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General information

Date and place of the Fifteenth Conference

In accordance with the provisions of Article X of OIML B 1:1968 Convention establishing an
International Organization of Legal Metrology, the Conference shall meet at least every six years on
the summons of the President of the International Committee of Legal Metrology.

Since there were no invitations from Member States to host the Fifteenth Conference, it was proposed
at the 50th CIML Meeting in 2016 that the International Bureau of Legal Metrology (BIML) should
organize it in France.

Consequently, the President of the International Committee of Legal Metrology convoked the
Fifteenth Conference which was held on 19 & 20 October 2016 at the Strasbourg Convention and
Exhibition Center, Strasbourg, France.

Organization of the Conference

The Conference was organized by the International Bureau of Legal Metrology (BIML).

Secretariat — Language
Secretariat services were provided by the BIML.

Discussions were held in English with simultaneous interpretation into French.

Festivities outside Conference hours

Conference participants were invited to attend an OIML reception.
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Summons and invitations

The President of the International Committee of Legal Metrology summoned the Member States of the
Organization to the Conference, and invited Corresponding Members and certain International and

Regional Institutions to attend; lists of those invited are given below.

ALBANIA
ALGERIA
AUSTRALIA
AUSTRIA
BELARUS
BELGIUM
BRAZIL
BULGARIA
CAMEROON
CANADA
COLOMBIA
CROATIA
CUBA
CYPRUS
CZECH REPUBLIC
DENMARK
EGYPT
FINLAND
FRANCE
GERMANY
GREECE

Member States

HUNGARY
INDIA
INDONESIA
IRAN

IRELAND
ISRAEL

ITALY

JAPAN
KAZAKHSTAN
KENYA
KOREA (R.)
MACEDONIA (F.Y.R.)
MONACO
MOROCCO
NETHERLANDS
NEW ZEALAND
NORWAY

P.R. CHINA
PAKISTAN
POLAND
PORTUGAL

ROMANIA
RUSSIAN FEDERATION
SAUDI ARABIA
SERBIA
SLOVAKIA
SLOVENIA

SOUTH AFRICA
SPAIN

SRI LANKA
SWEDEN
SWITZERLAND
TANZANIA
THAILAND
TUNISIA

TURKEY

UNITED KINGDOM
UNITED STATES
VIET NAM
ZAMBIA
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ANGOLA
ARGENTINA
AZERBAIJAN
BAHRAIN
BANGLADESH
BARBADOS
BENIN

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA
BOTSWANA
CAMBODIA
CHINESE TAIPEI
COSTA RICA
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
ESTONIA

FIJI

GABON
GEORGIA
GHANA
GUATEMALA
GUINEA

HONG KONG
ICELAND

Corresponding Members

IRAQ

JORDAN
KOREA (D.P.R.)
KYRGYZSTAN
KUWAIT
LATVIA
LIBERIA
LIBYA
LITHUANIA
LUXEMBURG
MADAGASCAR
MALAWI
MALAYSIA
MALTA
MAURITIUS
MEXICO
MOLDOVA
MONGOLIA
MONTENEGRO
MOZAMBIQUE
NAMIBIA
NEPAL

OMAN
PANAMA

PAPUA NEW GUINEA
PARAGUAY

PERU

QATAR

RWANDA

SEYCHELLES

SIERRA LEONE
SINGAPORE

SUDAN

SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC
TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO
UEMOA

UGANDA

UKRAINE

UNITED ARAB EMIRATES
URUGUAY

UZBEKISTAN

YEMEN

ZIMBABWE
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AFRIMETS

APLMF

AQUA

ASEAN

BIPM

CECIP

CECOD

CEN

COCERAL

CODEX ALIMENTARIUS
CONSUMERS INTERNATIONAL
COOMET

ESMIG

EURAMET

EUREAU
EURELECTRIC/UNIPEDE

Institutions in Liaison

EUROFLOUR
FACOGAZ
FAO

FIVS

GSO

IAEA

IAF

IEC

IFCC

IGC

IICA

IIF

ILAC
IMEKO
ISO

ITC

IUPAC
IUPAP

IWA
MARCOGAZ
o1V
ORGALIME
SEAFDEC
SIM
SYNACOMEX
UNCITRAL
UNCTAD
UNIDO

WCO
WELMEC
WTO

WWTG
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Agenda

Opening — Roll call — Approval of the agenda
Election of the Conference President and Vice-Presidents

1 Approval of the minutes of the 14th Conference

2 Report on the work of the CIML (2013-2016)
2.1 Report by the CIML President

3 Report on the work of the BIML (2013-2016)
3.1 Organization, management and staff of the BIML
3.2 Liaisons with other organizations
3.3 Technical work and management of OIML systems
3.4  Activities relating to the OIML Certificate Systems

3.5 Activities relating to CEEMS (Countries and Economies with Emerging
Metrology Systems)

4 Report on the 2013-2016 financial period
4.1 Developments during the reporting period
4.2 Surpluses

Approval of the accounts for 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015
Sanctioning of OIML publications
Member States’ contributory classes and the base contributory share for 2017-2020

