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March 2025 to September 2025

Executive Summary

The BIPM Key Comparison Database (KCDB) is a platform providing publicly available, peer reviewed,
free and, searchable information on Calibration and Measurement Capabilities (CMCs) of National
Metrology Institutes (NMls) and Designated Institutes (Dls) participating in the CIPM MRA, as well
as information on the supporting scientific comparisons. The platform also provides behind the
scenes tools for the registration, review and publication processes used by the NMI and DI
community and additionally provides a tool for user-generated statistics. The KCDB provides an
Application Programming Interface (API) for search on CMCs.

The number of CMCs is approximately stable, with increasing information offset by the adoption of
wider scope CMCs. The number of comparisons is cumulative, so increases over time, however, the
rate of increase is approximately stable, with the majority of new comparisons being repeats of
outdated comparisons or new supplementary comparisons within the RMOs. The time for CMC
reviews has decreased significantly since the implementation of KCDB 2.0 in late 2019. An overall
reduction in intra RMO and JCRB review durations was observed compared to the September 2024
to March 2025 reporting period. Participation of Associates of the CGPM in CIPM MRA activities has
also grown with Bangladesh and Tanzania publishing their first CMCs in the KCDB during the
reporting period. The KCDB system has also undergone various updates with further developments
scheduled to be completed. The KCDB API is also being updated in line with the strategic objective
of making the KCDB FAIR and eventually machine-actionable.

Introduction
This report summarizes the major progress and evolution of the KCDB over the last six months.
The KCDB, is a supporting database for the implementation of the Mutual Recognition Arrangement
of the International Committee for Weights and Measures (CIPM MRA) that was implemented in
1999. It contains data on CMCs and comparison results of measurements in physics, ionizing
radiation, chemistry and biology. The KCDB is an evidence-based database: all data included has
been reviewed by international groups of experts and approved for mutual recognition.
The KCDB website, www.bipm.org/kcdb, gives access to the following services with open access:

e searching on published CMCs in the KCDB

e searching on published comparison information, reports and results

e information on statistics and news on publications linked to CMCs and comparison report
and results
supported by a set of guidance documents.

1 The KCDB Office provides the KCDB report, addressed to the Joint Committee of the Regional Metrology
Organizations and the BIPM (JCRB), every 6 months. Those reports are made publicly available via the BIPM
website: https://www.bipm.org/en/cipm-mra/kcdb-reports
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The status of the database concerning CMCs is given in Section 1. Recent information concerning
comparisons carried out within the framework of the CIPM MRA is summarized in Section 2.

The status of Associates of the BIPM is highlighted in Section 3. The performance of the system is
discussed in Section 4, while Section5 highlights on CMCs with the status “JCRB Revision

requested”. A short overview on the software status is presented in Section 6. The BIPM KCDB and
digitalization is highlighted in Section 7.

This report reflects the status as of 01 September 2025.

1. CMCs

1.1. CMC statistics

There were? 26 453 (26 029) CMCs published in the KCDB on 1 September 2025 of which 19 854 (19
558) are in Physics and 6 599 (6 471) in Chemistry and Biology, as shown in Figure 1. The total

number of published CMCs increased by 2% across the domains. This confirms the observed steady-
state trend over the last ten years.

The distribution of CMCs by metrology area, field of expertise and state or economy is available in

real time on the KCDB home page under “Published CMC statistics”.
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Figure 1: Number of CMCs published in the KCDB over time (2009-2025).

Table 1 shows the distribution of published CMCs by RMO. The distribution of the overall number
of published CMCs within RMOs remains stable over the last six months period. An increase in the
total number of CMCs published was observed for most RMOs during this time period.

2 The numbers given within parenthesis represents the number of CMCs reported one year earlier.
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Number of CMCs Number of CMCs

RMO 2025-09-01 2025-03-03
AFRIMETS 804 769
APMP 6 856 6 660
COOMET 2326 2 308
EURAMET 11 868 11768
GULFMET 107 95
SIM 4 492 4491
Total 26 453 26 091

Table 1: Number of published CMCs in the KCDB per RMO on 01 September 2025
(follow-up of Action 17/1 of JCRB 2006).

