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Report by the convenor of ExTAG WG 10 “Proficiency Testing”, Tim Krause, for the Annual ExTAG Meetings 2021 (to be held remotely).
1. News about the IECEx/PTB Ex PT Scheme
The second phases (Phase II) of the programs/test rounds of program cycle 2019/2020 “Tests of Enclosures - Test Round 2019” (TE2019) and “Battery Testing - Test Round 2019” (BT2019) have been completed and the final reports have been published (in December 2020). The 2019/2020 program cycle was completed on schedule (despite the difficult situation around COVID-19). The 2021/2022 program cycle has started with the rollout of the two new programs "Flameproof Joints (FJ2021) & Small Component Temperature (SCT2021) - Test Round 2021" in March 2021. 
Since the beginning of the year, the provider PTB has a new member for the PT Team, Ms. Maria Brodel.
The following programs of the previous program cycles have been closed:

· Flame Transmission - Test Round 2013

· Temperature Classification - Test Round 2013

· Electrostatic Charge - Test Round 2015

· Intrinsic Safety - Test Round 2015

· Pressurized Enclosure - Test Round 2017

· Explosion Pressure - Test Round 2017

The reasons for this were the expiry of the test samples and the disproportionately high effort to produce new test samples that meet the homogeneity requirements and are comparable to the original old test samples. The effort to keep more than four programs active in parallel is extremely high and not target-oriented.
The programs that are currently available are:
· Flameproof Joints - Test Round 2021

· Small Component Temperature - Test Round 2021

· Tests of Enclosures - Test Round 2019

· Battery Testing - Test Round 2019
2. Review and results of the IECEX/PTB Ex PT Programs “TE2019” and “BT2019” of cycle 2019/2020
Description of program “TE2019”: In the program “Tests of Enclosures (“TE”) - Test Round 2019”, the selected characteristic, which is to be compared (characteristic of interest) is compliance with the degree of protection (IP). The general routine procedure is described by the standard “Explosive atmospheres - Part 0: Equipment - General requirements” - IEC 60079-0, Edition 7.0 and “Degrees of protection provided by enclosures (IP Code)” - IEC 60529, Edition 2.2.
Status of program “TE2019”: A total of 91 Ex laboratories have registered for the program. 76 out of 78 IECEx laboratories have registered. The non-registration of the 2 remaining IECEx laboratories has been agreed with the IECEx secretariat (not part of the scope of the IECEx laboratory, subcontracted, or similar). All registered IECEx laboratories have uploaded results and are included in the final report. The program was completed within the planned program time of cycle 2019/2020.
Description of program “BT2019”: In the program “Battery Testing (“BT”) - Test Round 2019”, the selected quantities, which are to be compared (measurands of interest), are the maximum surface temperature and the internal resistance of batteries. The general routine procedure is described in the standard “Explosive atmospheres - Part 11: Equipment protection by intrinsic safety “i”” - IEC 60079 - 11 Edition 6.
Status of program “BT2019”: A total of 82 Ex laboratories have registered for the program. 70 out of 78 IECEx laboratories have registered. The non-registration of the 8 remaining IECEx laboratories has been agreed with the IECEx secretariat (not part of the scope of the IECEx laboratory, subcontracted, or similar). All registered IECEx laboratories have uploaded results and are included in the final report (69) or have an individual report (1). The program was completed within the planned program time of cycle 2019/2020.
Results of the IECEX/PTB Ex PT Programs “TE2019” and “BT2019” of cycle 2019/2020
A small excerpt of the results (from the final report) of program “TE2019” is shown in Figure 1:
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Figure 1: Participants results for both phases with warning and action limits for IP test - Protection against water (IP X4)
89 participants have performed the IPX4 test. For Phase I 9 participants got a result x in the range 5 > x ≥ 3 which is considered to give a warning signal (Participants LC0086, LC0087, LC0088 and LC0089 did not submit results in Phase I) and 3 participants got a result x in the range 3 > x ≥ 0 which is considered to be unacceptable (or action signal). For Phase II there are 2 participants with a warning signal and no participant with an action signal.
A small excerpt of the results (from the final report) of program “TE2019” is shown in Figure 2:


