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1 Document control

Version 4, issued on 5 November 2025.

2 Introduction

At its meeting in mmmm YYYY, the Consultative Committee for Length, CCL,/EURAMET TC-L decided upon a key comparison on xxx, named yyyyy, with ZZZ as the pilot laboratory. The comparison final report was approved in mmm YYYY. Following the decision at the CCL WG-MRA meeting in 2025, an Executive Report is required for all comparisons - this is the Executive Report on the comparison. 
3 Scope of the comparison

Simply describe the measurand(s) and range.
4 Final list of participants
Give a concise list of the participants who actually submitted results – exclude those who dropped out.
Table 1. List of participant laboratories and their contacts.
	Laboratory
Code
	Laboratory name
	Contact & email

	NPL
	National Physical Laboratory
	Person Family
email@nmi.somewhere.co  

	LNE
	Laboratoire National d’Essais


	Person Family

email@nmi.somewhere.co  

	NIST
	National Institute of Standards and Technology


	Person Family

email@nmi.somewhere.co  


4.1 Changes in participation

Clearly state any participants which joined the comparison later and those that withdrew from the comparison at any stage, listing the reasons for withdrawal.

5 CMC claims related to the comparison
Give a list of the specific CMCs of the participants which are supported by the comparison results. This will require input from the participants who will need to list specific CMC entries from the KCDB.
6 Comparison fully successful

Optional – if the comparison had no issues, all En values are < 1 or the Eves-Leroux test showed equivalence, then make a simple statement that the comparison fully demonstrated equivalence and delete the following sections. Otherwise delete this section and continue with the remainder of the report.
7 Processing of the results
Give a short description of how the final results were obtained, e.g. following the usual outlier removal, use of the Eves-Leroux multiple measurand equivalence test. No need to include tables of results if these are not different to the Final Report. 
8 Corrective actions
If the participants agreed to undertake any corrective actions prior to the Executive Report being published (i.e. in the 6 months period after the Final Report is published), then list them here together with the outcome. Some examples are given below.
CA1: PPPP to investigate the specific issues for the 3 mm, 4 mm, and 5 mm gauge blocks and if no explanation can be found within 6 months, they are to consider greying out their CMC claim.

PPPP provided copies of the measurement forms and the data obtained for these gauge blocks which show that the instrument was unstable. They have had the instrument serviced and performed check measurements using known standards before and after the servicing. The results after the servicing show that the stability has been restored. 

The corrective action has been cleared and there are no consequences.

CA2: EEEE and FFFF to investigate the issues with their results with excessive En values and if no explanation can be found within 6 months, they are to consider greying out their CMC claim.
EEEE have performed an investigation but could not find any reason for these problematic results. They have requested to grey out the CMC claim until the problem can be identified and fixed. Their corrective action is completed.
FFFF have also performed an investigation and determined that their reference items were damaged and not suitable for use. They are procuring new reference standards but these will not be delivered for some time. Their corrective action is ongoing and if the issue remains after replacing the reference masters, they should grey out their CMC claim.
CA2: EEEE and FFFF to investigate the issues with their results with excessive En values. They have not responded and no further explanation has been given – they should grey out their CMCs.

Corrective actions that are not yet completed are to be reviewed annually at the relevant meeting of the RMO TC-L and the WG-MRA.

9 Final recommendations on CMC claims

Recommendation 1

Unless mentioned otherwise below, the results of the participants are well controlled and support their existing CMC claims.
Recommendation 2
Laboratories X and Y submitted smaller uncertainty values than their existing CMC claims as preparation of evidence for updating their CMCs to smaller uncertainties. The results in this comparison support the new small uncertainty CMC claims, however it is for the laboratories to make these submissions and undertake the relevant intra- and inter-RMO reviews.
Laboratories A and B submitted smaller uncertainty values than their existing CMC claims as preparation of evidence for updating their CMCs to smaller uncertainties. The results in this comparison DO NOT support the new small uncertainty CMC claims
Recommendation 3
Six of the outliers are from laboratory XXX where their submitted uncertainty, adjusted to k = 2, is less than the KCDB quoted CMC uncertainty (in each case, 5 % of the parameter). If the CMC uncertainty is used in the relevant KCRV assessment, all six of these NPLI results would still have been removed from KCRV calculations. This suggests that XXX should investigate both results and uncertainties for certain parameters and what impact these results have on the claims in the KCDB.

Recommendation 4
An adjusted En ratio does not guarantee that the result is excluded as the Birge ratio governs the limits of the population. This is the case for the ZZZZ outlier, Ra, shown in Table 6. If the CMC listed uncertainty was used, the new En = 1.07 but this result would remain in the population since calculations show the Birge ratio is within the Birge Criterion. Therefore, for this parameter, KRISS could justify maintaining this CMC with the CMC listed uncertainty.

Recommendation 5
The results for laboratory PPPP for the 3 mm, 4 mm, and 5 mm gauge blocks were not in agreement with the reference value and had very high En values. It was recommended that PPPP perform the following corrective action:

CA1: PPPP to investigate the specific issues for the 3 mm, 4 mm, and 5 mm gauge blocks and if no explanation can be found within 6 months, they are to consider greying out their CMC claim.
Recommendation 6
The results for laboratory QQQQ for all the measurands showed a positive bias. Although all their En values were at or below 1, it was recommended that QQQQ undertake an investigation. There is no corrective action.
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