Budget for the 2017-2020 financial period
8.1 Member State contribution

@R 3 S W

8.2  Corresponding Member fee
8.3  Tariffs for services provided by the OIML
8.4  Proposed budget for the 2017-2020 financial period

9 Examination of the situation of Member States in arrears
9.1 Overview of Members in arrears and actions taken

10  Interpretation of the OIML Convention
10.1 Proposal for an interpretation of the Convention

11 Date and venue of the next Conference
12 Any other business

13 Review of Conference resolutions

Annex A Audited accounts for 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015

Annex B Member State classification review

Annex C Proposed budget for the 2017-2020 financial period

Annex D Report on publications approved by the CIML since the 14th Conference

Resolutions
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Opening

Mr. Patoray called the meeting to order. He said that as BIML Director, he would be the secretary of
this, the 15th Conference, and welcomed everyone to Strasbourg. He hoped the meeting would remain
on schedule, thus allowing delegates some time to relax later in the day, and possibly look round the
city. During that time the Bureau would be preparing the final information for the meeting the
following day. He added that there was no opening speech for the Conference, and the roll call would
take place just before the first vote.

Roll call

Mr. Dunmill informed Members that according to the Convention the quorum for a Conference was
two thirds of the number of Member States. There were 61 OIML Member States so the quorum
would be 41.

The roll call was then taken. There was found to be a quorum, with 50 countries present.

Approval of the agenda

The agenda had been available to delegates since the early part of July, so Mr. Patoray considered they
should have had a chance to review it.

He asked delegates to note that item 13 was entitled “Approval of Conference resolutions”, but that
the meeting would be conducted in such a way that the votes on each resolution would already have
been taken and approved immediately after each one had been discussed. Item 13, the last item, would
therefore be changed to “Review of Conference resolutions” to make sure that everything was in order
and correct before closing the meeting.

Since there would be a number of votes taking place during the course of the meeting, Mr. Patoray
asked that everyone be present the whole time. As no proxies are allowed during a Conference, he
requested that if a delegate was the voting member of his or her delegation, and had to leave during the
course of the meeting, they should announce their absence to the BIML staff at the back of the room,
and also let them know when they came back. In this way, the Bureau could keep track of the quorum
and the number of attendees in the room. There were no other comments on the agenda.

Before proceeding, Mr. Patoray also asked that if a delegate wished to comment, they should first state
their name and their country.
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Election of the Conference President and Vice-Presidents

The next item was the election of the Conference President and two Vice-Presidents as required in the
Convention. There had been a suggestion made during the CIML meeting that for the Conference,
Mrs. Corinne Lagauterie should be appointed as Conference President, and that because of their
experience in running such meetings and their familiarity with the organization of the Conference, the
two Vice-Presidents should be Mr. Alan Johnston and Mr. Peter Mason. There were no comments.
There were no abstentions. There were no votes against the proposal. The newly elected Conference
President and two Vice-Presidents were then invited to the table.

Opening remarks by the Conference President

Mrs. Lagauterie formally greeted everyone, specifically the Director of the BIML, the CIML
President, delegates and other members present. She reminded delegates of the message of welcome
and support given by Mme. Danielle Giuganti at the beginning of the CIML meeting, who had
expressed the hope that the meeting would be a success. Mrs. Lagauterie thanked everyone for the
confidence they had placed in her in nominating her as President of the Conference. She stated that she
had been Director of metrology in France, and its CIML Member for five years, but knew that many
delegates would also be aware of her long history and wide experience in working with the OIML. She
wanted to take the opportunity to remind delegates of just how many areas involved metrology and
how rich and interesting a subject it was. It had to meet society’s needs and continually adapt to new
technology. This meant that it was necessary to exchange opinions and experience, notably within the
OIML. They had to regulate, test and certify instruments, and to control them once they were in
service, as well as to train metrologists to do this. She said that she was not only thinking of colleagues
within the OIML, with whom she had learnt, but also all the young metrologists who were in training
at the moment. She said that delegates had seen some examples of the new metrology schools which
were appearing in many places. Although she did not want to take up any more time with her
introduction, she wanted to emphasize that she would remain available to talk to all those who wanted
to know more about legal metrology in France. She hoped everyone would have a good meeting.

1  Approval of the minutes of the 14th Conference

Now that the agenda had been approved, Mrs. Lagauterie wanted to move straight to item 1 which was
the approval of the minutes of the 14th Conference, and she referred this matter to Mr. Patoray. As
Mr. Patoray was occupied, Mr. Dunmill said he would respond. He confirmed that the minutes of the
14th Conference had been made available on the OIML website shortly after the Conference, and he
asked if delegates had any comments on them. There were no comments. The minutes of the 14th
Conference were approved.

2 Report on the work of the CIML (2013-2016)

2.1 Report by the CIML President

Mrs. Lagauterie moved on to item 2, the report on the activities of the CIML between 2013 and 2016,
and said that this would be provided by the CIML President, Mr. Peter Mason.