[image: image2]
Figure 2: Participants results for both phases with warning and action limits for IP test - Protection against dust (IP 5X)
88 participants have performed the IP5X test (LC0066 did not submit results). For Phase I 7 participants got a result x in the range 6 > x ≥ 3 which is considered to give a warning signal (Participants LC0086, LC0087, LC0088 and LC0089 did not submit results in Phase I) and 1 participant got a result x in the range 3 > x ≥ 0 which is considered to be unacceptable (or action signal). For Phase II there are no participants with a warning signal and no participants with an action signal. 


A small excerpt of the Phase II results (from the final report) of program “BT2019” is shown in Figure 3:
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Figure 3: Participants results for temperature difference of cells with warning/action limits for the short-circuit measurement at normal ambient temperature for Phase II
78 participants have performed the determination of temperature difference. 3 participants got results outside the two times standard deviation of the assigned value (z – score) which shall be considered to give a “warning signal”. No participants got results outside the three times standard deviation of the assigned value (z – score) which shall be considered to give an “action signal”. 

A small excerpt of the Phase II results (from the final report) of program “BT2019” is shown in Figure 4:
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Figure 4: Participants results for internal resistance of cells with warning/action limits for the short-circuit measurement at normal ambient temperature for Phase II
78 participants have performed the determination of internal resistances. 5 participants got results outside the two times standard deviation of the assigned value (z – score) which shall be considered to give a “warning signal”. 1 participant got results outside the three times standard deviation of the assigned value (z – score) which shall be considered to give an “action signal”. In the process of corrective actions, participant LC0037 has repeated the measurements in the meantime and has now no more action signal.
Participant survey for the IECEX/PTB Ex PT Programs “TE2019” and “BT2019” of cycle 2019/2020
The participant survey on various aspects of the programs and workshops resulted in the following overall ratings:
· Overall rating of the programs (10 = very good – 0 = very poor):
	Tests of Enclosures (TE2019) 
	8.4 

	Battery Testing (BT2019) 
	8.8 


· Overall performance of the workshops (10 = very good – 0 = very poor):
	Tests of Enclosures (TE2019) 
	8.5 

	Battery Testing (BT2019) 
	8.5 


The complete and detailed survey analysis is included in the following file:
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3. PTB Ex PT Workshops 2020/2021
The two planned PTB Ex PT Workshops in China at NEPSI (from May 13 to May 14, 2020) and in Germany at PTB (from May 25 to May 28, 2020) had to be postponed due to the situation around COVID-19. The postponement dates were as follows:
· Shortened PTB Ex PT Workshops 2020 in China at NEPSI: Wednesday, 11th of November 2020 to Thursday, 12th of November 2020

· PTB Ex PT Workshops 2020/2021 in Germany at PTB: Monday, 25th of January 2021 to Thursday, 28th of January 2021
Due to the difficult situation around COVID-19, the workshops were both conducted as web conferences. Despite all circumstances, the workshops were successful and had 30 participants + NEPSI & PTB staff for the workshop @NEPSI and 89 participants + PTB staff for the workshop @PTB.
4. Status of the current IECEX/PTB Ex PT Programs “FJ2021” and “SCT2021” of cycle 2021/2022
Description of program “FJ2021”: In the program “Flameproof Joints (“FJ”) - Test Round 2021”, the selected quantities, which are to be compared (measurands of interest), are the maximum gaps of the flameproof joints. The general routine procedure is described by the standard “Explosive atmospheres - Part 1: Equipment protection by flameproof enclosures “d”” - IEC 60079-1, Edition 7.0.

