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Introduction

This document is a compilation of comments received relating to document OD 015/V1. 

OD015/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 31 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

Email: chris.agius@iecex.com
Internet: www.iecex.com


COMPILATION OF COMMENTS ON COMMITTEE DOCUMENT 

	Reference number of the Draft

OD 015/Version 1


	Date of Circulation:

2004 07

	
	Date of issue of CC:

2005 02


	Title of the Committee Document:

Technical Requirements for IECEx Service Facilities involved in repairs, overhauls and modifications of Ex equipment



	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, DE, 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

	NL
	1
	
	
	General
	introduce the definition “service” (see OD014 comments) and use this throughout the document


	
	Noted

	US
	2
	
	
	General
	(Overall) Is it premature to release OD15 as a defined set of reqts when the next edition of IEC 60079-19 is still under development by TC31 and will not be done until 10-2006? This sets a very concerning precedent to supersede published IEC docs via publishing OD documents. Will the CAB even allow this? And if they do, and this is published, will service facilities have access to it?


	
	From the discussions during the Brdo ExMC meeting it was concluded that current edition 60079-19 is used and OD 015 be re-written to be more of a supporting document that provides clarification of any points or gaps contained within 60079-19 

US concerns regarding a precedent is noted.



	NL
	3
	introduction
	
	Editorial
	introduction -: refers to “this part of IEC 60079”, which is not the case (yet). 


	It should be deleted from OD015 since it is misleading
	Noted

	NL
	4
	1
	
	Editorial
	Change ”repair,…modification to “servicing”


	
	Noted

	CN
	5
	2.1
	
	Editorial
	In clause 2.1 normative references, add IEC 60079-26.


	
	Noted

	NL


	6
	2.1
	
	Editorial
	delete “this part of IEC 60079”
	
	Noted

	NL


	7
	2.2.10
	
	Editorial
	definition 2.2.10: make sure that this definition is the same as in OD014, section 1.2


	
	Noted

	NL
	8
	2.2.12.2


	
	Technical
	2nd paragraph: reference is made to “certification documents”. Please add a definition of “certification documents” to section 2 to avoid any confusion about this. 

Please note that in Europe, Zone 2 equipment need not be certified and therefore there are no “certification documents”! This gives problems in several clauses of OD015. Perhaps it is better to refer to the “documentation provided by the manufacturer”, which might have been used for third party certification?


	
	Agree

	DE
	9
	General Principles
2.3
	(b)
	Technical
	The requirements in this clause are not as stringent as necessary. Change the text as proposed
	In circumstances where the certification documents are not available then the repair or overhaul shall be carried out on the apparatus in accordance with this Operational Document and all other relevant standard(s) of the corresponding type of protection.

If other repair or modification techniques are used not in accordance with this Operational Document, then it will be is necessary to ascertain, from the manufacturers, and/or the certification authority, the suitability of the apparatus for continued use in a potentially

explosive atmosphere


	Agree

	NL
	10
	2.3
	
	Technical
	last paragraph: please note that in case of modifications such that the function of the equipment and/or the design characteristics (ratings) have changed, the equipment is considered as new equipment and is subject to the requirements of the ATEX directive 94/9/EC in Europe. For Zone 0 and 1 equipment certification is then required, for Zone 2 equipment self-certification by the manufacturer is allowed. In all cases the Service Facility becomes the legal new manufacturer, with all the obligations under the ATEX directive. OD015 may allow these modifications, ATEX however does not allow this without introducing the Service Faclity as the new manufacturer. Implementation of OD015 in the European IECEx Members will result in a national (European) deviation on this matter


	
	Noted.

We could consider a note to highlight this

	NL
	11
	2.5.1
	
	Technical
	please note that in Europe it is not required to provide to the user the Ex certificate with the Ex equipment. What always must be provided to the user is the EC Declaration of Conformity and the installation instructions / manual as included in clause 30 of IEC 60079-0 (2004). As a result, many times this requirement of 2.5.1 will not be met.