Table 2 lists the number of CMCs published after JCRB approval during the last six months for each
metrology area where a total increase was observed compared to the previous reporting period.
The relatively large increase of CMCs in the field of Chemistry and Biology can be attributed to their
annual batch review cycle. 30 % (376) of CMCs published overall were not subjected to JCRB review
but referred to the KCDB for editorial modification as per criteria 8.1 and 8.2 of the CIPM MRA G-
13. This represented a decrease compared to 67% in March 2025.

Published CMCs Published CMCs

Metrology area 2025-09-01 2025-03-03
AUV 12 22
EM 119 82
L 51 15
M 42 12
PR 4 6
T 128 20
TF 17 15
am 474 283
RI 18 19
Total 865 474

Table 2: Number of JCRB approved CMCs published during the last 6 months per
metrology area.

Table 3 gives the number and review status of CMCs submitted on the KCDB platform, with 3 372
unpublished CMCs as compared to 3 992 six months earlier. This number can vary considerably,
depending on the status of the review campaigns applied by some of the Consultative Committees.

https://www.bipm.org/kcdb/ 4/22 v. 2025-03-31
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Number of CMCs Number of CMCs

Status
2025-09-01 2025-03-03

Draft 804 609
RMO: Submitted 150 379
RMO: Under Review 185 153
RMO: Review Completed 209 262
RMO: Accepted 16 202
RMO: Revision Requested 293 249
RMO: Revision Completed 129 159
Submitted to the JCRB 92 29
JCRB: Under Review 212 919
JCRB: Revision Requested 471 232
JCRB: Revision Completed 76 22
JCRB: Approved 17 1
JCRB: Waiting for VOTE 13 0
Greyed out 705 706
TOTAL 3372 3922

Table 3: Status of not yet published CMCs in the KCDB on 03 March 2025

1.2. Greyed out CMCs and reinstatements
As of 01 September 2025, there were 703 greyed out CMCs, compared to 713 CMCs six months
earlier, with a large number attributable to the field of Chemistry and Biology. Table 4 displays all
greyed-out CMCs with recent changes highlighted in yellow for increases and green for decreases.
The dynamically updated full list of greyed-out CMCs is available for registered users from the
KCDB platform under the statistics menu; https://www.bipm.org/kcdb/cmc/statistics/greyed-out.

RMO COUNTRY | AUV | EM L M PR av RI T TF | TOTAL
AFRIMETS ZA 7 1 8
APMP AU 3 1 43 47
APMP CN 10 1 11
APMP IN 34 60 44 51 14 1 4 208
APMP JP 1 1
APMP KR 8 119 127
APMP NZ 1 6 0 7
APMP SG 4 4 8
APMP VN 9 13 4 5 31
COOMET RU 19 1 48 68
EURAMET BG 1 1
EURAMET DE 2 10 1 13
EURAMET ES 3
EURAMET FI 7

v. 2025-09-01 5/22 https://www.bipm.org/kcdb/
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Decrease
No change

Increase

Table 4: Status of greyed out CMCs on 3 March 2025

Table 5 lists 10 greyed out CMCs that will reach their five-year limit in the next six months.

Greyed-out
RMO Metrology area Number limit date
EURAMET  Thermometry 1 (DE) 11/2025
Mass & related
EURAMET  quantities 4 (NO) 1/2026
EURAMET  Length 1(NO)  2/2026
APMP Length 5 (SG) 3/2026

Table 5: CMCs reaching the 5 year limit as greyed-out within the next six months.

https://www.bipm.org/kcdb/

6/22 v. 2025-03-31

EURAMET FR 13 13
EURAMET GB 5
EURAMET HU 6
EURAMET IT 3 3
EURAMET LT 3 7 10
EURAMET Lv 4 4
EURAMET NO 1 4 3 8
EURAMET PL 1 1
EURAMET PT 1 1
EURAMET SE 1 1
EURAMET SK 10 10
EURAMET TR 3 3
EURAMET UA 6 1 7
SIM AR 1 6 7
SIM BO 2
SIM BR 1 2 3
SIM CA 0 0
SIM MX 9 4 7 20
SIM us 20 33 6 59
TOTAL: 60 81 85 84 46 271 45 26 5 703
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2. Key and supplementary comparisons
2.1. Comparison statistics

Table 6 shows the distribution per organizing body of comparisons published in the KCDB as of 01
September 2025 where 1 234 are key comparisons and 748 supplementary comparisons. GULFMET
registered its first comparison in the field of Chemistry and Biology during this period.