Status of program “FJ2021”: A total of 84 Ex laboratories have registered for the program. 75 out of 85 IECEx laboratories have registered. The non-registration of the 10 remaining IECEx laboratories has been agreed with the IECEx secretariat (not part of the scope of the IECEx laboratory, subcontracted, or similar) or is currently being followed up. 
4 participants (2 IECEx laboratories) have not yet paid the program fees.
Description of program “SCT2021”: In the program “Small Component Temperature (“SCT”) - Test Round 2021”, the number of ignitions has been selected as the characteristic of interest which is to be compared. The general routine procedure is described by the standard “Explosive atmospheres – Part 0: Equipment – General requirements” - IEC 60079-0, Edition 7.
Status of program “SCT2021”: A total of 83 Ex laboratories have registered for the program. 76 out of 85 IECEx laboratories have registered. The non-registration of the 9 remaining IECEx laboratories has been agreed with the IECEx secretariat (not part of the scope of the IECEx laboratory, subcontracted, or similar) or is currently being followed up. 
4 participants (2 IECEx laboratories) have not yet paid the program fees.
Currently the test samples are produced and checked for homogeneity and stability. Due to partly late payments (35 participants have paid after the payment deadline; partly not paid until today) and bigger after-effects by COVID-19 than expected, the shipment of the test samples is delayed by about 2 months. The provider has planned some buffer time for such cases and as compensation the upload deadline for Phase I will be postponed the by one month.

5. Revision of OD 202 IECEx Proficiency Testing Scheme Ed 3.0
Draft of the Ed 4.0 was prepared within ExTAG WG 10 and will be published for discussion/voting via the IECEx online voting. Topics such as subcontracting and participation requirements for Applicant ExTLs and Applicant ATFs were addressed.
6. Any other business
-/-
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Survey evaluation for program cycle 2019/2020 
 


Programs:  
Tests of Enclosures (TE)  
Battery Testing (BT) 
 


Please find below the evaluation of the questionnaires. The mean data values were obtained and are 


highlighted in red. In addition, the comments were compiled and are listed at the end of the sections 


(program/workshop). 


 


The number of completed questionnaires was  


24 for TE program, 


28 for BT program. 


 


 
1. Overall rating of the programs (10 = very good – 0 = very poor): 


Tests of Enclosures (TE)  8.4 
Battery Testing (BT)  8.8 


 
2. Aspects concerning the program “TE” (10 = very good – 0 = very poor): 


Concept  8.7 
Processing  8.4 
Support  8.8 
Reporting  8.6 


 
3. Aspects concerning the program “BT” (10 = very good – 0 = very poor): 


Concept  8.9 
Processing  8.8 
Support  8.9 
Reporting  8.9 


 
4. Impact on the daily in-house procedures (10 = strong impact – 0 = no impact)? 


Impact on daily in-house procedures  5.9 
 
  







 
PTB Ex PT Scheme 


 
 


PTB Working Group 3.54 2021-03-22 Page 2 of 11 


 


5. Average time spending on the programs  
(estimated in-house operation and processing time in hours): 


TE: 73.7 h  time too long for 5 participants, appropriate for 17 participants 
 
BT:  45.2 h  time too long for 2 participants, appropriate for 24 participants 
 
 


6. What did you like about the programs? 


 
  • Detailed directions. Laboratory technicians learned about the specifics of the tests 


and why we run these tests. Learned good practices to bring lab and engineering 
team members together. Excellent remote workshops. 


• It helped us understand the clear procedure required for the tests. 


• The Q&A data on the test results is helpful. 


• I liked the test method that is clear and acceptable. We can learn more as long as we 
fellow with the method. The test setup example is a good and important document 
that could instruct us to try another new test equipment or experience another test 
way. The PTB Ex Proficiency Testing Scheme and the workshop are not only a test 
program, but also a good class, which help us open our eyes and think more and 
more methods, furthermore, communicate with the Ex world. 


• The main idea, the comparison with other testing laboratories. 


• The comprehensive statistical analysis and comparison with other TL's was very 
useful. 


• "Program ""BT": One important point is to measure the highest voltage of the short 
circuit current, this will need an measurement device with quick trigger capacity. 
Program "TE": I think the program "TE" was like an exam to test yourself. 