	
	Noted.

This is an example of why the word “should” and not “shall” has not been used.

	NL
	12
	2.6.1
	
	Technical
	first paragraph: question: what is meant with “certification status” in this context? Equipment is certified or not, which can be determined from the marking on the equipment.


	
	It is possible that the equipment has been modified outside the provisions of certification

	NL
	13
	2.6.1
	
	Technical
	2nd paragraph: question: what is meant with “the repaired/overhauled equipment complies with the certification status agreed with the user”? The user cannot claim certification if it is not marked as such. What is there to agree upon?


	
	See comment 11

	DE
	14
	2.6.1.2
	3rd paragraph
	Technical
	Manufacturer of such apparatus are audited latest each 18 month. For service facilities the training shall be given not later than each 3 years. The responsibility of the service facilities is according this standard very high (see note of 2.6.1.3) and therefore the training periods have to be reduced.


	Appropriate refresher training shall be given from time to time, not longer than at three-year 18 month intervals.
	While agreed this needs to align with the new 60079-19 when finalised

	DE
	15
	Complete standard
	
	Editorial
	Use for the terms drawings/documents the terms used in OD 005  
	Use: schedule drawing

related drawing

technical documentation

manufacturers documents
	Agree

	DE
	16
	2.6.1.4
	1st
paragraph

2nd sentence


	Editorial
	Sentence not understandable. Maybe there is a misspelling.
	
	Agree to review

	DE
	17
	2.6.1.4.1
	NOTE 2
	Technical
	According 60079-0 Ed. 4 manufacturer are only required to give repair instruction if appropriate. Note 2 as given is this standard leads to the opinion that manufacturer have to give repair instruction in all cases. 


	NOTE 2: As from Ed 4 IEC 60079-0 manufacturers are required to give Instructions including repair instruction if appropriate.
	Agree to review

	RU
	18
	2.6.1.4.1
	
	Technical
	We propose to add after the heading «General» the following paragraph: «The Service Facility shall have the repair documentation agreed-on with the Certification Body». It will correspond to paragraph 2.6.1.4. of current Russian standard GOST R 51330.18-99 (harmonized with IEC 60079-19-93) .
	
	Agree to review

	DE
	19
	2.6.1.4.2
	1st
paragraph
	Technical
	A period of time is no sufficient requirement. See 2.6.1.4.3 where 10 years are required.
	The job records of repairs/overhauls shall be retained for a period of time 10 years. as agreed with the User. Retained information shall be adequately controlled to ensure correct retrieval.
	Agree

	DE
	20
	2.6.1.4.3
	1st
paragraph

1)


	Technical
	A licence shall be a fundamental requirement. 
	1) Details of Repair Licence Scheme providers Quality Assessment Scheme

(where a licence is held)
	Agree to revise

	NL
	21
	2.6.1.4.3
	
	Technical
	what is meant with “Certification of Facility Quality Standard including..”. Can’t this be rewritten in simple English? Same for “1) Details of Repair Licence Scheme providers Quality Assessment Scheme…” which is Chinese to me
	
	Agree to revise

	NL
	22
	2.6.1.4.3
	Item 9

Para 1
	Technical
	Register of manufacturer’s drawings: add “and drawings generated by the Service Facility in case of modifications”


	
	Agree

	NL
	23
	2.6.1.4.3
	Item 4

Para 2


	Technical
	Job Records including, item 4): usually a replacement component has no Certificate of Conformity when with component is meant a component according to the definition of 2.2.5. Please use the definition 3.14 of IEC 60079-0 (2004) for Ex-components and make sure that if other components are meant (for example a new door for an Ex d enclosure: the enclosure has been certified as an Ex-component, the door is a non-Ex-component according to the definition of 2.2.5) this is clearly laid down


	
	Agree to add “where appropriate”

	DE
	24
	2.6.1.5.2
	1st
paragraph
	Technical
	In other clause of this standard repair instructions are required. In this clause it seems that a parts list is required from the manufacturer. To provide a parts list cannot be an acceptable requirement for the manufacturer.


