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Introduction

This document, ExTAG/73/CC, is a compilation of comments received concerning 

ExTAG/70/CD ExTAG Draft Decision Sheet – Galvanically separating components.
The document is issued for discussion during the next ExTAG Meeting to be held in Buxton 4th October 2005
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	Section 1

COMMENTS ON ExTAG/70/CD

	Comment 

No.
	Commentator

ExCB/ExTL 


	Type of comment (General/ Technical/

Editorial)
	Paragraph

No.
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	Decision ExTAG Buxton Meeting

	1
	AU

Bodies
	General 
	
	This decision allows for optos not complying with IEC 60079-11 Clause 8.8 to be certified under the IECEx scheme where optos do not need to be 2/3 rated provided that it can be show that circuits connected to the opto cannot invalidate the infallible separation distance provided by the device.

We have no objection to this Decision Sheet with the following comments:

· The ExTR cannot state full compliance with the standard if the alternative approach is selected but the ExTR (with non-conformance) could still be used as basis for IECEx certification in referring to this decision sheet.
· The option is the same as that allowed for optos providing separation between IS and Non-IS circuits.
· The standard does not give guidance or define testing that allows for a decision as to how it can be shown that circuits connected to the opto cannot invalidate the infallible separation distance provided by the device. 
Note that optos providing separation of IS circuits do not have any separation distance requirements, it currently requires rating and voltage test only. Does the decision require separation distance to be verified as not being reduced after test i.e. dissect the component?


	The following is suggested as possible test requirements for confirming that circuits connected to the opto cannot invalidate the infallible separation distance provided by the device:

· Apply varying power levels to inflict maximum damage to the optocoupler (both ends), and
· Either:
· Dissect the component and verify that the internal separations have not been invalidated and perform a voltage test in accordance with IEC 60079-11 Clause 6.4.12 (1500Vmin), or
· Perform a voltage test higher than in IEC 60079-11 Clause 6.4.12 to avoid dissection (4000Vmin?).
A minimum of 10 components should be tested.
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	2
	UL/DEMKO
	Technical
	
	We will vote against the proposal. 

We disagree with the answer because it makes it possible to accept optocouplers without solid insulation between primary and secondary side of the optocoupler.

	
	

	3
	CESI
	General
	
	We agree with the text of ExTAG/70/CD due to the fact that this text is identical to the text of clause 8.8.3 of IEC 60079-11(Ed 5 CDV).
 
	
	

	4
	CCVE
	General
	
	We fully support this document, but consider that the wording should be as follows:

Protective techniques such as those indicated in 2nd paragraph of 8.8 (taking into account requirements of clauses 5.2, 5.3, 5.4,) may be necessary to avoid exceeding the rating of the opto-couple.
	
	

	5
	UL
	General
	
	We support this decision sheet as in order for an opto to operate correctly it needs to have a certain voltage applied to it which would mean that it would not be used within 2/3 of its ratings as required by Clause 7.1. The text that has been selected is pulled from the draft of this standard, which we feel is suitable. It should be noted that it has been recognized for quite some time that this was necessary, and we believe all were applying it as such, but this provides the official clarification.
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