Entity Key Supplementary
BIPM 106 1

cC 615 36
AFRIMETS 8 45

APMP 158 130
COOMET 53 135
EURAMET 205 237
GULFMET 7 32

SIM 82 132
TOTAL 1234 748

Table 6: Key and Supplementary Comparisons on 01 September 2025.

Figure 2 shows the evolution of the total number of key (dark blue) and of supplementary (light
blue) comparisons registered in the KCDB since September 2003. There was an increase by 45 of the
total number of comparisons since 03 March 2025 where 64% of newly registered comparisons were

supplementary comparisons. Supplementary comparisons now constitute 38% of all registered
comparisons up from 20% in 2006.

Number of comparisons published in the KCDB over time
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Figure 2: Total number of comparisons over time (2003-2025)
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Figure 3 illustrates the number of new key and supplementary comparisons registered in the KCDB
over the one-year period ending 2025. A decrease in the number of newly registered key
comparisons (16) was observed as compared to previous reporting periods. There was however an
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increase in the number of newly registered supplementary comparisons (29).

Graphs generated in real-time illustrating the participation in key and supplementary comparisons

are available under the Statistics menu on the KCDB home page:

https://www.bipm.org/kcdb/comparison/statistics/key

https://www.bipm.org/kcdb/comparison/statistics/supplementary
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Figure 3: Number of new comparisons registered in the KCDB over one-year period.

The following 45 comparisons were registered as new during the last 6 months:

EURAMET.AUV.A-K6
CCRI(I1)-K2.Ac-225
CCRI(11)-K2.Kr-85.2025
EURAMET.RI(I1)-K1.AmBe
ccaQm-k99.1
CCM.FF-K4.2.2025
ccQM-K200
SIM.AUV.V-K3
CCEM-K14
EURAMET.EM-K4
ccQM-K194
COOMET.T-K6.2
CCM.F-K4.2025

https://www.bipm.org/kcdb/

SIM.AUV.V-K5
BIPM.QM-K2.b
CCM.V-K5
EURAMET.M.FF-S23
COOMET.RI(l)-S5
SIM.M.V-52
SIM.M.P-513
EURAMET.M.FF-S22
EURAMET.L-S5.1.n01
COOMET.M.M-S8
EURAMET.M.FF-S24
EURAMET.RI(I1)-S3
AFRIMETS.EM-54

81722

SIM.QM-S14
SIM.QM-515
APMP.QM-S21
COOMET.EM-S28
AFRIMETS.M.M-51
COOMET.TF-S1
COOMET.TF-S2
COOMET.TF-S3
EURAMET.M.P-S21
COOMET.T-S8
GULFMET.QM-S1
EURAMET.M.M-511.1
EURAMET.QM-S17

v. 2025-03-31
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SIM.AUV.V-51 AFRIMETS.L-56.1.n06 AFRIMETS.L-56.1.n04
AFRIMETS.L-56.1.n05 AFRIMETS.L-56.1.n07 AFRIMETS.L-52.1.n01

The following 42 reports were published during the last 6 months :

BIPM.QM-K1 (EAA 2023) COOMET.T-K6.1 EURAMET.EM-S36
BIPM.RI(I)-K6 (GUM 2024) EURAMET.M.P-K4.2020 CCM.FF-K1.2022
CCQM-K148.b CCT-K9.2 APMP.AUV.A-K5

