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SPRT calibration from the Ar TP to the Zn FP

CCT-K9 meeting 17-09-2020, Draft A achieved
CCT 30th meeting 18-01-2022, Draft B achieved!
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Stabilize Measure

Measurement Scheme at NIST



Criterion 1

Criterion 2

Which SPRTs will contribute to the KCRV?

Cutoff criteria and SPRTs rejected



SPRT changes at TPW (NIST to NMI)

Desire delta T < 0.2 mK



k=2 uncertainties of each NMI

Zn and Ar (larger variations at extremes)

ArZn



1. Reached limits of the use of SPRTs as transfer standards: fixed point realization 
uncertainties are lower than
A. Variations upon recalibration
B. Changes from shipping

2. Need protocols to better deal with discrepant data with an a priori framework: 
suggestion of using guidance from this paper:

Amanda Koepke et al 2017 Metrologia 54 S34 Consensus building for 
interlaboratory studies, key comparisons, and meta-analysis

3.   These key comparisons are still useful to check claimed uncertainties. 

Lessons learned