• The explanation for the testing was very clear, and the examples for reporting 
requested was very helpful. The samples provided made the testing program very 
straightforward. 


• Through this program, laboratories around the world can learn from each other and 
make progress together. The laboratories can increase the understanding and 
research of the test details, and study the influence of different factors on the test 
results. 
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  • For the enclosures programme it was good to cover a range of tests rather just one 


specific task as is generally the case. Whilst it then took longer than normal we found 
it useful. 


• Re-confirmation that everyday in-house procedures are OK. A little insight in how 
other ExTLs do those tests. 


• It was great opportunity to review our procedures or test facilities. We could see 
other laboratories' facilities. Especially program BT, that would be really helpful. 


• The samples for the test where selected well. For the TE Test some more aspects 
could have been queried, such as dust chamber size and the thermal resistance test 
could have been full length. For the BT test secondary cells would have been more 
interesting. 


• It was very helpful for confirmation of our battery testing system. 


• I am very satisfied with your program. 


• 1. The test was divided into the 1st and 2nd rounds, so it was appropriate. 2. The 
example and method description for the test were very good. 3. It was also nice that 
the report was able to check the important items of the test. 


• Regarding the TE program - we appreciated the concept of the program to include 
three tests in one program (thermal endurance, impact and IP) Regarding the BT 
program - it was a good opportunity to be aware of the testing procedures 
implemented by the other testing laboratories. For both programs - congratulations 
for the PTB team for its capacity to finalize both testing programs in the context of 
SARS-CoV2 pandemic. 


• Learning about what others are doing and sharing knowledge, to not only improve 
and refine our equipment and procedures but increase our depth of perspective on 
the concepts of battery testing and the goals surrounding the technology. 


• The practical part can share experience. That is very good. The presentations from 
experts can give participants too much idea for the tests. 


• Compare our results with others. 


• The discussion with the PTB Teams is very good for the improvement. 


• A good selection and preparation of the programs. 


• The programs are a chance to improve testing methods and to substantiate 
arguments for acquiring new measurement devices. 


• I like that the test programs are relevant and is reflecting real testing, not like IFM 
proficiency testing, that is far from real testing. 


• For BT the test at different temperatures provided interesting results and raised 
some internal discussion. For TE Nothing. 


• It was perfect. 
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7. What did you not like about the programs or what could be improved? 


 


  
• The test procedures should be more granular and guided so that all laboratories can 


be tested in the same procedures and environment. 


• Nothing. I think that PTB team has done very well. They helped us to overcome the 
obstacle if we meet the questions. So I am appreciated for them. 


• Program "TE" It was unusually to work according to the “Procedure instruction” 
which deviated from the norm IEC 60079 in some points. You had to read the 
“Procedure instruction” several times to make sure that you understood everything 
correctly because every sentence could have been important. 
Creating of the temperature and humidity graphic with colored areas as shown in the 
example "PTBExPTS-46_Temperature_and_humidity_curves_TE2019" was very time-
consuming because there were no template or description how to create the colored 
areas. I thought it was a special function in excel, was looking for it and found 
nothing. 


• For the battery testing - the programs were pretty much as good as they could be, 
based on the topic. 


• In order to make the program better, we suggested that the participants should can 
communicate and exchange the existing problems online before and during the 
program. 


• No further comments than what has already been discussed during the workshops. 


• I am very satisfied with your program. 


• AA type of Alkaline cell used as sample in the test is widely used, so the items in the 
test may be appropriate. I think that it would be nice if various types and other 
electro-chmeical systems of cell could be used as samples for testing. 


• Concerning TE, for our point of view the endurance periode was too short to have a 
real effect on the enclosure. This adjustement was too far from the standard.  