CCaM-K179 SIM.M.M-518 BIPM.RI(I)-K4 (NIST 2023)
APMP.TF-S1 BIPM.QM-K1 (UNAL-CALAIRE 2023) GULFMET.EM-S8

SIM.QM-S3 CCQM-K96.2023.1 SIM.QM-511

SIM.QM-54 BIPM.EM-K11 (SMD 2024) BIPM.QM-K2 (E+E Elektronik 2025)
CCaM-K181 GULFMET.M.M-S3 CCM.FF-K2.2011

CCaM-K144 EURAMET.M.T-54 SIM.M.V-§82
EURAMET.M.FF-520 EURAMET.M.FF-518 SIM.M.FF-K6.2017
BIPM.RI(I)-K8 (NIM 2024) APMP.M.F-K2.1 EURAMET.QM-K19.2018
CCOM-K133 APMP.L-K5.n01 BIPM.RI(I)-K5 (LNE-LNHB 2024)
CCRI(l1)-K2.Pa-231 APMP.L-55.2.n01 SIM.M.M-K6
SIM.M.F-S2 SIM.M.F-S6 SIM.M.F-510

On 01 September 2025, the number of abandoned (79) or superseded key and supplementary
comparisons, stored in the KCDB archives was 164

2.2. Comparisons older than 5 years

Action 33/3 of JCRB 2015 requires the KCDB office, as part of its report to the JCRB, to identify key
and supplementary comparisons which were started 5 or more years ago and have not reached a
conclusion. Uncompleted key comparisons, connected to the Consultative Committees, have
reduced by half since the follow-up action was triggered by the JCRB, and reached a steady state
with an average number of 40 since 2020. However, the number of uncompleted supplementary
comparisons conducted by RMOs is roughly on the same level as in 2015, when this issue was
pointed out by the JCRB. At the 48th JCRB meeting, this issue was further discussed resulting in
action JCRB/48-2 (2024), where CCs and RMOs were requested to investigate the cause of delays
and actions to resolve them. Figure 4 illustrates the total number of incomplete comparisons that
are five years or older. A list of these comparisons is available in Appendix I.

Key Comparisons comparisons

Supplementary Comparisons
over 5 years

over 5 years
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Figure 4: Histogram showing the number of incomplete comparisons that
started more than 5 years ago.
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3. Participation of Associates of the CGPM in CIPM MRA activities
Table 7 summarizes the participation of the 37 Associates of the CGPM in CIPM MRA activities as of
01 September 2025.3 Bangladesh and Tanzania published their first CMCs during this reporting

period in mass and temperature measurements respectively.

. Published Greyed out Key Supplementary
Associate 5 i
CMCs CMCs Comparisons Comparisons

Albania 10 7 5
Azerbaijan 35 2 15
Bangladesh 5 3 4
Bolivia 26 2 19 35
Bosnia and Herzegovina 111 17 27
Botswana 3 1 20
Cambodia
CARICOM 1 1 23
Chinese Taipei 397 129 54
Cuba 113 6 23
Ethiopia 12 16
Georgia 65 7 19
Ghana 2 11
Hong Kong, China 355 123 35
Jamaica 22 7 12
Kuwait 3 6
Latvia 13 4 15 11
Luxembourg 10 6 3
Malta 3 3
Mauritius 2 14
Moldova, Republic of 84 6 23
Mongolia 23 7 5
Namibia 7
North Macedonia 21 10 12
Oman 1
Panama 38 8 25
Paraguay 14 2 21
Peru 113 36 49
Philippines 33 23 14
Qatar 2 5
Sri Lanka 2 11
Syrian Arab Republic 11

3 These numbers take into account all comparisons registered in the KCDB, disregarding status, for which at least one
laboratory of the Associate is listed in the participants list.

https://www.bipm.org/kcdb/ 10/ 22 v. 2025-03-31
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Tanzania 7 15
Uzbekistan 8 12 22
Viet Nam 31 39 7

Zambia 15 2 20
Zimbabwe 19 1 19
TOTAL 1562 37 523 583

Table 7: CIPM MRA activity of the Associates of the CGPM: number of published
CMCs and participation in key and supplementary comparisons.

The distribution of CMCs and comparisons among Associates is illustrated in Figure 5 and Figure 6
respectively.
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Figure 5: Graph showing the number of CMCs declared by Associates of the CGPM.
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Participation in comparisons
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Figure 6: Graph showing the participation of Associates of the CGPM in key and
supplementary comparisons.

