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Report by the convenor of ExTAG WG 10 “Proficiency Testing”, Tim Krause, for the Annual ExTAG Meetings 2023 (Edinburgh, United Kingdom). The content of this report was discussed at the ExTAG WG10 meeting, which was held as a remote meeting on July 3, 2023.
1. News about the IECEx/PTB Ex PT Scheme
· The second phases (Phase II) of the programs/test rounds of program cycle 2021/2022 “Flameproof Joints – Test Round 2021” (FJ2021) and “Small Component Temperature – Test Round 2021” (SCT2021) have been completed on schedule and the final reports have been published (in November 2022)
· Start of program cycle 2023/2024 with the roll out of two new programs “Connection and Junction Boxes (CJB2023) & Explosion Pressure (EP2023) - Test Round 2023” in March 2023
· The following programs of the previous program cycles are closed:

· Explosion Pressure - Test Round 2010

· Spark Ignition - Test Round 2010

· 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 
· Tests of Enclosures - Test Round 2019

· Battery Testing - Test Round 2019
The programs that are currently available are:
· Flameproof Joints - Test Round 2021

· Small Component Temperature - Test Round 2021
· Connection and Junction Boxes - Test Round 2023

· Explosion Pressure - Test Round 2023

· Niels Springer has left the PT Team at the end of the 2021/2022 cycle (is still available as an expert for the program FJ2021)
· Lisa Ostermann returned to the team after her parental leave (since August 2023)
· The IECEx peer assessment that demonstrates technical competence, facilities and management systems comply with ISO/IEC 17043 of PTB as the IECEx PTS Provider is scheduled for November 2023
2. Review and results of the IECEx/PTB Ex PT Program “FJ2021” of cycle 2021/2022
· Normative background: For the program “Flameproof Joints (“FJ2021”) - Test Round 2021” the general routine procedure is described by the standard “Explosive atmospheres - Part 1: Equipment protection by flameproof enclosures “d”” - IEC 60079-1, Edition 7
· Participation: 86 Ex laboratories (77 out of 90 IECEx test laboratories; 13 IECEx test laboratories have not registered). 75 out of 77 registered IECEx laboratories have uploaded results and are included in the final report or in an individual report. The non-registration has been agreed with the IECEx secretariat (not part of the scope of the IECEx laboratory, or is currently being followed up)
· Results of the IECEx laboratories: According to OD202 all action signals reported shall be investigated by the IECEx test laboratory as part of their planning of corrective and preventive actions. In Phase I, there were 11 participants with a warning signal and 12 participants with an action signal. In Phase II there were 6 participants with a warning signal and 4 participants with an action signal. 2 participants have already been able to remove their action signal. The remaining 2 participants are currently revising their results to remove the action signals.
3. Review and results of the IECEx/PTB Ex PT Program “SCT2021” of cycle 2021/2022
· Normative background: For the program “Small Component Temperature (“SCT2021”) - Test Round 2021” the general routine procedure is described by the standard “Explosive atmospheres - Part 0: Equipment - General requirements” - IEC 60079-0, Edition 7
· Participation: 83 Ex laboratories (77 out of 90 IECEx test laboratories; 13 IECEx test laboratories have not registered). 68 out of 77 registered IECEx laboratories have uploaded results and are included in the final report or in an individual report. The non-registration has been agreed with the IECEx secretariat (not part of the scope of the IECEx laboratory, or is currently being followed up)

· Results of the IECEx laboratories: According to OD202 all action signals reported shall be investigated by the IECEx test laboratory as part of their planning of corrective and preventive actions. In Phase I, there were no participants with a warning signal and 13 participants with an action signal. In Phase II there were 2 participants with a warning signal and no participants with an action signal.
4. Results of the evaluation of the participant survey for the program cycle 2021/2022
· To continuously improve the IECEx/PTB Ex PT Programs, PTB as IECEx PTS Provider was interested in the opinion of the participants after completion of a program cycle. For this purpose, the participants were asked to complete a questionnaire concerning program cycle 2021/2022
· The feedback from 31 participants for program “Flameproof Joints – Test Round 2021” and from 30 participants for program “Small Component Temperature – Test Round 2021” was 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. Nevertheless, it is assumed that participants who were completely or partially unsatisfied with the programs or wanted to express criticism did so
[image: image1.emf]1.   Overall rating of the programs   (0 = very poor   -   10 = very good):  