• Especially the test procedure for TE was significantly modified from the procedure 
found in the standard. As there is no numeric measurement, there are no numbers 
that could be compared. To choose the number of fails during IP-test as an indicator 
does not represent the quality of the laboratory. Maybe a scoring system would have 
worked better, like 1) Temperature setting as specified (1 point) different (0 points) 
1a) If different, is the argumentation conclusive? (1 point). So all the topics regarded 
during the evaluation could be considered as an indicator of quality and to improve 
the testing procedure 


• For the TE, the samples are the same but with some of them been trimmed in order 
to effect varied results in IP testing or impact strength. Participants may "guess" the 
results based on such arrangement. Maybe it would be possible to use different 
enclosure samples to make the test more rigorous. 


• I think this survey is too late after testing as some information have been forgotten 
like the time used. 
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  • For TE, the instructions did not state that the expected impact location was the 
middle front cover nor that the impact locations should be in the same locations on 
all samples provided alternatively it was not stated that the boxes can be opened for 
investigation of the weak spot. For BT, it was not investigated, how surface area of 
contact between a cell and short-circuit rig affects the maximum surface temperature 
on the cells (mainly negative terminal contact surface area). 
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PTB Ex PT Workshops 2020/2021 (as web conference) 
 


The number of completed questionnaires was  


23 for TE program, 


26 for BT program. 


 


8. Overall performance of the workshops (10 = very good – 0 = very poor): 


Test of Enclosures (TE)  8.5 
Battery Testing (BT)  8.5 


 


9. Aspects concerning the workshop “BT” (10 = very good – 0 = very poor): 


Selection of topics for presentations  8.7 
Quality of presentations  8.7 
Time schedule during the workshops  8.5 


 


10. Aspects concerning the workshop “TE” (10 = very good – 0 = very poor): 


Selection of topics for presentations  8.6 
Quality of presentations  8.7 
Time schedule during the workshops  8.7 


 
 


11. What did you like about the workshops? 


 


  
• Collaboration with other labs and technical professionals. Open sharing of 


information, questions and opinions. The PTB team did a great job putting this all 
together for us. Thanks again for your hard work. 


• This is the first time to participate in the workshop. I don't know how the previous 
workshop went, but I was happy to participate in the discussions and meet to people 
of various laboratories. 


• I could not attend but the material was made available for review afterwards which 
was useful. Additions: The comprehensive statistical analysis and comparison with 
other TL's was very useful. 
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• Program "BT". No participation. Program "TE". Some questions and discussion points 
were very interesting and informative. 


• Having a detailed explanation of the topic was helpful, and clearly a lot of thought 
had been put into the work. 


• I like this web conference. Every participant has the opportunity to speak and you can 
hear the discussion more clearly. 


• It was good to see copies of the presentations prior to the workshop itself, maybe 
something that could be considered for the future, as this gave a more time to take 
the information in and think of questions. 


• Exchange with other ExTLs (although it would of course have been better at PTB if 
there would not have been the COVID situation). 


• I would appreciate it that the workshops managed to be held in the situation of 
pandemic. The workshops contained a lot of additional data from PTB. It was really 
helpful. 


• The possibility to ask questions that where answered. The workaround for covid. The 
video conference worked well for us. 


• In temperature measurement of battery, It is quite impressive to be affected the 
results according to adhere methods. I think that it should be considered when we 
carry out temperature measurement. 


• A lot of interesting questions and answers about problems. 


• The workshops were very well organised." 


• It was good to share methods and opinions about the test setting with various 
participants. 2. It was also nice to be able to collect and discuss questions in advance. 


• The practical aspects discussed during the workshops were also an indication of the 
future aspects to be considered in the next editions of the standards. 


• Topics were very relevant to the issues and concerns that we experience during 
battery testing. The depth and detail of the presentations was excellent, and the 
feedback and conversation was also very useful. 


• I think Q&A is best part. 


• It is online so that I can attend. 


• I hope the next in a real workshop in Braunschweig. 


• That they are still carried out. And that we still gof feedback and a präsentation of the 
results under this cicumstances. 


• Preparation and selection of themes was adequate. A live online presentation of the 
topics would have been desireable, therefore the derating of time scheduling. 


• For BT, the most interesting was to see the pictures of short-circuit rig from other 
labs and switching mechanisms used. This triggered internal discussion on number of 
variables which may affect surface temperature of the cells not covered by the 
workshop. 