4. System Performance

The analysis to compare the review duration of CMCs that have been completely processed using
the KCDB platform, is ongoing. The evaluation was started in March 2021 and an update is provided
in this September 2025 report. Statistical data on JCRB review durations for CMCs is also available
from the statistics menu of the KCDB platform. Figure 7 depicts a screenshot showing the average,
maximum and minimum duration from JCRB review to publication of CMCs, with the highest at 1557
days equivalent to almost four years.

Duration from the first CMC submission for JCRB review to publication in the KCDB by year
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=== Average
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Figure 7: A graph giving a snapshot on 1 September 2025 of the duration of the CMC
from JCRB review submission to publication as retrieved from the statistics menu of
the KCDB.
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Table 8 summarizes the JCRB review durations comparing the more recent data of CMCs processed
on the KCDB platform. The median days for the current reporting period, column ‘Sep. 2025’, have
decreased compared to the September 2024 and March 2025 reporting period. The average days
have reduced by 52 days from the March 2025 reporting period. The maximum JCRB review duration
for published CMCs rose to 1476 days. This was attributable to a single CMC, where otherwise, the
maximum review duration would have remained similar to the previous reporting period.

Sep. Mar. Sep. Mar. Sep. KCDB 2.0

2023 2024 2024 2025 2025 From 2020
Minimum 22 20 25 22 22 0
Median 71 69 144 146 121 106
Average 131 100 225 177 125 130
Maximum 665 1305 1069 1168 1476 1476

Table 8: JCRB review durations* in days for CMCs published within 6 month
reporting periods and since 1 January 2020.

Figure 8 illustrates an overview of median intra-RMO and JCRB review durations for CMCs published
between September 2024 and March 2025. Green bars represent the median intra-RMO review
duration per submitting RMO. GULFMET has a remarkably short duration for the intra-RMO reviews
compared to other RMOs. Blue bars represent the median JCRB review durations. All RMOs have
JCRB review durations comparable to the old KCDB system at about 120 days except for one that
has median duration of slightly over 170 days. An overall reduction in intra RMO and JCRB review
durations was observed compared to the September 2024 to March 2025 reporting period.

Intra-RMO review JCRB review
(Mar-Sep 2025) (Mar-Sep 2025)
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Figure 8: Review durations per RMO for CMCs published in the KCDB between
March and September 2025.

4 Durations depicted are from submission to approval. The time needed for publication may vary from a few
days to a longer if CMCs require additional processing before publication.
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Figure 9 illustrates an overview of median intra-RMO (green bars) and JCRB review durations (blue
bars) for CMCs processed on the KCDB platform since 2020. The right most column on both charts
shows the median value across all RMOs.

Intra-RMO reveiw JCRB review
(2020-Sep 2025) (2020-Sep 2025)
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Figure 9: Median review durations computed on CMCs processed in the KCDB
platform since 2020.

Figure 10 illustrates review durations across metrology areas. In the previous reporting period
(September 2024 to March 2025), intra-RMO reviews were completed in less than 105 days for all
metrology areas, except AUV and T, which recorded durations above 250 days. In the current
reporting period, (March to September 2025) AUV, EM, T, and TF each show median review
durations exceeding 200 days. JCRB review durations since 2020 remain below 150 days across all
areas, including QM which applies a special approval process of the CCQM KCWG. For CMCs
published in the last six months, JCRB review durations remain below 130 days in all metrology
areas. The long-term trend from 2020 to September 2025 still reflects a great improvement in JCRB
review durations for all metrology areas compared to the old system.
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Figure 10: Median review duration of CMCs where light bars represent CMCs
published during the last six months and dark bars since 2020 per metrology area.
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Table 9 shows the JCRB review duration for CMCs in the QM area. The median review duration has
steadily decreased, from 433 days in 2024 to 125 days in the current reporting period. However, it
should be noted that the 2025 review cycle was still ongoing at the time of this report. The median
duration of 145 days for CMCs processed since April 2021 remains unchanged from the previous
reporting period.

March 2024 - September 2024 - March 2025 - April 2021 -
September 2024 March 2025 September 2025 September 2025
433 196 125 145

Table 9: JCRB review durations in days for CMCs published in the QM area.

