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3. Motivation for work SIO-X12 to WMO-X2019 scale relationship:
X2019 revision impacts on GlobalView+ ObsPack .
cvision | e - | [WMO X2019]=-0.459 + 1.001634 * [SIO X12]
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* How to handle lndependent 0.4 — Top panel, WMO-X2019 values verses the SIO-X12 values for 2020 comparison tanks with a linear ODR fit to the data. The bottom panel
scales? shows the residuals to the fit, the error bars are the combined uncertainty of the difference. We estimate the uncertainty of the scale
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4. Comparison Activities
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WMO Round Robin experiments

 2-3 cylinders over narrow mole fraction range 8. Conclusion

 Difficult to assess full scale range Going forward there will be a need to better define relationships between independent CO, scales, both to
evaluate scale stability and to allow independent data sets to be merged 1n models. There 1s an initiative through
Scale comparisons through exchange of suites of cylinders the CCQM Gas Analysis Working Group to have BIPM run on-going scale comparisons to meet this need. The
« Cover large mole fraction range with multiple exchanged current work of direct bi-lateral comparisons will serve as a valuable check on this process.
cylinders
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