	Parts, which are required by the apparatus specification and certificate documents to be sealed, shall be replaced only by the particular spare part(s) detailed in the parts list repair instruction.
	Agree

	DE
	25
	2.6.1.6
	3rd
paragraph

b)
	Technical
	In case of issuing a certificate the assessment of an apparatus is restricted to an ExTL and ExCB.  

This clause gives the service facility the same responsibility as for an ExTLs and ExCBs. This responsibility for the service facility is contents of several clauses in this standard and should be reconsidered.
	A repaired apparatus has to be in accordance to the schedule drawings always.
	Refer to WG10

	NL
	26
	2.6.1.6


	3rd
paragraph

b)
	Technical
	if the apparatus does not comply anymore with the certification documents (= the construction is not the same as when it was certified), the certification label MUST be removed. In addition, we will certainly not support the repair symbol “R” within an inverted triangle (A.2.2). If apparatus has changed so that it no longer is in compliance with the certification documents, a new certificate must be obtained. In this case, only after having obtained the certificate, the symbol of A.2.1 is written on the serviced apparatus. The use of the R-symbol of A.2.2. is misleading and confusing with the symbol of A.2.1 and MUST therefore be deleted from OD015.


	
	To align with the final text for 60079-19 revised edition

	NL
	27
	2.6.1.7
	
	Technical
	reference is made only to ISO 9000 series, which is an unnecessary limitation. Please add a line like: “It does not preclude the use of other qulaity systems that are compatible with the objectives of ISO 9001”.


	
	Agree to revise

	DE
	28
	2.6.2.3
	5th paragraph
	Technical
	This paragraph is in contradiction to the requirements given in 2.6.1.6 where for the same situation the label has not to be removed.

Further see comment to 2.6.1.6


	A repaired apparatus has to be in accordance to the schedule drawings always.
	Agree to revise

	DE
	29
	2.6.2.3
	6th paragraph
	Technical
	The wording “should” is not stringent enough. Use “shall” instead of “should”
	In the event of any uncertainty regarding the permissibility, from an explosion-protection safety point of view, of an intended reclamation procedure, the advice of the manufacturer or certifying authority should shall be sought. 
	Agree 

	CN
	30
	2.6.3
	
	Technical
	In 3.4.1, 4.4, 5.4.1, 6.4.1 and 7.4.1 or in 2.6.3 add:  It should, where appropriate, take account of the requirements of the apparatus standard to avoid frictional sparking and electrostatic charging 

	
	Agree

	DE
	31
	2.6.3
	1st paragraph

1st sentence


	Editorial
	Misspelling
	Please correct
	Noted

	NL
	32
	3.2.4
	2nd
	General
	even with reference to the manufacturer, the apparatus is not certified anymore due to the increase of ratings. A new certificate is necessary


	
	Refer to WG10

	NL
	33
	3.2.6.1
	
	Technical
	increase of rating> see remark to 3.2.4
	
	Refer to WG10

	NL


	34
	3.2.6.3.1
	
	Technical
	a flux test (see 3.3.4) should be added here
	
	Refer to WG10

	CN
	35
	3.4.1
	
	Technical
	In 3.4.1, 4.4, 5.4.1, 6.4.1 and 7.4.1 or in 2.6.3 add:  It should, where appropriate, take account of the requirements of the apparatus standard to avoid frictional sparking and electrostatic charging 
	
	Agree

	NL
	36
	3.4.4
	
	Technical
	this is NOT acceptable. Rewinding for another voltage results in a new apparatus, which MUST be certified. Reference made to the manufacturer is not sufficient. Same for rewinding for a different speed: unacceptable


	
	Agree if new voltage is outside limits of certification

	DE
	37
	4
	General
	Technical
	Unfortunately the good old days are gone where the i.s. circuit was realized with a safety fuse, zener diodes and resistor.... 