• Collaboration with other labs and technical professionals. Open sharing of 
information, questions and opinions. The PTB team did a great job putting this all 
together for us. Thanks again for your hard work. 
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12. What did you not like about the workshops or what could be improved? 


 
  


• Some of the power points were repetitive but still informative. 


• In fact, I expected a workshop where I met people offline, but I am sorry that I 
couldn't do that because of COVID-19.  


• Lack off physical participation in workshops. 


• I think it will be helpful to organize the test facility. 


• Could we get presentation from workshops? Surely it will be useful for us. 


• I did not attend. Perhaps a video of the presentation for those who could not attend. 
Additions: It was perfect. 


• Program "TE".Sometimes it was not easy to read a long question (like no. 3 or 17) 
while listening to the presentation. 


• We felt that it might have been helpful to have live on-line seminars, rather than the 
pre-recorded sessions, so that we could have asked questions directly, although we 
do understand that this could have led to other practical problems. We also felt that 
some of the explanations given in the pre-recorded presentations were maybe a little 
over-technical in nature, and did not fully agree with all of the technical opinions 
given by PTB staff - in particular the opinion that if an enclosure cannot be tested for 
IP rating (e.g. due to encapsulation), that it can't be assigned an IP rating. 


• It would be better if the process and results of the discussion could be summarized 
and documented. 


• Not being able to the normal interaction with others due to the situation, it felt very 
much a "one way" workshop. Just the way it is at the moment. 


• Workshops are good opportunities to see other laboratories' engineers, but the on-
line style was not able to do so. I hope to see them maybe next time. 


• I am very satisfied with your program. 


• Team, but I was sad that they are distributed only as materials. 


• "The participation of the laboratories on the debates is still difficult. It was worst this 
year due to web-meeting (no other solution was possible). It will be interesting to 
think about how to increase technical exchanges. Maybe some laboratory will be 
interesting to do some presentation. 


• For the moment PTB presents and others listen. A lot of us don't want to participate 
because they don't want to be misjudged.  " 


• Some subjects could have used a bit more time to explore options and solutions, but 
overall, the time was well used. 


• This online meetings have not the same quality like if we meet in person. It was the 
best you could do, hope we meet again next time. 
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• I would have liked the presentations to have been conducted as an live event. Some 
handouts included comments, the presenter would tell during the presentation, that 
was OK. But in some other handouts there were no comments of the presenter and 
probably the presenter would have given additional information if the presentation 
would have been conducted. I know, that because of Covid the event was just an 
online meeting and we all hope, that the next workshop could be hold as a real 
meeting again and if not, we all have more experience, how to get out the most of an 
online event 


• Video record of the workshop will be helpful. Topics for discussion (exchange of 
experience) at the seminars 1. Test of large scale and power Ex d motors due to the 
absence of large volume chambers in all ExTL and other approaches are used; 2. 
Application, tests and conformity assessment of the cables for compliance with IEC 
60079-14 


• For BT, it was not explained how different methods of applying short-circuit 
(<3mOhm, <200mV or <15% emf) affects surface temperature of the cells. Testing of 
the cells is currently hot topic in our lab, where results show that less and less cells 
available on the market meet temperature class T4 at ambient of +60°C. 
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Conclusion 
 


Programs 


The feedback from 24 participants for program “Test of Enclosures – Test Round 2019” and from 28 
participants for program “Battery Testing – Test Round 2019” is very helpful for a critical analysis and 
significantly important for the improvement of the design, description and analysis of future programs. 
However, it should be noted that the number of responses from participants in the survey was rather 
low. Therefore, in the future we will try to increase the motivation of participants to send us their 
feedback on the programs. Nevertheless, we assume that participants who were completely or 
partially unsatisfied with the programs or wanted to express criticism did so. 
The whole feedback and especially section “What did you not like about the programs or what could 
be improved?” has been discussed intensively within the PT provider team and PTB experts and led to 
some actions for future activities.  
 
