saying that assessment of components >10cm 2 should be spelled out. All too often that is missed out.
	WG to consider redrafting for clarity
	

	
	8
	1 (Following notes)
	
	Saying the accuracy of measurements by test stations should be scrutinized doesn’t say what is good or what is bad. It puts a question mark over CB and Test Station both of whom, presumably, participating members of the IECEx scheme. To whom is it addressed? Should this be the subject of a good practice study?
	No change to text.

WG to propose a good practice study.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	9.3 Fuses and filament lamps
	2
	
	The thickness of coverage of materials over fuses is given in the standard and this does not add any clarity. The sentence says “hazardous area fuses and filament lamps are to be encapsulated”.  It would be worth clarifying that “either encapsulation or Solid insulation over moulding may be used.
	WG to consider further clarification
	

	
	
	5
	
	Page: 1

There appears to be confusion here together with the introduction of new thinking that is not in the spirit of the standard. Clause 7.3 does say the fuse has to be protected.  We think to include anything that gives the impression that fuses can be unprotected in the hazardous area is the wrong approach. 
We assume the paragraph to be an extension of the ideas in the preceding paragraph, to allow unencapsulated fuses where the protected current in the hazardous area is well below the fusing current but is not zero.


	WG to consider amplification and clarification
	

	
	41.
	
	Alternative comment on 4.1
	This contradicts the assessment method that follows.  The only other interpretation we can think of is that, it is intended to prevent someone using the group II CR curves.  IEC60079-11:1999 only contains group I CR curves (fig A2) so you would be forgiven thinking that you can’t use them anyway.  There were previous editions of the standard that contained group I and II CR curves and though the capacitance curves have been changed we don’t think they were changed drastic enough to come to the conclusion that the old CR curves are unsafe.  The CR curves compare with the new method for estimating terminal capacitance, which has no known basis for inclusion in the standard.
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