Nowadays thyristor circuits as well as voltage regulators are being used beside the well-known voltage limiters consisting of zener diodes. Also the use of switched-mode power supplies (SMPS) leads to an increasing number of safety critical components. 

Also the concepts of the installations inside the hazardous area have been changed. The individual devices are being installed more and more directly inside the hazardous areas such as Zone 0, Zone 1 or Zone 2. Therefore not only individual components inside the devices are to be considered as safety critical components. These devices contain sometimes up to 700 and more components, which are all to be considered as critical electrical components.

Besides the named critical electrical components in this standards there are many other critical electrical components. Many of these components are selected. Such components can only be replaced by components, which are obtained from the manufacturer of the apparatus. A service facility is not able to recognize these components.

This makes the decision for the service facility impossible, which of the component are safety relevant or not.

Further individual devices of a Bus system cannot be brought in function without other devices, nearly the complete system is necessary. 

The documents of such apparatus include so much knowledge and experience of the manufacturers that no manufacturer will give the schedule drawings or the related drawings to a service facility.   

The possibility for the service facility to repair such apparatus is restricted to the change of a fuse. 

The legal responsibility of the apparatus manufacturer will never lead to support a service facility to repair such complicated apparatus in type of protection “i”. The manufacturers document of such apparatus are marked with “Repair and overhaul is not permissible”  


	Delete the complete type of protection “i” in this standard

or

as a minimum type of protection “ia” and “ib”
	While in general agreement the inclusion of i.s is  for the situation where the  service facility holds all necessary manufacturing documents and is operating in agreement with the manufacturer. This may need to be clarified.

	DE
	38
	4.1
	Note
	Technical
	Type of protection “ic“ is missing.

A clear differentiation of intrinsically safe apparatus and associated apparatus is missing.
	Please correct the note.
	Noted

	DE
	39
	4.2.2
	
	Technical
	Not only the cable entries also the cable glands are important for the safety of the apparatus. 
	Add the following:

Cable glands shall be replaced by adequate and certified types only.  The permissible ambient temperature of the apparatus has to be considered.
	Agree to review

	NL
	40
	4.2.2
	
	Technical
	what is considered as “special entries”?


	
	Agree to review

	DE


	41
	4.2.4
	2nd dash
	Editorial/

Technical
	The wording “sweated” is unclear. 
	Please correct.
	Noted

	DE
	42
	4.2.4
	3rd dash
	Technical
	
	Add the following:

· if a printed circuit board track is repaired by using a wire an equal cross-section is required as a minimum. 


	Agree

	DE
	43
	4.2.5
	1st paragraph

1st dash
	Technical
	
	Please change:

- the same nominal current rating or less;

Add the following:

- the same fuse time characteristic 

- the same fuse resistor value or higher
	Agree

	DE
	44
	4.2.5
	2nd paragraph
	Technical
	In case of issuing a certificate the assessment of an apparatus is restricted to an ExTL and ExCB.  

This clause gives the service facility the same responsibility as for ExTLs and ExCBs. This responsibility for the service facility is contents of several clauses in this standard and should be reconsidered.
	Delete the second paragraph
	Agree

	NL
	45
	4.2.5
	last paragraph
	Technical
	NOT acceptable. In this case a new certificate is mandatory since it is a change to already certified equipment that certainly affects the intrinsic safety


	
	Agree

	DE
	46
	4.2.6
	
	Technical
	Relays as many other components can be selected or is in a special design, which is not recognizable by a service facility.


	If a relay is faulty, it shall be replaced by one, which is identical obtained from the manufacturer of the apparatus.
	“as agreed by the manufacturer” may be added.