Flameproof  Joints (FJ)            8.9  

Small Component Temperature (SCT)            8.8  

    2.   Please evaluate the following aspects concerning the program “ FJ ”     (0 = very poor   -   10 = very good):  

concept            9.0  

processing            9.0  

support            9.1  

reporting            8.6  

    3.   Please   evaluate   the following aspects concerning the program “ SCT ”   (0 = very poor   -   10 = very good):  

concept            8.8  

processing            8.9  

support            9.1  

reporting            8.9  

    4.   Has  the  participation in the programs led to a change in your internal work  processes (performance of tests, modification of test equipment,  interpretation of the standard)?   YES          22         NO     10      


[image: image2.emf]1.   Overall rating of the programs   (0 = very poor   -   10 = very good):  

Flameproof  Joints (FJ)            8.9  

Small Component Temperature (SCT)            8.8  

    2.   Please evaluate the following aspects concerning the program “ FJ ”     (0 = very poor   -   10 = very good):  

concept            9.0  

processing            9.0  

support            9.1  

reporting            8.6  

    3.   Please   evaluate   the following aspects concerning the program “ SCT ”   (0 = very poor   -   10 = very good):  

concept            8.8  

processing            8.9  

support            9.1  

reporting            8.9  

    4.   Has  the  participation in the programs led to a change in your internal work  processes (performance of tests, modification of test equipment,  interpretation of the standard)?   YES          22         NO     10      


[image: image3.emf]1.   Overall  performance   of the workshops   (0 = very poor   -   10 = very good) :  

Flameproof Joints (FJ)            8.7  

Small Component Temperature (SCT)            8.5  

    2.   Please evaluate the following aspects concerning the workshop “ FJ ”   (0 = very poor   -   10 = very good):  

selection of topics for presentations            8.7  

quality of presentations            8.7  

time schedule during the workshops            8. 8  

    3.   Please  evaluate   the following aspects concerning the workshop “ SCT ”   (0 = very poor   -   10 = very good):  

selection of topics for presentations            8.7  

quality of presentations            8. 5  

time schedule during the workshops            8.7  

 


· The detailed analysis of the evaluation can be found in the following file: 
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5. Status of the current programs 2023/2024
· Description of program “Explosion Pressure (EP2023)”: The determination of the explosion pressure as a reference pressure for the overpressure test in order to prove that an enclosure can withstand pressure is one of the essential tests of this type of protection (clause 15.2). Here, it is the task of the test laboratory to find the combination of the location of the ignition source and the pressure measuring devices that produces the highest pressure. Therefore, in the program "Explosion Pressure - Test Round 2023", the ability to find this combination is analyzed and the explosion pressure (reference pressure) is selected as the quantity to be compared
· Normative background: For the program “Explosion Pressure (“EP2023”) - Test Round 2023” 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
· Participation: 89 Ex laboratories (78 out of 90 IECEx test laboratories)
· Description of program “Connection and Junction Boxes (CJB2023)”: A general-purpose connection and junction boxes shall be allocated a rating determined by the method in clause 6.8 to ensure that the limiting temperature not exceeded in service. To simplify the program, a junction box is fitted with the number of 'worst case' terminals that are wired using conductors of the maximum size specified in the datasheet. The maximum current of the junction box should be determined for the temperature class T6 according to IEC 60079-7, clause 6.8 and Annex E. Therefore, the maximum current has been selected as the characteristic of interest which is to be compared in the program “Connection and Junction Boxes (CJB2023)- Test Round 2023”
· Normative background: For the program “Connection and Junction Boxes (CJB2023) - Test Round 2023” the general routine procedure is described by the standard “Explosive atmospheres – Part 7: Equipment protection by increased safety “e”” - IEC 60079-7 Edition 5.1
· Participation: 89 Ex laboratories (78 out of 90 IECEx test laboratories)
· Timetable of the program cycle 2023/2024 using the example for program EP2023 (identical for CJB2023):
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6. PTB Ex PT Workshops 2024