Mr. Mason stated that the report he would be giving had already been circulated in both English and
French. He wished to read it into the minutes, and to modify it slightly to bring it completely up to
date, because since the time it had been circulated, there had been another CIML meeting, and indeed
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meetings of the RLMOs Round Table and of the CEEMS Advisory Group, and he would be referring
to some of these developments.

Mr. Mason reported that the four years since the 14th Conference in Bucharest had seen the effective
completion of the program of internal management and financial reforms which the organization had
been in the middle of at the time of the last Conference, and hence there had been a move back to a
more outward facing focus of attention. In the process, he believed the organization had gone from
strength to strength, both in terms of membership, and in terms of its resilience and effectiveness. In
terms of membership the organization now had 61 Member States following the accession of
Colombia, Zambia and Thailand and the re-admission of the Republic of Cameroon. Another country
had deposited an instrument of accession and the formalities of admission were currently being
finalized. In addition, the Organization now had 65 Corresponding Members, so it was continuing to
extend its global reach. The only change in CIML office holders during the period had been that in
2013, following the retirement of Dr. Graham Harvey as CIML Member for Australia, Dr. Yukinobu
Miki had been elected to serve as Second Vice-President for a six-year term. At the 50th CIML
Meeting in 2015, and following a previous decision not to seek alternative candidates, the contract of
Mr. Stephen Patoray as Director of the Bureau had been renewed for a three-year term (rather than
five years) at his own request.

Mr. Mason stated that in 2013, the revised BIML Staff Regulations (OIML B 7) had been approved,
and this had effectively completed the internal modernization of the way the Bureau operated. The
process of repairing and modernizing the Bureau’s offices in Paris, which had been highlighted at the
last Conference, had taken rather longer to complete than had been anticipated, because additional
problems had been found, which had inevitably involved extra expense. As a result, the disruption
which had been caused by the extensive building work had continued into 2015. The effort had proved
wholly justified however, as it had succeeded in safeguarding the organization’s principal asset, which
had been at risk through dilapidation. As a bonus, the BIML had been able to introduce greatly
improved working facilities, not least a new conference center, which allowed the Organization to
make savings since it no longer had to pay for external meeting facilities in Paris for some meetings
such as those of the Presidential Council.

Mr. Mason considered that the benefits of the greater level of financial control could be seen not only
in the way the refurbishment of the rue Turgot building had been accomplished, but also in a very
favorable report following a further management audit which had been carried out in October 2012 by
an external auditor of the Cours des Comptes. The tighter financial control had also enabled the
organization to deal with the additional challenges which could arise over a four-year period. In this
case it had been the difficulty that had been faced in securing acceptable venues for the annual CIML
meetings, which had led to the two most recent CIML meetings being organized in France by the
Bureau. The longer-term implications of this would need to be considered when the budget was set for
the next four-year period. As the refurbishment of the Paris headquarters had been completed,
attention had increasingly turned to updating the organization’s information technology, its
communication system, and its security system. All of these were essential for an international
organization seeking to follow best practice in making information readily available to its members
and to others who had an interest in its work. Starting with the redesign of the OIML website, there
had been the progressive introduction of more interactive tools, which had culminated in the
introduction of the PG (Project Group) workspace facility in 2015. As a result of this, the Organization
now had a set of sophisticated new tools which were able to support improved, and much more
efficient, ways of working. One specific advantage of these tools was the greater opportunity they
offered to CIML Members themselves, or their appointed representatives, termed “Assignees”, to
monitor the progress of the work they were involved in and to register electronic votes.

In terms of the outward-facing work carried out by the CIML and the Bureau, Mr. Mason said that the
Organization had continued to be guided by the OIML Strategy adopted in 2012. That strategy had
focused on the set of outcomes that it sought to achieve. These were, as he recalled:
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e firstly, producing standards and documents which could form the basis of advances in legal
metrology;

e secondly, operating arrangements which would underpin higher levels of confidence in trade
between Member States, such as the OIML certificates;

e thirdly, exercising influence among other organizations whose work affected the way legal
metrology was conducted;

e fourthly, providing support for the Organization’s members in the worldwide legal metrology
community; and

e finally, by promoting a better understanding of the role of legal metrology in strengthening the
economies of the Organization’s Member States.

In adopting priorities for the Organization’s activities however, he considered that there were three
areas that had emerged as being particularly important. The first of these was the need to speed up and
make more efficient the process of producing and revising its Recommendations and its other
publications. Secondly it had become apparent that the Organization needed to make substantial
changes to the OIML Certificate Systems if they were to be more widely used and to cover more types
of instrument. Finally, there had been a need to establish a clear way forward on meeting the needs of
the Organization’s members, including the Corresponding Members, which had emerging metrology
systems.

Mr. Mason said that the core work of the OIML in producing Recommendations and Documents had
of course continued, as shown by the number of publications that this Conference would be asked to
sanction, but for some years there had been some concern at what appeared to be a reduction in the
quantity of technical work being carried out. This was most notably shown by the reduced numbers of
meetings of Technical Committees, Subcommittees and Project Groups, and by the very long time it
had been taking for some projects to be completed. This was obviously a major concern, as all of the
OIML’s other activities, such as providing the framework for its own Certificate Systems, liaising with
other international organizations, and providing support to the worldwide legal metrology community,
were all founded on the quality of its technical work. Two complementary approaches had been
adopted in an endeavor to speed up the way in which the technical work was carried out.