	DE
	47
	4.2.8
	2nd sentence
	Technical
	The content does not correspond to 60079-11
	Where varnish is damaged during repair, insulating varnish of the type prescribed by the manufacturer shall be applied in the approved

Manner. e.g., one coat if using dipping, two coats using other methods.

If the coating is applied by spraying, two separate coats shall be applied.

Other methods of application require only one coat, for example dip coating, brushing, vacuum impregnating.
	Agree

	DE
	48
	4.2.9
	
	Technical
	In the most cases optocouplers cannot be replaced by an equivalent type because the most of the used optocouplers are measured to assess the relevant quality and the necessary protection is given by the apparatus. 
	Only components of the same or directly equivalent type and certification shall be used as replacements.
	Agree

	NL
	49
	4.2.9


	
	Technical
	only optocouplers with identical or higher ratings and with the same or larger creepage distances and clearances shall be used. “directly equivalent type” is not clear enough
	
	Agree

	DE
	50
	4.2.10
	
	Technical
	A manufacturer never accepts that such documentation is supplied with the equipment.

It is also not in his interest to give such documents to a service facility

(see also comment to clause 4).

Further a service facility is not able to recognize these components.

This is a further clause which leads to the decision to exclude type of protection “i” from this

 standard
	
	See response to comment 36.

	DE
	51
	4.2.15
	
	Technical
	The type of protection „i“ depends not on creepage and clearances distances only. This type of protection as well as all other type of protection depending on non-electrical parts also. Non-electrical parts can influence the creepage and clearances distances.  
	Where the apparatus has non-electrical parts, e.g., fittings or window, that do not affect the

electrical circuit or creepage and clearance distances and hence the intrinsic safety, the influence of   these parts on the type of protection has to be considered before may be replaced by new parts of equivalent type.
	Agree

	CN
	52
	4.4
	
	Technical
	In 3.4.1, 4.4, 5.4.1, 6.4.1 and 7.4.1 or in 2.6.3 add:  It should, where appropriate, take account of the requirements of the apparatus standard to avoid frictional sparking and electrostatic charging add:  It should, where appropriate, take account of the requirements of the apparatus standard to avoid frictional sparking and electrostatic charging


	
	Agree

	DE
	53
	4.4
	
	Technical
	How can a service facility decide whether or not a modification affect the intrinsic safety.  
	Exclude modifications.

Delete paragraph 4
	Agree to revise.  Should require reference to manufacturer  and certifying authority for ALL modifications



	NL
	54
	5.2.6.3.2
	
	Technical
	 add the flux test here


	
	Refer to WG10

	CN
	55
	5.4.1


	
	Technical
	In 3.4.1, 4.4, 5.4.1, 6.4.1 and 7.4.1 or in 2.6.3 add:  It should, where appropriate, take account of the requirements of the apparatus standard to avoid frictional sparking and electrostatic charging add:  It should, where appropriate, take account of the requirements of the apparatus standard to avoid frictional sparking and electrostatic charging


	
	Agree

	NL
	56
	5.4.4
	
	Technical
	NOT allowed, see comment to 3.4.4


	
	Refer to the response to comment 52.



	NL
	57
	6.2.6.1
	
	Technical
	Not permitting copy-winding techniques is unacceptable. This technique is in use as long as Ex e exist without any problems. Unless there is strong evidence that this technique results in Ex e motors that are unsafe, copy-winding must be included in OD015 for Ex e motors, using the same requirements as for Ex n motors (see 7.2.6.1)
	
	WG10 position has been not to permit this as it presents difficulties when the service facility does not know if the motor has previously been rewound

 

	NL
	58
	6.2.6.3.2


	
	Technical
	add flux test here
	
	Agree

	CN
	59
	6.4.1


	
	Technical
	In 3.4.1, 4.4, 5.4.1, 6.4.1 and 7.4.1 or in 2.6.3 add:  It should, where appropriate, take account of the requirements of the apparatus standard to avoid frictional sparking and electrostatic charging add:  It should, where appropriate, take account of the requirements of the apparatus standard to avoid frictional sparking and electrostatic charging
	