5. CMCs having the status “JCRB: Revision Requested” for more than six months.

During JCRB review, institutes may be required to revise their CMCs based on reviewer comments.
The revision process, guided by the document CIPM MRA-G-13, has no formal deadline with some
submitting institutes taking longer to act on them. This creates a scenario where the CMCs “hang”
at the JCRB review stage. This remains a concern and is still discussed by the JCRB. From the
September 2023 reporting period and subsequently based on the six-month cycle of the KCDB
report, analysis has been conducted on CMCs with status “JCRB: Revision Requested”. Figure 11
depicts the comparative numbers based on the year JCRB revision was requested, with visible
reduction for revision requests made in 2022 and 2023. 11 CMCs from 2020 and 58 from 2021
remain unprocessed. It is expected that the institutes responsible for the CMCs would revise and
resubmit them for voting or will withdraw them in the shortest time possible.

Number of CMCs with status revision requested for more
than 6 months
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I

o MEENN III I _

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total
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m Sep-23 Mar-24 Sep-24 Mar-25 mSep-25
Figure 11: Number of CMCs older than 6 months with status “JCRB Revision

requested” by year of submission.

Figure 12 lllustrates the analysis of the 182 CMCs that are hanging as of September 2025 per
submitting RMO and the spread per year of submission for JCRB review. SIM had a significant
contribution to the numbers in 2020 and 2022 while APMP had a significant contribution in 2021
and 2023. EURAMET and GULFMET have their highest numbers in 2024.
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CMCs older than 6 months with status "JCRB
Revision requested" by year of submission per
RMO
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Figure 12: Number of CMCs with status “JCRB Revision requested” by year of
submission, from each submitting RMO and older than 6 months

When the CMCs are analysed per metrology area, there is general diversity in the numbers with five
metrology areas having prominence. CMCs submitted in 2020 are dominated by AUV, 2021 is
dominated by PR with 25 and T and EM with 10 CMCs or more. QM and T have more than 10 CMCs
in 2022. 2023 has low numbers with the affected metrology area reporting less than 10 CMCs.
Finally, 2024 is dominated by AUV with more than 20 CMCs and M with 10 as shown in Figure 13.

CMCs older than 6 months with status "JCRB
Revision requested" by year of submission, per
metrology area
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Figure 13: Number of CMCs with status “JCRB Revision requested” by year of
submission, per metrology area and older than 6 months
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A few CMCs were sampled to identify the reasons for delays in action by the submitting institutes.
Most delays were due to unresolved technical comments, while some were linked to editorial issues
or missing evidence. The quality of intra-RMO reviews may also be a factor, as it influences both the
number and type of queries raised during the JCRB review phase. A high number of technical
comments may further reflect the complexity of certain metrology areas, where many CMCs remain
pending.

To address these issues, the JCRB recommended several mitigating actions. The first was for the
JCRB Executive Secretary to continue monitoring the status of CMCs and to provide biannual
analyses and reports to the JCRB. It was also recommended that CBKT technical exchanges continue
to raise awareness among CMC Writers on the requirements for successful publication. To
complement these exchanges, a three-point checklist was developed and uploaded to the KCDB to
guide writers. In addition, RMOs were advised to conduct thorough intra-RMO reviews to resolve
issues before CMCs are submitted to the JCRB.

Despite the implementation of these recommendations, monitoring activities still reveal issues
related to “Hanging CMCs.” Detailed case reviews show that these are often caused by CMC Writers
misunderstanding procedures or misinterpreting comments within the CMC review system.
Although the documents and videos on the KCDB clearly set out the procedures to follow when a
CMC is flagged for revision, inquiries from Writers suggest that these procedures need to be further
emphasised and made more widely known to prevent CMCs from entering a “Hanging” status. TC
Chairs should also take an active role in coordinating and monitoring efforts to reduce “Hanging
CMCs” within their regions.

6. Present Status of the BIPM KCDB

6.1 Guidance

The KCDB is complemented by a variety of guidance material, cf. https://www.bipm.org/en/about-
us/kcdb-help.html. During the last six months, the CBKT https://www.bipm.org/en/cbkt/ has
organized several online demonstrations, focused on different user profiles or requested needs.