· After the last two PTB Ex PT Workshops (2020 & 2022) in online format, an on-site workshop at PTB (in Braunschweig, Germany) is planned again for 2024

· Programs “EP2023” & “CJB2023”; Theory & Practice; Three days
· Date: Week starting 17 June 2024
7. Adjustment of the participation fees for future IECEx/PTB Ex PT Programs
· PTB as the IECEx PTS Provider covers part of the personnel costs of the core PTS Team with the participation fees. All other costs such as further personnel costs, material and preparation costs for the test samples as well as shipping costs are borne by PTB

· Since the program cycle 2015/2016, the participation fees have been at the same level

· In the last years and especially during this period, there were significant increases in costs in the areas of personnel, materials, energy, shipping, etc. In order to be able to continue to finance the IECEx/PTB Ex PTS in a way that does not fully cover the costs, but is reasonably sufficient, the participant fees must be increased accordingly. For this reason, there will be an increase in participant fees for the program cycle 2025/2026
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PTB Ex PT Scheme

Fx PTSA. EEPIB

Survey on program cycle 2021/2022 (Test Round 2021)
Programs: Flameproof Joints (FJ)
Small Component Temperature (SCT)

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
31 for FJ program,
30 for SCT program.

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

Flameproof Joints (FJ) 8.9
Small Component Temperature (SCT) 8.8

2. Please evaluate the following aspects concerning the program “FJ”
(0 = very poor - 10 = very good):

concept 9.0
processing 9.0
support 9.1
reporting 8.6

3. Please evaluate the following aspects concerning the program “SCT”
(0 = very poor - 10 = very good):

concept 8.8
processing 8.9
support 9.1
reporting 8.9

4. Has the participation in the programs led to a change in your internal work
processes (performance of tests, modification of test equipment,
interpretation of the standard)?

YES 22 NO 10

PTB Working Group 3.54 2023-07-20 Page 1 of 12






PTB Ex PT Scheme

EPB

Fx PTG

Please describe in what way the changes occurred:

Program FJ (summary examples):

e Modification of test equipment

e Better understanding of measurement requirements

e Deeper / wider understanding of measurement and possible mistakes

e Improvement of the measurement skills

e During the tests, the understanding of concepts such as tolerances was
strengthened

e FJwas a good experience that proved our former job was right

Program SCT (summary examples):

e Recommendations received for test mixtures regarding temperature class T2, T3
and T6
e Improved awareness of small components
e Deeper / wider understanding of measurement and possible mistakes
e Additional research equipment was purchased
e Improving the performance of test / working instructions:
- concentration of the mixture
- paying special attention to maintaining the stability of parameters, such like
voltage, current, power
- position of the sample within the test chamber
- verification method from a spark plug to a thermal igniter
- in addition to the viewing window, a camera was added
- integrated the temperature control chamber with the test vessel
- modifying the sample entry, modifying the feedback for the heating system
and modifying the air outlet system

5. How long was the estimated in-house operation and processing time (in
hours) you have spent for:

FJ 38.6 h time too long for 7 participants, appropriate for 23 participants

SCT 65.1 h time too long for 11 participants, appropriate for 18 participants

PTB Working Group 3.54 2023-07-20 Page 2 of 12






PTB Ex PT Scheme

Fx PTSA. EEPIB

6. What did you like about the programs?

e Itisinteresting to know and investigate the performance of the SCT, because
this test is rarely conducted (or regarded needed).

e 1. The test requirement is clear. 2. The report analyses is clear.

e We consider it more carefully when we check the sample.

e |t was fresh because usually we did not test the SCT but alternative methods like
limiting the area.

e Good, able to think about standard content.

e It was very helpful to compare with others, as these are testing were there are
so many influential factors that can compromise final results.