	Agree

	NL
	60
	6.4.1
	
	Technical
	such modified apparatus must obtain a new certificate…


	
	See response to comment 52

	NL
	61
	6.4.4
	
	Technical
	Rewinding NOT allowed, see comment to 3.4.4


	
	Agree

	CN
	62
	7
	
	Editorial
	delete non-sparking


	
	Noted

	DE
	63
	7.2.1
	
	Technical
	Add a new paragraph which requires the assessment of the electrostatic discharge 
	
	Refer to WG10

	NL
	64
	7.2.1
	
	Technical
	please note that in Europe Ex n apparatus is usually not certified. Referring to the certification label gives therefore quite often problems, since there is no such label. Same problem in the last paragraph, where reference is made to the certification requirements


	
	Refer to WG10

	NL
	65
	7.2.6.3.2
	
	Technical
	add flux test here


	
	Agree

	CN
	66
	7.4.1
	
	Technical
	In 3.4.1, 4.4, 5.4.1, 6.4.1 and 7.4.1 or in 2.6.3 add:  It should, where appropriate, take account of the requirements of the apparatus standard to avoid frictional sparking and electrostatic charging add:  It should, where appropriate, take account of the requirements of the apparatus standard to avoid frictional sparking and electrostatic charging


	
	Agree

	NL
	67
	7.4.1
	
	Technical
	see comment to 6.4.1


	
	See response to comment 52



	DE
	68
	8
	
	Technical
	See comments to clause 4


	
	See response to comment 52



	NL
	69
	8
	
	Technical
	2nd paragraph: must be deleted. Without certification documents one cannot obtain 100% certainty for compliance with the standards. Stating this has no use at all.


	
	Refer to WG10

	CN
	70
	Annex C

C1 and C2
	
	Technical
	Comment: 

1) In Clause C1 of Annex C, it is meant that safety of equipment repaired in compliance with relevant Ex standard is not reliable for use in potential explosive atmospheres. The equipment repaired or overhauled on base of primary joint set, e.g. construction and width, and in compliance with relevant standard can be used safely in potential explosive atmosphere, because the equipment Ex d have safety factor (for IIA,IIB 1.42,for IIC 1.85 as shown in IEC60079-1). In fact, safety factor is used in tests for non-transmission of an internal ignition in IEC60079-1, e.g. the gap IE may be 90% of the maximum constructional gap IC as specified in the manufacturer drawings.

1) 2)The values corresponding to 80% of the maximum allowable diametral gap given in Table C1 and the values corresponding to 40% of the maximum allowable gaps given in Table C2 are available in theory, but it is much difficult to achieve in praxis, because the tolerances in table are too small, particular for IIC in production

3)In this annex  there is “If achievable, these reduced gaps may enable prolonging the use of equipment in injurious environments.” , but it is not indicated whether equipment repaired in compliance with standard can  be used in potential  explosive atmospheres. 

4) Where the data in table C1 and C2 are from? 
	revise Annex C as informative or cancel it
	Agree to revise as informative.

Refer to WG10

	DE
	71
	A.1
	
	Technical
	All repairs done must be comprehensible. If markings of earlier repairs are removed this has to be included in the records.


	Please change the paragraph accordingly.
	Refer to WG10

	NL
	72
	Annex A
	
	Technical
	Add A.2 to the heading “Symbols”


	
	Noted

	DE
	73
	Annex A

	A.2.2
	Technical
	This shall not be used for type of protection “i”
	Add the following to the existing paragraph:

This shall not be used for type of protection “i”
	Refer to WG10

	NL
	74
	Annex A
	A2.2
	Technical
	delete A.2.2
	
	Refer to WG10
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