The first was the increased use of web-based technology, as already noted, so that views and ideas
could be shared in an inclusive and transparent way, and clear decisions could be taken, with less
reliance on traditional meetings. The second was through improvements in the Organization’s
procedures for conducting technical work, and in B 6 Directives for OIML technical work. He said that
delegates would recall that at the 14th Conference, a report had been made on the major revision of the
Directives represented by OIML B 6-1 and B 6-2:2011. The plan at the time had been to refine the
new procedures in the light of experience of their use, and a number of changes had been introduced in
a revision of B 6-1 in 2013. However, in 2015 it had become clear that there were still some
unresolved issues, and more generally that it had not been sufficient simply to introduce new
technology, but the Organization needed to make sure that its rules and procedures were updated to
reflect the new ways of working. It had therefore been concluded at the 50th CIML Meeting that a
further limited review of B 6 would be justified, and a Project Group, consisting mainly of CIML
Members, and with Mr. Mason himself acting as convener, had been established to carry out this
review. The Project Group was very confident that a revised B 6 would be ready for approval at the
2017 CIML meeting.

The second priority which had emerged was the future of the OIML’s Certificate Systems. This issue
had had its origins in the seminar which had been held alongside the 48th CIML Meeting in 2013. The
issue had originally been considered to be “how to render the Mutual Acceptance Arrangement
(MAA) more successful”, but as work had progressed, it had become increasingly clear that it would
be better to re-think the Organization’s approach to both the Basic Certificate System and to the MAA.
Having considered the conclusions of the various task groups set up in 2013, the CIML had agreed in
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2015 that the right way forward was to introduce a single OIML Certification System with two
schemes. The key to introducing a new system was that the Organization needed an agreement on a
new Draft Basic Publication replacing both B 3 and B 10. It was this new Draft Basic Publication
which had been submitted to the CIML for approval earlier in the week. He was pleased to say that it
had been approved, and that there was now a clear set of instructions to everyone involved about
setting up the new system, with a view to it’s coming into operation at the beginning of 2018.

Central to this arrangement was the proposal to place much of the responsibility of the running of the
OIML Certification System in the hands of a new Management Committee, supported by a dedicated
Executive Secretary within the Bureau. This was a feature which had been based on models which the
Project Group had found to be successful in other international organizations. A major concern of the
Project Group in developing the Basic Publication had been how to strike the right balance between
proper oversight by the CIML and the practical authority which the Management Committee needed to
operate effectively. Mr. Mason was pleased to report that when the CIML had considered the
proposals, it had agreed that the Project Group had struck the right balance, at least in the material that
had been developed so far, and was prepared to approve the Draft Basic Publication, as well as the
new arrangements, on that basis. The consequence of this was that a provisional Management
Committee would be established, although there would be provision for the CIML to have a further
look at the new Basic Publication, as well as the precise framework which would be introduced, at its
next meeting, because as he had highlighted, the new system itself would be expected to come into full
operation on 1 January 2018.

The third priority that Mr. Mason had mentioned had been one which had been the subject of a great
deal of debate and discussion at the 14th Conference, namely the challenge of providing developing
countries with the support they were looking for within the constraints of the OIML Convention and
the resources available to the OIML. He felt that there had been various attempts over the years to find
the right formula for addressing the needs of this community, but he considered the organization had
now started to make real progress. A key development was the initiative that had been taken in 2013
by the then CIML Member for China, Mr. Pu Changcheng, to propose an Advisory Group, which
would be able to harness the resources, both within the Bureau and within the Chinese administration,
needed to develop a package of proposals which could be implemented as part of an overall OIML
strategy. One of the first changes the Organization had seen as a result of this initiative had been a
switch from thinking in terms of “developing countries”, to talking of “Countries and Economies with
Emerging Metrology Systems (CEEMS)”. Breaking the link with ideas based on GDP per capita had
allowed the Organization to broaden its focus, and he considered that this approach to considering the
needs of this community was now being studied by other international organizations. A second
element of the approach adopted by the Advisory Group had been the approach based on gathering
ideas from CEEMS countries themselves through systematic surveys. Even more important had been
bringing together that community in two major seminars, held in Chengdu and then in Arcachon, last
year. Using the experience of winners of the OIML Award for Excellent Achievement in Legal
Metrology in Developing Countries, and supported by some limited funding from the special fund set
up by the 14th Conference, the Organization had been able to bring together a wide range of
viewpoints and draw up a comprehensive package of measures set out in a CIML resolution which
contained concrete proposals that both the OIML and others could take. The Conference would be
discussing more about this Resolution 2015/10 later in the Conference. One of the specific proposals
mentioned in the 2015 resolution had been the development of pilot training centers. Two very
successful centers had been initiated in China earlier this year, and the Conference would also be
hearing more details about these later in the proceedings. One of the most important features of the
approach adopted in 2015 had been the focus on cooperating with others, and on bilateral cooperation
with individual Member States. The Organization was continuing to look for other ideas on how to
take this forward. Mr. Mason was pleased to say that during the discussions earlier in the week, a
number of other Member States had come forward to indicate their interest in being involved in
initiatives of this kind, and he thought this was a very encouraging development.
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In the longer term, the Organization had also considered whether there was a need to establish its work
on CEEMS matters on a more formal basis. This issue had first been addressed by the meeting of the
Advisory Group on Monday, and then during the discussion at the CIML meeting held immediately
before this Conference. He could report that the broad conclusion of both of those discussions had
been that the Advisory Group mechanism should be retained, that it should retain its current status, but
that there were a few things that could be done both to encourage more active membership and
introduce a greater degree of formality into the way the group operated. Again, he would be saying
more about this in a later item.

