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Minutes, action list

Attendees (alphabetical): 
Pascual Perez Ballesta – JRC-IES
Antonio Febo – Italy
Marina Froehlich – Austria
Saul Garcia Dos Santos-Alves – Spain
Theo Hafkenscheid – Chairman of Equivalency Working Group
Stefan Jacobi – EC, DG Environment
Anton van der Meulen – The Netherlands
Don Munns – Chairman of CEN/TC 264
Hans-Ulrich Pfeffer – Germany
Jean Poulleau - France
Kevin Saunders – Independent Consultant/TC 264
Jari Walden – Finland
Peter Woods – UK

Apologies for absence were received from George Chronopolous, who has changed his job and will
no longer be able to attend this working group.

Principal discussion points and actions of the meeting:

1. Additional items were added to the circulated draft agenda – Presentation by Mr. Ballesta and
presentation by Dr. van der Meulen.

2. Outstanding action from last meeting – circulation of WG 16 report by Theo. All others were
completed.

3. Don would devise a document numbering system for the group papers.

4. Item 8 – Outline of Guidance Document

•  Add EN 17025 to Normative References.
•  Use Candidate Method instead of Candidate Equivalent Method.
•  Add a new section on Terms and Definitions.
•  Condense section 4.1.2 on particulates into one paragraph. Last sentence to be as an informative

note. Change text on para 2 on page 4, from “determined with………….classifier (e.g,”, to
“determined against a reference method (e.g,”.

•  Move section 4.1.3 to 4.2.2.
•  Meaning of “continuous”. Considered giving definition, but decided to leave for later.
•  Table 1 – final column should be for “Examples”.
•  Consider “may” and “shall” throughout document.
•  Accredited laboratories – concerns about only allowing accredited laboratories to carry out the

equivalency work. Although the EC want to see continual improvement in the competence of
laboratories in Member States, there is some flexibility allowed for in the Directives. We may need
to revisit this topic. Possible wording might include “It is recommended that”.

•  5.3.4 - Inter-laboratory comparisons – considerable discussion about whether they should be
considered on every occasion. Some agreement that inter-laboratory comparisons should only be
done when this was the major component of the uncertainty budget and/or more than one lab was
involved. However, there was considerable concern about the costs of the work and how it could
be imposed on labs not seeking equivalence. No resolution was reached, but it would be
considered again when we discussed the individual test procedures.



•  5.3.6 – Who should perform the RM when a candidate method (CM) was being assessed? It was
argued that the lab seeking equivalence for a CM should be able to undertake this work, but again
no decision was reached.

•  On a more general note it was asked whether one MS could use all or part of another MS’s
equivalence testing, where identical instruments and climatic conditions are involved. This was
not totally resolved, but Stefan pointed out that according to the DD’s a MS has to demonstrate
equivalency of a non-reference method. The responsibility is with individual MS’s.

5. Alternative Equivalence Approach-by Pascual Ballesta. – An alternative approach was proposed
by Pascal for undertaking equivalence testing of diffusion tubes for BTX. It involved running lab
trials and estimating uncertainty, and then running field trials and developing a combined
uncertainty using orthogonal regression. ISO standards 6143 and 13752 were used.

6. Flow Diagram Fig 5.1 – It was tentatively agreed to modify diagram to include two new boxes
(Prepare a report, and Report to the CA).

7. Selection diagrams (Fig 5.2) – It was agreed to use Theo’s version, but to swap over test
programme 1 with 2. Also it was agreed to replace box “Is size selector different from RM” to “Is
method automated?” because it was agreed that the investigation of a sampling head different
from the reference method, would be outside the scope of this working group (NB – see later work
by PM project group). It was also agreed to modify the box on referring to the RM, where
variations on a theme were involved. The difference between automated and continuous will be
addressed later. Theo would modify the diagram and associated text by mid March and send out
to experts, who should respond by mid-April.

8. Field Comparison of Air Quality Monitoring Networks by Anton - .A one year trial at Osnabruck for
all air quality substances was run between labs from the Netherlands and Saxony. Expanded
uncertainties were calculated, and the largest was for PM 10’s (at a concentration range of 41 to
80 micrograms/m3) at 42%. There was some discussion about whether these results could be
compared with the DQO in the Directives.

9. Test Programme I – Discontinuous Gaseous Methods. Theo explained the outline of the test
procedure that he had distributed to experts, before the meeting. There was some agreement
about how outliers would be treated - deleted only on sound technical grounds. Also there was
discussion about the number of tests to do, whether 2 tests over 2 seasons. There was an area
that needed addressing – what to do with the results of the lab and field tests, to say whether

10. Project Groups - The Working Group split into 3 project groups to modify the existing Test
Programmes and complete the two that were missing. Each project group made a presentation,
and agreed to produce a draft document. The test programmes for the Project Group on
discontinuous methods would be based on existing document s prepared by Theo, to be modified
by Uli and Theo; the test programme(s) for continuous methods would be based on the structure
of existing draft standards of CEN TC 264 WG 12.

11. The Project Group on PM discussed a document tabled by Antonio during the meeting, on
equivalence of PM measurement methods. After ‘post-meeting’ consultation of project group
members the general feeling was that insufficient time had been available for prior study of the
document; hence, there was no possibility to have a structured discussion. It was proposed to
study the document for the next meeting and to ask Antonio to prepare an oral presentation on
the outlines of the document. Meanwhile, Anton would prepare a test programme based on the
principles of the field test programme presented by Theo.

12. Date and place for the next meeting were confirmed: 29/30 April 2003 at JRC, Ispra.

13. JRC was thanked for its kind hospitality during the meeting.



Action List
Action required Person or group

responsible
Completion

Date
Prepare draft document list Don 31 Jan 03
Revise Outline Guidance Document and send to WG Theo Mid March 03
WG members to review revised Outline Guidance and respond
to Theo

WG members Mid April 03

Revise Flow and Selection diagrams and send to WG Theo Mid March 03
Notes and actions of meeting to Theo Don 31 Jan 03
Project Groups to draft generic test programmes Project Groups Mid March 03
WG 16 equivalency report to WG Theo 31 Jan 03