6.2 Development

The KCDB software is supported by an Application Management contract, allowing correction of
anomalies and small adjustments to the software. During the last six months, the KCDB software has
been updated at a number of occasions following correction of anomalies and requests for
improvements reported by external users. Anomalies and suggestions for improvements may be
communicated by the users by completing the form BIPM/ILC-F-1.

The module for statistics on the JCRB review performance available from the KCDB web CMC statistic
module was upgraded. It now gives an indication of the number of CMCs that were reviewed per
RMO in addition to the loss of rights for CMCs published in the last twelve months.

Additionally, a new workflow for publishing final comparison reports is in the process of being
adopted, considering that from 13" November 2025, reports will no longer be published by IOPP as
Metrologia Technical Supplements. The KCDB Office is working with its external service provider and
the BIPM webmaster to update the comparison back-office for implementation of the new service.
This work entails ensuring comparison reports are citable with assigned DOI.
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6.3 Quality System

The Quality System underpinning the maintenance and operation of the KCDB was updated. An
internal quality audit of the KCDB was carried out on the 17™ and 18" of June 2025. In response to
recent customer satisfaction survey, the KCDB Office is currently developing specifications for
improving the accessibility and usability of the comment tool used by CMC writers to address review
comments. The next customer satisfaction survey is to be launched in April 2026.

7. BIPM KCDB and digitalization

Since the establishment of the Forum-MD the number of suggestions and requests for the KCDB
office has increased, in line with the strategic objective of making the KCDB FAIR and eventually
machine-actionable. Some of the suggestions require substantial work by the KCDB team and
external contractors. They were therefore prioritized in collaboration with the Forum-MD and JCRB
and scheduled for 2025. Suggested improvements are as follows:

e Expansion of the Application Programming Interface for the KCDB (API KCDB) query to the
record of CMCs no longer published. The updated version of the KCDB APl has been
developed and is in the final phase of validation.

e Expansion of the KCDB API for comparisons which will allow external users to query
information on comparison and collect machine readable data. The final requirements for
metadata will be determined in consultation with the Consultative Committtees.
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APPENDIX | List of uncompleted comparisons older than 5 years
a) Key Comparisons

Indicated measurement date

KC identifier Status as of 01 September 2025
Start year End year

APMP.AUV.U-K3 2018 2019 Measurements completed
APMP.EM.RF-K8.CL 2012 2013 Measurements completed
APMP.EM-K5.1 2010 2013 Waiting for approval
APMP.M.FF-K6.2018 2018 2019 Report in progress, draft B
APMP.M.F-K3.a 2013 2017 Measurements completed
APMP.M.F-K3.b 2019 2020 Measurements completed
APMP.M.P-K15 2013 2014 Report in progress, draft B
APMP.M.P-K4 2018 2019 Report in progress, draft B
APMP.PR-K3.a.1 2006 2006 Measurements completed
APMP.QM-K90 2018 2019 Measurements completed
APMP.T-K4.2 2018 2019 Report in progress, draft B
APMP.T-K6.2013 2015 2021 Report in progress, draft A
APMP.T-K9 2017 2018 Report in progress, draft A
CCEM-K5.2017 2018 2020 Measurements in progress
CCEM-K6.a.2018 2018 NULL Report in progress, draft A
CCEM-K6.c.2018 2018 NULL Report in progress, draft A
CCEM-K9.2018 2018 NULL Report in progress, draft A
CCL-K4.n01 2015 2017 Report in progress, draft B
CCM.D-K5 2018 2023 Report in progress, draft A
CCM.F-K2.a.2 2019 2019 Report in progress, draft B
CCM.F-K3.1 2017 2018 Measurements completed
CCM.P-K4.2012.1 2019 2019 Protocol complete
CCPR-K2.a.2016 2017 2019 Measurements in progress
CCPR-K2.b.2016 2016 2017 Measurements completed
CCPR-K4.2017 2017 2018 Report in progress, draft A
CCPR-K5.2019 2019 2020 Protocol complete
CCQM-K26.b.2019 2019 2019 Measurements in progress
CCRI(11)-K2.Tc-99 2012 2013 Report in progress, draft B
CCT-K1.1 2006 2014 Report in progress, draft A
CCT-K2.2 2014 2021 Measurements in progress
CCT-K6.1 2008 2010 Report in progress, draft A
COOMET.L-K4.2021 2015 2021 Report in progress, draft A
COOMET.T-K9.1 2018 2019 Measurements in progress
EURAMET.EM-K5.2018 2019 2020 Report in progress, draft A
EURAMET.M.D-K5 2018 2023 Report in progress, draft A
EURAMET.M.F-K3 2013 2021 Report in progress, draft B
EURAMET.PR-K6.2015 2016 2018 Measurements in progress
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EURAMET.PR-K6.2015.1 2018 2019 Measurements in progress
GULFMET.T-K9 2017 2017 Measurements in progress
SIM.M.FF-K4.1.2017 2017 2022 Measurements in progress
SIM.RI(I)-K1.2019 2019 2021 Measurements in progress
SIM.RI(1)-K4.2019 2019 2021 Measurements in progress