Cooperation with other organizations was not, of course, confined to CEEMS issues. One of the major
topics of debate in 2012 had been the relationship with the BIPM. Mr. Mason was pleased to see that
the Director of the BIPM, Dr. Martin Milton, was present. He would be known to many delegates, and
Mr. Mason hoped that they would take the opportunity of talking with him during the course of the
Conference, and particularly during the breaks. Mr. Mason was pleased to report that cooperation
between the two organizations was now closer and stronger than ever. Some of the more ambitious
ideas that had been considered four years ago had been shelved while the BIPM had embarked on its
own significant program of internal reform, however it was now becoming the norm for the two
organizations to work together on such initiatives such as World Metrology Day and to identify
various projects and events where one organization was able to represent the interests of the other. The
other area of cooperation which was particularly important was that of cooperation with the Regional
Legal Metrology Organizations. Finding the right balance between the activities that needed to be
addressed at the global level, and those that are better tackled though regional cooperation was a
challenge which was faced by all the metrology, standardization and accreditation bodies. The
formation of the CEEMS Advisory Group had probably made it easier to think clearly about how best
to consider the regional dimension, and Mr. Mason was pleased to report that the RMLOs had
continued to support their annual Round Table meeting, which now met in conjunction with the CIML
meeting under the chairmanship of the CIML Second Vice-President, Dr. Miki. The organization had
also continued to develop its relationships with colleagues outside the legal metrology community.
Relationships with ISO, IEC, ILAC and IAF were particularly strong, and this was important because
in many parts of the world there was an increasing recognition of how metrology, along with
standardization, accreditation and conformity assessment, worked together to provide an economy’s
quality infrastructure, which was itself vital in promoting confidence in both regulation and
commercial transactions. The role of international organizations in promoting international regulatory
cooperation had also come under scrutiny recently with a major OECD report on this subject, which
was due to be published in November. The OIML had played an active role in the OECD report and
had provided one of the case studies on which the report had been based.

In summary, Mr. Mason felt that delegates now had an organization which was well equipped for the
future, and whose contribution to economic development and trade was increasingly recognized
outside the legal metrology community. The Organization’s model, which depended heavily on the
resources provided by the authorities in its Member States, had shown itself to be flexible and
adaptable, and he believed there were good reasons to be looking forward to the next four years with
considerable confidence.

Mr. Mason thanked delegates for their attention, and said he was happy to take questions if anyone
had any, on the basis of his report.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked the CIML President for his very detailed report. It had been very precise and
had demonstrated all the activities that had taken place in the last four years. He had also talked about
the latest developments from the week’s meetings. She asked whether there were any questions, and
there were none.
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3  Report on the work of the BIML (2013-2016)

Mrs. Lagauterie then moved onto Item 3 which concerned the Bureau’s activities BIML between 2013
and 2016; she asked Mr. Patoray to present his report.

3.1 Organization, management and staff of the BIML

Mr. Patoray said that this was his second Conference, but it would also be his last. As a consequence,
he felt a bit emotional, and the year itself had been quite an emotional year. He said that most
delegates had heard about, and seen, evidence of this over the past two days. He said that there had
been many notable events as well. The current staff had been working very well as a team, and he was
very pleased to say that the improvements to the main parts of the Bureau’s infrastructure had now
been completed; delegates would hear more details about this during the meeting. The website tools
which had been talked about, and which many of the delegates had been interviewed about in
Bucharest, had now been implemented and were being used by delegates in their roles as CIML
Members, secretariats and conveners in the technical work, as well as by many other participants in
the technical work. The work on the website would continue as both technology, and the Bureau’s
own knowledge of what was needed, improved.

Mr. Patoray said that his report was a bit difficult because most delegates had already been present for
two days, and although he did not want to repeat information, he emphasized that this was a very
different meeting from the CIML meeting, so some of the information would need to be repeated,
especially since the Conference only met every four years. He was trying to give a summary of the
progress that had been made, and of the different things that been done in those four years. He said
that sometimes the year in which the Bureau had completed certain tasks was difficult to remember, as
most of the time he said he was already looking forward to the next year or even the next week.

At 31 December 2012, after the 14th Conference in Bucharest, there were nine staff members
including two Assistant Directors. A notable event that had taken place in 2013 was that Mr. Ian
Dunmill’s contract had been renewed for five years. As Mr. Mason had indicated, Mr. Patoray’s own
contract had been renewed for three years at his own request, and he would be completing his term at
the end of 2018. On 12 February 2016 after a short but intense battle against cancer, Mr. Willem Kool
had passed away.