e Roll-out paper was well written with good examples, and understandable.

e We were able to perform a test that we do maybe once every 10 years and the
results we obtained were correct. Learning how others performed the tasks
with alternate tools and processes.

e |t was an opportunity to think about the variables that affect the test.

e Regarding the two programs, both topics presented a high interest and an
opportunity to re-analyze our testing procedures.

e The program SCT is rarely done in actual projects. This is a good opportunity to
maintain our ability and deepen our understanding of this test. Through this
test, we can better understand the characteristics of diethyl ether and clarify the
factors affecting the test.

e We started the program FJ from the comparison test idea of flameproof joint
surface measurement, considered the measuring equipment and improved test
plan, and finally passed the data discrete analysis, which verified the reliability
and innovation of the above process. It not only improved the measurement
accuracy of all important parameters of flameproof joint surface, but also
improved the high-precision detection ability of the inspection and detection
industry for explosion-proof products, taking into account the economy and
tolerability. It provides ideas for the design optimization and Ex performance
improvement of future flameproof equipment.

e Very well-designed concept for the tests. The tests were designed to be useful
for the capabilities of the Ex testing laboratory.

e Both Programs have raised our awareness of potential issues we could face in
the Lab.

e Through this PTS, we were able to increase the proficiency of the test personnel
and prepare a test environment that can directly conduct the small component
temperature test, which was mainly replaced by evaluation.

e SCT was a good try although it spent a lot of time. We should have known clearly
the test details although the test is not often done.

e FJlooks like easy, but it makes us to think more deeply. For example, how to
check the accuracy of thread, the matching of thread? How to get the conclusion
if the threads are not matching, and so on.

o We always feel like PTB program is very useful tool for us to check out our own
internal test procedure.

PTB Working Group 3.54 2023-07-20 Page 3 of 12






PTB Ex PT Scheme

Fx PTSA. EEPIB

e Asfar as | know, there are some cases that some ExCB does not measure thread
joints in the way that the instruction for FJ program describes and we strongly
believe that FJ program is good chance for them to improve their own internal
procedure regarding the measurement of flameproof joints.

e Knowledge building.

e Consciousness.

e We were able to do a process pass, so practice.

e Professional exchange.

e Knowledge review and Confrontation with special cases.

e Presentation of the exact sequence of testing activities taking into account the
requirements of the standard.

e We can know other laboratories' facilities and/or procedures. It was a great
opportunity to review our internal procedures.

e The programs were very well thought out and protocols clear and well prepared.
whatever doubts that were there were promptly answered to by the PT program
team at PTB.

e Ingeneral, it is always useful to compare both inside and outside the laboratory.

e The persons in the team are very good.

e About the program FJ, we like the process about the measurement and discuss
which can enhance our understanding about the standard.

e Practical and the methods used in PTS are a little different from the test method
we use in our lab. We can learn more and practice more.

e Comparison of our approach and test results with other laboratories.

e Confirmation that our test procedures and results are comparable with other
laboratories.

e Plausibility test of results provided by PTB revealed an interchange of data
evaluation.

e Programs are very well prepared and structured; Feedback and support from
PTB is excellent; Group discussions and input from other participants;
opportunity to compare results from other TLs.

e Love the test process and the concept behind the test setup.

o We were able to use the results of phase 1 to change our procedure and setup
to obtain results that align with the majority of participants.

e The proficiency program demonstrated that the test instructions in the standard
are not sufficient. The term "small quantity" from clause 26.5.3.2 results in tests
with low consistency across organizations.

e Itis important to take time to work on test methods and to compare to those of
other laboratories.

e |t encourages you to evaluate the performance of testing, with regard to the
standard, in an objective way.