The evaluation for the overall performances of 8.4 for program “TE” and of 8.8 for program “BT” and 
the quality of detailed aspects in the range from 8.4 to 8.9 is satisfying with room for improvement. 
We assume that the slightly worse rating of the program “TE” compared to the program “BT” is due to 
the nature of the measurand/characteristic of interest. If a program has a physical measurand, as is 
the case with the “BT” program, the program design and, above all, analysis and evaluation of the 
results can be implemented more directly and with greater statistical clarity. In programs where 
qualitative assessments of testing and pass/fail decisions are requested, as was the case with program 
“TE”, quantifying these characteristics and defining the evaluation criteria is more difficult to 
implement and can be less objective.  
The average of the estimated in-house operation and processing time of 73.7 hours for program “TE” 
is higher than the workload of three working days previously estimated by the provider. However, we 
assume that the time for the test for thermal endurance is also included here, which must be taken 
into account when assessing the real time required. The range is from 10 hours to 220 hours which 
shows that the time expenditure is depending on the participant considerably. Nevertheless, it can be 
seen that the program expenditure was rather underestimated.  This is also shown by the result that 
5 participants rated the time expenditure as too high. 17 participants rated the time expenditure 
appropriate.  
The average of the estimated in-house operation and processing time of 45.2 hours for program “BT” 
is higher than the workload of three working days previously estimated by the provider. The range 
here is from 10 hours to 100 hours which shows that the time expenditure is depending on the 
participant considerably. Nevertheless, this also shows that the time expenditure was rather 
underestimated.   For 2 participants the time expenditure was rated as too high. 24 participants rated 
the time expenditure appropriate. 
The average result of 5.9 for a certain impact on daily in-house procedures shows that in addition to 
the possibility of performance evaluation, the programs are also used for participants to adapt internal 
processes. The range from 1 to 10 shows that this depends on the participant considerably. 
 
The section of free discussion of “what did you like / not like” led to different short, medium- and long-
term measures. These measures depend strongly on the programs. Nevertheless, some general 
changes are already decided to be changed for future programs: 
 
• If the program sequence deviates substantially from the procedure in the standard, we will 


indicate this more clearly to make the procedure easier to follow, 
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• Highlight the Q&A document and improve communication to get all the information out to 
where the testing is being conducted (some open questions were addressed in the Q&A 
document of the respective program but were apparently not considered or even seen), 


• Investigation whether Q&A sessions as web meetings can be a useful tool to improve the 
distribution of information (at this point we would like to remind you that we are always 
available for questions and further information before, during and after a program. This offer 
is used very differently depending on the participant), 


• Investigation of using a more meaningful scoring system for programs where the assigned 
value is not a physical/numerical measurand. 


 
Basically, it must be pointed out that the design, processing, analysis, evaluation and reporting of the 


programs have to fulfill the requirements of ISO/IEC 17043 “Conformity assessment — General 


requirements for proficiency testing” which significantly restricts flexibility for certain aspects. The PT 


provider always strives to fully meet the requirements and to provide participants with a professionally 


designed, practical program and a clear summary of results and findings in order to continually improve 


the comparability of our test results and methods. 


 


Workshops 


At this point we would like to briefly address the workshops as the process and implementation did 


not correspond to the usual scheme of a face-to-face workshop and were due to the situation around 


COVID-19. We have intensively discussed and evaluated the points of criticism and suggestions for 


improvement and will take these into account for possible future workshops, which we will have to 


conduct in the form of a web conference. We sincerely hope, however, that this was only a one-time 


exception and that we will be able to return to the traditional on-site workshop at PTB next time. The 


suggestions for improvement of a general nature will of course be generally taken into account. From 


this, we have derived two points that we would like to consider in future workshops: 


• Opening of the workshops to presentations by other participants/test laboratories in order to 
promote exchange of experience and discussion and not only to present the PTB view on 
different topics, 


• Checking the possibility of a live streaming of the theoretical part of the programs for those 
interested who cannot attend on site. 


 






