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Interview with the IEC 61511 Committee                October 2008 
 
 
1. The IEC 61511 standard, Functional Safety – Safety Instrumented Systems for the Process 

Industry Sector was published in 2004.  Could you explain what key principles or guidelines were 
used in preparation of the standard?  
 
The key principles were both coming out of existing standards with a more limited scope, and 
contained in IEC 61508. 
 

2. In your opinion, were these principles novelties or were they already commonly used in the 
industry? How have they significantly improved safety in the process industry?  
 
They were mainly already used in the industry. The main improvement was the life cycle approach 
and the merging of the hardware and software aspects in a single standard. 
 

3. Do you feel that the professionals around the world today are working to comply with the IEC 
61511 or do you feel that they use it as a simple framework?  
 
If they were really using it as a framework, they would naturally comply with the standard. They 
sincerely try to comply with the standard with different levels of commitment according to the 
countries or cultures. But they carry on this effort on punctual aspects of the standard and usually 
not on the global aspects of the framework. 
 
For instance, how can an organisation imagine complying to SIL3 software development 
requirements without building a company competency through a kind of CMMI model. 
 

4. What advice would you have for those who are not utilizing the standard yet? (Engineering 
companies, integration houses or plant owners/operators for example). 
 
Adopt it quickly before facing legal problems at the first accident. 
 

5. After the Buncefield Oil Storage Deport accident in 2005, a report titled, “Recommendations on the 
Design and Operation of fuel Storage Sites” was produced. There are repeated references to the 
IEC 61511 standard. This is not commonly seen in a report of that kind. How would you comment 
on these references? How should we interpret the signals sent to the industry? What opportunities 
are there for the process industries today? 
 
Legislators are relunctant to directly refer to standards because standards evoluate usually much 
quicker than laws and everybody prefers a stable legal basis for industrial activities. Whatever, 
when there is only one standard on a market, and that in addition this standard reflects a 
universally accepted state of the art, is seems to me very perilous not to apply it. 
 
The message to the industry seems very clear to me: “If you are crazy enough not to have 
engineered your safety systems according to the state of the art, you better review quickly your 
position ! 
 

6. ANSI/ISA 84.00.01-2004 primarily mirrors IEC 61511 in content with the exception that it contains 
a grandfathering clause. Could you explain the details of the grandfather clause? What are plant 
owner’s or operator’s responsibilities and obligations? Are there any guidelines or reports 
available to support the effort of using the ANSI / ISA? Do you have any recommendations?  
 
It seems that USA has on one hand been rather scared by the perspective of having to reengineer 
their plants due to no compliant equipment and on another hand has got a pragmatical approach 
to equipment with a good track record. This clause is now interesting more and more european 
users. The difficulty lies in the collection of the data that can only be organised efficeintly at 
coporate levels and requires large organosation to be efficient. I promote ISA 84 much more 
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thanIEC 61511 in the sense that the text of the standard shows a true pedagogic effort to explain 
all the aspects of difficult issues of the standard. 
 

7. IEC 61508 was published in 1999 and the IEC61511 in 2004. The standards make reference to a 
“proven in use” concept for safety devices. Some manufacturers claim that their equipment is 
compliant to “proven in use,” though the equipment may be newly designed. Shouldn’t the 
standards set some specific conditions for the application of the “proven in use” phrase such as a 
time deadline or environmental conditions?  Would it be reasonable to ask only the end users  to 
make the statement that a manufactured piece of equipment is “proven in use”?  
 
The proven in use concept, when used in conjunction with architectural constraints, is an insult to 
safety engineering good sense. It blocks significantly new developments on products and 
architectures. 
 

8. The IEC 61511 standard is undergoing a maintenance cycle at the present time. Could you tell us 
what issues are being discussed and what significant changes can be expected? What is the 
committee’s plan for releasing the revised standard? When will it be released? 
 
The major committee issue are in fact those brought by each member. Our convenor, Victor 
Maggioli, has asked us to group our comments per national committee in order to discuss them 
theme by theme. 
From my point of view, the two major issues I would like to discuss with my fellow colleagues are : 

 Stricter normative constraints on software development. In a mature industrial context, the 
standard could be allwright as it is. Unfortunately, the maturity of the actors is not 
sufficient. They don’t perceive the necessity of complying with the standard’s prescriptions 
as they often don’t understand there implications. 

 The suppression of the architectural constraints and the SFF concept. The hardware fault 
tolerance is something that rises by itself, when it is relevant, within a normal reliability 
engineering process. It is useless to impose it, in particular when it cannot be applied. It 
discredits the standard. 

 
9. Some leaders in the industry believe that safety should be driven from the top down. It should 

equally involve executives and top management, and down to those exposed to risk. What 
personal message would you have for all these stakeholders?   
 
This particularly true because safety, at first sight, is only a cost and can become a useless cost. 
This implies that on one hand the management understand that this cost is a drop in an ocean, 
and on another hand that the persons exposed to risk understand exactly to which risk they are 
exposed and how they are protected. 
 

10. What is your personal message for the professionals in the industry?  (each interviewee)    
 
Train in reliability engineering, system engineering and modelling. These domains are not 
reserved to transportation and aerospace industry. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