PTB Working Group 3.54 2023-07-20 Page 4 of 12






PTB Ex PT Scheme

Fx PTSA. EEPIB

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

e There is a little defected in our sample box. We think that the damage does not
affect to resort but next time check it please.

e Experiment time is too long for SCT.

e Why did we even try to measure actual dimensions on the threaded joints when
this is something that is not done in this way in real life (options do check with
g0, no-go gauges or table 9 for testing).

e One suggestion is to have a live virtual introduction session (2-3 hours) for all
participants to explain the tests and procedures. Live examples would help if
they do not bias the labs' own methods. This does not have to be a polished
presentation.

e The amount of time to both perform all of the testing and to ready our
equipment for the testing.

e Would like to see more user friendly and editable recording documents. Initial
documentation for FJ program was not straight forward. Supplying multiple
drawings as "sample" caused confusion. Assumption was made that the drawing
represented the "sample" being tested. It appears others had that same
confusion.

e The SCT program may be an un-used test.

e For SCT, from the test results, it seems that type 1 is more difficult to ignite.
However, if type 1 and type 2 are equivalent methods, the similar results seem
to be more acceptable. Disturbance of gas flow and instruments for detecting
gas concentration may affect test results.

e The written procedures are very lengthy and hence cause confusion. They
should be much shorter. Maybe the test procedure should have one section that
needs to be followed, and another section that has the theory and informatory
details. Similarly for the results, we spend too much time looking through the
theory of the statistical analysis, and the various techniques of presenting the
results, while the most important information is only about 4 pages long. The
rest can be safely deleted without taking away the important results.

e FJProgram had too many measuring points which took us more time to
measure, but on the positive side, this was a good learning experience.

e Regarding the SCT Program, the standard itself allows too much freedom when
making an explosive mixture, so the only fixed point is to confirm that the
mixture is ignitable. Since we had an ignition in a much wider range than stated
in the standard (option a), the stated gas concentration of 23 +/- 0,5% diethyl
ether and air should be used as guidance. Perhaps it would be wise to make
some calculator regarding the test volume and temperature and implement it
into the standard to make the results more uniform. In addition, we would
recommend conducting at least three (3) consecutive tests on the same sample
in order to minimize false readings - no ignition detected.

e |like more TL and CB to participate the programs. It should be better if more
participants ask more questions and more participants show their answers or
thinkings. More ideas could be shown in the workshop or the cycle. PTB
launches a platform so that more specialists could show or exchange ideas.

e We had to do a whole new setup and that took a lot of time.

e Too much effort, long-term return is small.

e Questionnaire comes too late.

PTB Working Group 3.54 2023-07-20 Page 5 of 12






PTB Ex PT Scheme

b PTSA. EPB

e Flameproof Joints (FJ): Request for specific evaluation of method not used by
our laboratory. We always apply increased gap.

¢ Small Component Temperature (SCT): Definition of ambient temperatures. To
obtain visible results, non-commercial ambient temperatures had to be defined.

e The programs shall be have an connecting to the praxis of an ExTL.

e We think the program SCT is a little difficult because the reagent diethyl ether is
controlled by government and buying it and keeping it has caused us some
trouble.

e For the final report a more compact reporting, respectively more emphasis on
the "General comments on the participants' test results" should be made.

e The detailed presentation of phase | and Il is finally not of interest.

e Small component temperature test instructions could include more detail on
process and expectations; remote discussions only (due to COVID travel
restrictions).

e This should be carried out on more variety samples like different kinds of joints.

e The program is only built by PTB so by reading the protocol the way to realize
the test is the one of the PTB. The way to read the standards can be different
from one laboratory to another. Maybe it will be interesting to include 2 or 3
laboratories when working on the protocol to include some different points of
view.

e Ingeneral: our gut feeling is that proficiency testing is drifting away a bit of the
initial proficiency testing goals and is becoming a sort of R&D scientific program,
or a method to evaluate and/or correct unclarities in the standards.

e FJ: only reporting of 1 value instead of min / max values, like in practice. It gives
limited information about measuring faults, more about unclarities in the
standard, which has nothing to do with the main proficiency testing goals.

e SCT: quite a lot of test set ups and conditions.