Based on the work that needed to be carried out, it was clear that the Bureau still needed the nine posts
identified, but there were no current plans to increase that number. The BIML would therefore remain
at nine staff with the replacement of an Assistant Director, and the CIML would be forming a
Selection Committee to look for that replacement, so that the Bureau could get back to a full
complement of staff. This meant that at present there was a Director, one Assistant Director and seven
full time staff members, but they had been very fortunate to have had the opportunity to engage
Mr. Gilles Vinet from Canada, who had worked with Measurement Canada, to provide assistance with
tracking the progress of technical work and updating the technical data on the website. He continued
that, as Mr. Mason had indicated, there had been a need to improve the speed of the organization’s
work.

The Bureau had also contracted Mr. Paul Dixon on a “specific task of limited duration”. This was a
rather interesting expression that came from OIML B 7 Staff regulations, and Paul Dixon would be
with the Bureau on a full-time basis until the end of December 2017. This was not a secondment, as
the Bureau was reimbursing the UK government for Paul Dixon’s time, but he was working full-time
for the BIML, and his main focus had been the new OIML Certification System. Many delegates had
seen the amount of work that had been completed in a short period of time because he had been able to
dedicate himself full-time to the job. From now on he would only be working part-time on the
Certification System, as there were many other projects for him to work on.
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A revision of OIML B 7 BIML Staff Regulations had been completed, and this revised Basic
Publication had been approved by the CIML in 2013. Mr. Patoray considered that this had been a
major change in the way the Bureau worked, as Mr. Mason had already indicated. After many
discussions, a revision of OIML B 6 Directives for OIML technical work had been approved in 2013.
This approval had been subject to additional amendments mentioned in the report of the ad hoc group
on the revision of B 6. Since then, a new revision of B 6 had been started, and work on this was
currently in progress.

As Mr. Mason had indicated, Mr. Patoray said there had been a follow-up audit of the BIML by Mrs.
Marie-Pierre Cordier which had been completed in late October 2012, after the CIML meeting in
Bucharest. Mr. Patoray showed Delegates an excerpt from her report, indicating that she considered
that the BIML was now under control and that expenditures were being monitored in a satisfactory
way. This was a change from the situation in 2010, which she considered had been brought about in a
tight time schedule since Mr. Patoray’s appointment in 2011. He hoped this progress would carry on in
the future. Mr. Patoray said he had taken a great interest in the audit as he had been an auditor himself.
He was specifically interested in how it had been conducted, and in the items that were identified for
audit. As he had started at the Bureau after the initial audit had been completed, he had not had the
opportunity to participate in it, so he considered he was being audited on the improvements made
since the initial audit. He was pleased that Mrs. Cordier had been able to find improvements after his
short tenure at the Bureau.

During the time of the previous Director, a lawsuit had been filed against the BIML, and this had been
working its way through the tribunal system of the International Labor Organization (ILO). A decision
in favor of the OIML had been obtained, however since the ILO had considered there was merit to the
lawsuit the OIML had had to pay 20 000 EUR to the ILO and 10 000 EUR in attorney’s fees.

Mr. Patoray showed delegates a final slide summarizing the notable events over the last four years,
which included the changes to the BIML team, the improvements made to the Bureau’s infrastructure,
and the changes to the website tools now being used by Members. He asked if there were any
questions, but there were none.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Patoray for his presentation. She said delegates shared his emotions, and
were grateful to him and the staff for having borne the sad situation so well. She again asked if there
were any questions.

Mr. Alejandro Giraldo Lopez from Colombia wanted to thank Mr. Patoray for his four years of hard
work. He considered that Mr. Patoray had helped to develop countries which were changing the way
in which they were organized, and had helped them to join the OIML and to understand and create
legal metrology systems in these countries. He thought that Mr. Patoray had been working hard for the
developing countries and wanted this to be recognized.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Lopez for his comment, and added her congratulations to Colombia for
joining the OIML. There were no further comments.

3.2 Liaisons with other organizations

Mr. Dunmill said his presentation would consist of a reminder of some of the organizations which the
OIML worked with, and of some of the activities that it conducted with those organizations, in order
to show the Conference how the OIML interacted with other organizations. It would not be a complete
list of all the organizations that the OIML worked with, but would give the Conference an overview,
and delegates could find more details in the various reports on liaison activities which had been
presented at each of the CIML meetings since the 14th Conference in Bucharest. He pointed out that a
list of the Memoranda of Understanding (MoUs) that the OIML had with other organizations was
available on the OIML website. He considered that what was interesting was that the participation and
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cooperation with other organizations happened at different levels. The OIML had close technical
cooperation with some, but others were at the more strategic level.