b) Supplementary Comparisons

Indicated measurement date

SC identifier Status as of 01 September 2025
Start year End year
AFRIMETS.M.P-S2 2017 2022 Measurements in progress
AFRIMETS.T-S6 2018 2019 Planned
AFRIMETS.T-S7 2018 2020 Measurements in progress
APMP.EM.RF-S5.CL 2013 2015 Protocol complete
APMP.EM-S16 2018 2019 Planned
APMP.M.FF-S2.2016 2016 2017 Report in progress, draft B
APMP.PR-S5 2008 2009 Measurements in progress
APMP.PR-S7 2019 2023 Measurements completed
APMP.PR-S8 2015 2017 Report in progress, draft B
APMP.QM-S18 2019 2023 Protocol complete
APMP.T-S10 2013 2013 Planned
APMP.T-S11 2013 2016 Report in progress, draft A
APMP.T-S12 2013 2019 Report in progress, draft A
APMP.T-S13 2014 2016 Report in progress, draft A
APMP.T-S14 2017 2017 Measurements in progress
APMP.T-S17 2018 2019 Measurements completed
APMP.T-S8 2011 2015 Measurements completed
APMP.T-S9 2013 2013 Measurements in progress
CCRI(I1)-S15 2019 2020 Measurements in progress
CCRI(11)-S9 2011 2011 Report in progress, draft A
CCRI(11)-S1 2017 2022 Measurements in progress
CCT-S3 2007 2008 Report in progress, draft B
COOMET.AUV.A-S3 2019 2020 Protocol complete
COOMET.EM-S10 2010 2012 Waiting for approval
COOMET.EM-S19 2015 2017 Report in progress, draft A
COOMET.L-S20 2016 2016 Report in progress, draft A
COOMET.L-S23 2019 2020 Waiting for approval
COOMET.L-S24 2019 2020 Report in progress, draft B
COOMET.L-S26 2019 2021 Measurements in progress
COOMET.L-S27 2019 2021 Waiting for approval
COOMET.M.FF-S6 2018 2019 Measurements in progress
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COOMET.M.FF-S7 2018 2019 Measurements completed
COOMET.M.H-S2 2014 2016 Report in progress, draft A
COOMET.M.M-S3 2016 2017 Measurements in progress
COOMET.M.P-S3 2017 2018 Measurements in progress
COOMET.PR-S10 2016 2017 Report in progress, draft A
EURAMET.L-S2.3.n01 2018 2021 Report in progress, draft B
EURAMET.M.F-S2 2012 2013 Measurements in progress
EURAMET.M.T-S5 2018 2019 Planned

EURAMET.PR-S4 2012 2013 Measurements completed
EURAMET.QM-S13 2019 2020 Report in progress, draft A
EURAMET.TF-S1 2019 2021 Measurements completed
EURAMET.T-S7 2018 2019 Report in progress, draft B
GULFMET.T-S1 2017 2018 Report in progress, draft A
SIM.M.F-S7 2018 2019 Measurements completed
SIM.M.F-S8 2018 2018 Measurements completed
SIM.M.F-S9 2019 2019 Planned

SIM.M.M-S19 2019 2019 Report in progress, draft B
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