PTB Working Group 3.54 2023-07-20 Page 6 of 12






PTB Ex PT Scheme

Fx PTSA. EEPIB

PTB Ex PT Workshops 2021/2022 (as web conference)

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

Flameproof Joints (FJ) 8.7
Small Component Temperature (SCT) 8.5

9. Please evaluate the following aspects concerning the workshop “FJ”
(0 = very poor - 10 = very good):

selection of topics for presentations 8.7
quality of presentations 8.7
time schedule during the workshops 8.8

10. Please evaluate the following aspects concerning the workshop “SCT”
(0 = very poor - 10 = very good):

selection of topics for presentations 8.7
quality of presentations 8.5
time schedule during the workshops 8.7

11. What did you like about the workshops?

e The on-line remote participation is good. | assume the following workshop will
be held in PTB as usual as. We suggest the workshop can still be held in both way
simultaneously (on-site and remote) that benefit participants who can't attend
on site in PTB.

e The test explanation is very clear.

e It was helpful to understand more clearly about each program.

e We were worried about calculation the quantity, but during the workshop, we
can solve, thanks to the workshop.

e Good.

e Direct responses to questions.

e It was good to see how and why PTB conducted the testing in a particular way,
as it was different from how we performed the test. In the end our results were
similar to those by PTB as described in the workshop.

e Answers and discussions to questions were helpful.

e We remarked a very good selection of topics combined with quality
presentations.

e Through the workshops, we can recognize our shortcomings and improve them.
The answers to collected questions have guiding significance for our internal test
process.

e |t was well planned and organized.

PTB Working Group 3.54 2023-07-20 Page 7 of 12






PTB Ex PT Scheme

b PTSA. EPB

e We were able to share various measurement methods conducted by different

laboratories and gained an understanding of various approaches.

The workshops have been done very considerately. The documents are precious.

The topics for presentations. Type of presentation (videos).

The way of presenting research.

For this time, the workshops were held before publication of final reports so we

were able to know statistical view previously.

e  Well organised and were informative.

e Exchange of opinions. Comparing best practice.

e |Inthe next years the workshops shall be not as an teams meeting.

e They are very professional and enthusiastic.

e Participating with many foreign laboratories, and learning more about different
equipments and testing methods.

e Question and answering session was very helpful.

e Holding the workshops one after the other and not in parallel.

e Video demonstrations of tests.

e Summary transcript of the Workshop "Questions & Discussion".

e Interaction with other participants.

e The video demonstrations of the test setup and execution.

e The graphs demonstrating the temperature curve of a cool-flame ignition.

e The different topics.

e No particular part. Online workshops reduce the interactivity for quite a lot due
to no live face-to-face discussion possibilities.

PTB Working Group 3.54 2023-07-20 Page 8 of 12






PTB Ex PT Scheme

Fx PTSA. EEPIB

12. What did you not like about the workshops or what could be improved?

o We hope that the next workshop will hold off-line on schedule.

e We want to have a workshop in person, not online.

e Can'trecall if this was part of the workshops or not, but they could be used to
review the expected outcomes of the tests as a back-end to having a pre-test
workshop prior to commencing the actual testing.

e Some of the topics were overly complicated and at higher level than they
needed to be.

e We hope that the workshop will hold on offline rather than online, so that
presentations such as summary of the program and principle can be added and
test equipment of (PTB) can be checked.

e Due to the impact of the epidemic, this workshops were held online. We prefer
face-to-face communication.

e The workshop was too short and it can't fully replace "the real workshop",
knowledge and experience exchange done in person.

e | hope to learn from all the participants face to face next time.

e Expert understanding was miserable. TEAMS is only suitable to a limited extent
for conveying knowledge well. TEAMS is not suitable for holding questions and
answers in a large group. TEAMS is unsatisfactory compared to the on-site
exchange in Braunschweig.

o Workshop documents came very late.

e We prefer meeting face to face...

e When the situation improves would request that contact workshops are
conducted as on-line workshops are not as effective as ones that are attended in
person.

e Nothing to report. Remote Conference Limits.

e Itis necessary to consider that diethyl ether is harmful to human body for Small
Component Temperature (SCT).