Firstly, Mr. Dunmill emphasized that the OIML had a very close liaison with the BIPM as their sister
metrology organization at the international level. This cooperation was significant at a number of
levels, with the directors having regular meetings, as well as work that he had conducted with Mr.
Andy Henson, BIPM Director of International Liaison and Communication, and he said that they were
often either present at the same meetings, or individually presenting information about both
organizations at other events. The OIML had cooperated with the BIPM on the redefinition of the
kilogram which delegates had heard about yesterday, and most significantly, the effect of that
redefinition in the field of legal metrology, ensuring the minimization of those effects. Mr. Dunmill
then drew attention to the work that he and Andy Henson had carried out together on the Steering
Group for AFRIMETS which helped to ensure the sustainability of this Regional Metrology
Organization in Africa. Both the BIPM and OIML were also members of the DCMAS which Mr.
Dunmill said he would describe later. However, he stressed that he had missed off the slide one of the
most important joint activities during the year, which was the work on World Metrology Day. Mr.
Dunmill said that delegates would be familiar with the posters and other information available for that
day. He added that this was something where several members of the Bureau staff worked closely with
the BIPM every year to ensure that the day was a success.

Mr. Dunmill went on to describe the OIML’s joint work with the IEC. He said that there was a
Memorandum of Understanding that had been signed in 2011, and there was cooperation between the
Technical Committees and Project Groups of the OIML and those of the IEC at a detailed level to
ensure that there was compatibility between the standards they were producing and the
Recommendations of the OIML. Of course a lot of the OIML Recommendations made reference to the
IEC, even if they had not worked directly with an IEC Technical Committee. They made reference to
IEC standards, especially in the areas of electrical testing and radio-frequency interference testing and
so on. The OIML had also cooperated very closely over the last few years with the people involved
with the IEC Certification Schemes during the development of the proposed OIML Certification
System.

Staying with standardization, Mr. Dunmill indicated that the OIML had a similar relationship with
ISO. This was not quite so close as that with the IEC, but there was technical cooperation between the
Project Groups and Technical Committees of the OIML and those of ISO, who were often working on
similar subjects but from an entirely different approach. In particular, the OIML also participated in
some of ISO’s specialized Committees, such as CASCO on conformity assessment, DEVCO on what
ISO still referred to as developing countries, and COPOLCO, which was on consumer protection.
These cooperations were at a more generic level, but it gave a different approach to some of those
aspects. There had also been in particular a close cooperation recently with the CASCO committee on
the revision of ISO/IEC 17025.

The OIML also had a Memorandum of Understanding with ILAC/IAF, which had been renewed since
the last Conference, and Mr. Dunmill said that this was a very important cooperation in support of the
past, present, and future OIML Certification Systems.

With regard to the World Trade Organization (WTO), the OIML was an observer on the Technical
Barriers to Trade (TBT) Committee. There were three meetings a year, and these were often a good
opportunity to have contact with trade delegations from the various countries, and to promote the work
of the OIML and explain how legal metrology was integrated into the overall quality infrastructure in
a country. In recent years there had not been so much interest from the WTO as far as metrology had
been concerned. Few of the regulations which had come up in their meetings had been contentious
from a metrological point of view, but increasingly the subject of quality infrastructure was something
that the WTO had become extremely interested in, especially in the thematic events which they
organized in association with their regular TBT meetings. These were half-day or one-day events on
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some particular aspect of quality infrastructure, such as conformity assessment, etc. Mr. Dunmill noted
that interest in these topics had become significant over the last couple of years.

UNIDO had been an important partner, as demonstrated by the amount of work that the OIML had
carried out with them during the planning and execution of the AFRIMETS Legal Metrology School
in 2014. This had been a follow-up school to one on scientific metrology which had been held in 2012,
and in which the OIML had also participated since it had included a session on legal metrology. Since
2014, the OIML had worked with UNIDO to develop the outcome report and a video to accompany
that report, and references as to where these could be found had been included in the documentation
for the Conference and the CIML meeting. UNIDO was also a part of the DCMAS Network, and
whilst they had held the chair of this group, they had organized the annual meetings in association
with other training events which UNIDO or the UNIDO Academy had been organizing. This
arrangement had provided a good opportunity to supply input to those training events, which were
frequently aimed at trade policy participants, so that the participants could gain a better appreciation of
the different aspects of the quality infrastructure, and of how they fitted together. Mr. Dunmill felt that
this had been a very beneficial way of holding DCMAS Network meetings. Although UNIDO did not
hold the chairmanship of DCMAS at the moment, they would continue to invite DCMAS members to
this kind of training events.

With regard to the ACP EU TBT Programme, Mr. Dunmill said he had already mentioned this during
the CIML meeting. He explained that this had been a relatively recent cooperation. One of their
representatives had attended the CEEMS seminar which had been held in association with last year’s
CIML meeting, and following that, she had been very enthusiastic to see how legal metrology could be
integrated into the program that they were running. This year they had explored with the OIML the
possibility of developing an e-learning package for legal metrology, which could also possibly
extended to cover metrology more generally. They had also expressed an interest in the possibility of
working with the OIML on studies on the economic benefits of metrology. This was something which
had been requested by potential members of the OIML, who often wanted to know about the benefits
of legal metrology in order to be able to convince their governments that membership of the OIML
was a good thing, and that money needed to be put into the development of a legal metrology system.
Mr. Dunmill indicated that the funding for this work would finally not be available, as unfortunately
the existing Programme would be finished at the end of the current year, and a continuation of the
Programme was not yet certain.

