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Item�
Page�
Comment�
�
�
9�
Reference ANSI/ISA-88.00.01 should be ANSI/ISA-S88.01-1995 (minor)


ACCEPTED�
�
�
13�
It is difficult to make sense of the relations between the items defined here, perhaps a diagram showing entity-relation between CM, DM etc… as an update to the lower levels of figure 2 in the S88 standard – just to provide better contextualisation?


ACCEPTED


See the new document layout�
�
�
16�
Section 4.2 states a plant ‘…uses, moves, acts on 2 basic flows..’ material and energy – In fact DATA is also a flow, and the point of the report is to develop a consistent method of handling data with respect to material and energy flows; thus section 9 deals specifically with data attributes and it is there that the true value of the method is demonstrated – Perhaps a short paragraph in section 4.2 declaring that the FA method is directed at looking at physical flows in order to reveal ‘the best’ data flows?


ACCEPTED WITH MODIFICATIONS�
�
�
16�
When considering ‘complex actions’, is it worth noting the distinction that some actions are ‘one-shot’ (such as a charge) and some are ‘on-going’ (such as heating, stirring)? The subtleties of the differences between one-shot & on-going actions may  not be relevant to FA, but it is an important distinction in the design of the logic…


ACCEPTED�
�
�
18�
‘Any combination (of flows) is allowed…consistent with the mechanical design’ – Should say ‘consitent with the mechanical reality’; since reality and design (i.e. original intent) are often not the same thing and it is the actual capability we should be concentrating on, because if something is physically possibly it is likely to be required at some time!


ACCEPTED�
�
�
18�
Section 4.5 says ‘FA pretends to address:’ pretends is a bad choice of word, it undermines the FA effort – change to ‘which FA addresses’. This is a minor point, but the most serious in terms of the French-english translation, there are various other problems with the English readability which will need sorting before release – I assume the review/release process will take care of that? 


ACCEPTED – There is no translation. Need native-English commenter to refine the wording �
�
�
21�
Term ‘EPE’ is introduced, but meaning (Equipment Procedural Entity) is not given until page 26. Use in full on page 21 and put EPE in brackets. Minor)


ACCEPTED with modification – Added in definitions section. This term is used in ISA-88 part 2, but is not yet defined in part 1 or part 2�
�
�
23�
‘Equipment modules that are subsets of a Unit to support independent phases are not separately identified’… S88 declares Recipe Phases and Equipment Phases (figure 13). A recipe phase references a single Equipment Phase (not an Equipment Module!). In effect, under S88, we do not build Equipment Modules to support phases – We build Equipment Phases to support Recipe Phases; so I think that the “dynamic Equipment Module” is in fact just an Equipment Phase… The underlying concepts expressed here in the report are fine – I think maybe the terminology is a little uncertain with respect to S88?


ACCEPTED WITH MODIFICATION. ISA-88 is not clear in the intent of equipment modules. EM can be viewed from 2 very different perspectives (shared equipment that is not a unit or breakdown of a unit). Splitting a Unit in Equipment modules is not just a smart exercise. The intent is to improve reusability and to allow multiple equipment allocation within a unit. ISA-88 says that EMs, like Units, run phases. Many implementations do not use equipment modules in this way. (see previous figures) �
�
�
25�
‘CM without any instruments can exist’ – Perhaps an example since this may surprise some (given that S88 states a CM to be ‘lowest level grouping of equipment’ – again, I agree with what the report is saying, but I think an example will help others to agree also!


ACCEPTED�
�
�
26�
I am not clear, at this point, why a CM can not be directly handld by the operator – perhaps some amplification of this point?


ACCEPTED�
�
�
31�
Figure 7 is an excellent introduction to flow integrity, when considering exclusive use objects… but perhaps it should be followed by a more complex example to show that the method will continue to work when we must deal with shared-use objects – I am thinking in particular of parallel charging, where the tank is shared by 2 concurrent ‘charging’ CMs, where the ability for flows to run together is dependent on the distribution of the flow measurement devices…e.g. if CM3 has load cells and CM 2 has a flow meter, then we can charge through CM1 and CM2 at the same time, and this may be done in a highly optimised plant…I’m not certain myself what the impact of that would be on the FA method…


ACCEPTED – This exactly where ASTRID view of FA is weak. Concepts improvement is on the way�
�
�
32�
If Sanitary Status is an attribute of a CM, how do we guarantee, in a complex manifold, that we are not using dirty pipework, without having to check on state of many objects? See picture below…


POSTPONED – Needs clarification in the draft. Examples will be provided�
�
�
35�
‘Malfunction’ is an interesting term…sometimes it means that the equipment can not satisfy a request due to physical failure, and some times it can not satisfy a request due to operational context (i.e. it is interlocked), I think it is critical here to make clear that the meaning is ‘inability to function due to physical failing’


ACCEPTED�
�
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