e Back to face-to-face workshops if possible.

e | hope that in the workshop, there will be more opportunities to participate in
experiments on site. Take a tour of some equipment. Compare the strengths and
weaknesses of different devices during experiments and measurement. Finally,
some evaluation reports for the equipment are formed.

e Some laboratories only come to find information and not to exchange
information. Then a lot are afraid to be judged so don't really participate to
exchange. Exchanges are not really facilitated by conf-call. Hope next time it will
be in Braunschweig to favorize constructive exchanges.

e In our opinion and in our experience the point of view of PTB is of more
importance compared to participants during discussions. Presentations were
provided too short before the actual workshops: no time for proper preparation,
resulting in less fruitful and open discussions during the workshops.

PTB Working Group 3.54 2023-07-20 Page 9 of 12






PTB Ex PT Scheme

Fx PTG

E2P1B

Conclusion

Programs

The feedback from 31 participants for program “Flameproof Joints — Test Round 2021” and
from 30 participants for program “Small Component Temperature — Test Round 2021” 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. 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 overall performance rating of 8.9 for program "FJ" and 8.8 for program "SCT" and the
quality of the detailed aspects in the range of 8.6 to 9.1 is one of our best ratings for a
programme cycle so far and a satisfactory result for us, especially in view of the still great
challenges regarding COVID-19 in the period of the program cycle. Nevertheless, we want to
continue to develop and still see potential for improvement in individual aspects and
processes in the programs.

The question whether programme participation had an influence on internal processes was
answered "yes" by slightly more than 2/3 (22 yes and 10 no). This is an interesting and positive
aspect for us, as it shows that participation in the programs can lead to improvements in
structures, skills and understanding at the testing laboratories, in addition to performance
evaluation.

The average of the estimated in-house operation and processing time of 38.6 hours for
program “FJ” is higher than the workload of three working days previously estimated by the
provider. The range here is from 2 hours to 120 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 7 participants the time expenditure was rated as
too high. 23 participants rated the time expenditure appropriate. The average of the
estimated in-house operation and processing time of 65.1 hours for program “SCT” is
significantly higher than the workload of three working days previously estimated by the
provider. The range is from 8 hours to 168 hours which again shows that the time expenditure
is depending on the participant considerably. Nevertheless, it can be seen that the program
expenditure was clearly underestimated. This is also shown by the result that 11 participants
rated the time expenditure as too high. 18 participants rated the time expenditure
appropriate.
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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:

e |t was noticed in the programs (especially in FJ) that the fictional example
documentation was seen by some laboratories as documentation to be applied (e.g.
the dimensions of the test sample, number of measurements, etc.) or as a strict
specification of the measurement. However, this fictional example document is only
meant to be an example of how to complete the documentation and what data we
would like to see from the participant laboratories. We will therefore adapt the
document in form and content and communicate the aspect more clearly so that in
future the document is seen as a rough orientation and not as a strict guideline.

e The SCT program is a rather rare topic for most laboratories and testing is not often
performed in practice. In the future, this will be taken more into account in the
selection of programs.

e The time required to complete the programs was higher than expected. The design
and scope of future programs will be adjusted accordingly to reduce the time required
but without sacrificing quality.

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. This conformity is verified in the course of the IECEx surveillance
assessment conducted as part of the IECEx Peer Assessment Program. 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. For this reason, we cannot offer
highly abridged compact reports, as these must be meaningful and generally understandable
in their own right. Nevertheless, we strive to highlight and clearly mark the sections of the
analysis of results, performance evaluation and key messages so that participants can find
them quickly and do not become too distracted.

Workshops

At this point we would like to briefly discuss the workshops, as the procedure and
implementation did not correspond to the usual scheme of a face-to-face workshop and was
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 hold in the form of a web conference. However, since
COVID-19 seems finally to be overcome, we will also return to the usual format of the
workshops on site at PTB, which means that we can negate most of the points of criticism. The
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suggestions for improvement of a general nature will of course be generally considered. From
this, we have derived two points that we would like to consider in future workshops:

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

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