Mr. Dunmill stated that he had mentioned the DCMAS Network a couple of times and explained that
the OIML was currently chairing this group, with the BIPM having chaired it last year. He added that
the DCMAS website was currently being redeveloped by the BIML, and this was intended to provide
some general information to the public on quality infrastructure organizations, as well as being a
repository for the documentation of this Network. Mr. Dunmill highlighted the list of members of the
DCMAS Network shown on the screen. Membership included any organization which was working in
the field of quality infrastructure or its development. These included the technical organizations such
as the OIML, BIPM, ILAC, IAF, IEC and so on, as well as organizations such as UNIDO and UNECE
which had a more strategic role.

Mr. Dunmill wanted to draw delegates’ attention to the important technical input given to the OIML
from CECIP in particular. CECIP had always attended CIML meetings and appropriate meetings on
the OIML’s technical work. Indeed, in the last year, they had also initiated a new project due to
technological changes within the weighing industry. He considered that it was always very good for
the OIML, as an inter-governmental organization, to have that input from the industrial sector.

With regard to the Regional Legal Metrology Organizations (RLMOs), Mr. Dunmill stressed that the
OIML enjoyed very close cooperation with these organizations, and had been organizing the Round
Table for the RLMOs in conjunction with meetings of the CIML for a number of years. The Bureau
and/or the CIML President or one of the Vice-Presidents participated in as many of the RLMOs’
meetings as possible, as well as in some of the various activities undertaken by the RLMOs.
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This was all Mr. Dunmill wanted to say on liaisons at the moment, although there was more
information on any of the individual organizations in the information presented to the CIML over the
last four years.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Dunmill for his description of the wide range of liaison activities, and for
all the actions which had been undertaken. She asked if there were any questions.

Mr. Dixit (India) asked what other collaborations had been carried out with ILAC.

Mr. Dunmill replied that there was close cooperation with ILAC because accreditation was a
significant support for the Certification System, but said that since he was not directly involved in this,
although a number of his colleagues at the Bureau were, he wondered whether Mr. Mason would like
to add anything.

Mr. Mason said that the most concrete example, beyond the general interest that the OIML had in the
revision of ISO/IEC 17025, was a particular project that Willem Kool had been working on with the
technical staff in ILAC to provide better guidance about how their requirements should be
implemented in the field of metrology. He suggested that Mr. Dixit should speak to Paul Dixon about
this, as he had picked up the work from Willem Kool. Mr. Mason said he could not remember where
that exercise had got to, although he thought it may have been slightly delayed following Willem
Kool’s passing, but this was the most concrete example he was aware of from the time he was last at
the ILAC Conference.

Mr. Dixit said he was asking the question because he felt that, although the OIML worked in
collaboration with other organizations, it was obliged to follow their suggestions, and the other
organizations were not interested in legal metrology and did not know anything about it. He felt that
the other organizations imposed their ideas on others, even when it was not applicable, and an example
of this was ISO/IEC 17025. He felt that it was a problem that there were no legal metrology experts
being represented.

Mrs. Lagauterie suggested that Dr. Schwartz might be able to reply to this.

Dr. Schwartz (Germany) was not quite sure whether Mr. Dixit was talking about the IECEx scheme or
ISO/IEC 17025. In the case of the IECEx scheme, he could say that from the beginning they had
included experts from the IEC. They had an expert at the PTB, Dr. Uwe Klausmeyer, who had been
involved in the IECEx work. They also had contact with Chris Agius, the Executive Secretary of
IECEX, so they had taken advantage of their knowledge and the expertise of some colleagues who had
been working in the IECEx field, and he felt that this had been a great advantage to the OIML, so they
had not felt any pressure from this side but rather had felt they could learn from what had already been
established in the IECEx scheme.

Mr. Mason considered that Mr. Dixit had made an important point in that when the OIML had these
liaisons, there did need to be “give and take”, but he could say from his own knowledge of the
relationship with ILAC that whatever the situation had been in the past, there was a much more
balanced relationship between their work and that of the OIML now. It was certainly based on mutual
respect and mutual understanding. He added that clearly, with all these liaisons, the OIML did have to
ensure that it was advantaged as well as the liaison organization. He thought the OIML was aware of
the dangers, especially when some of these organizations were very much larger than the OIML, and
he said that one of the things that delegates would find if they looked at the OECD report, was the
extent to which the case study acknowledged that that these relationships were balanced and that the
OIML was able to talk to these other organizations from a position of equality.

Mr. Capuano (Italy) said that Mr. Dunmill had talked about the relations with the Regional
Organizations. More generally, he wanted to know whether there was any contact with the European
Commission or the European Parliament.

Mr. Dunmill reported that there was no direct contact with the European Commission, although there
was one aspect which he would talk about in a moment, but mostly the OIML liaised with Regional
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Legal Metrology Organizations, so in Europe this was WELMEC, as well as its equivalents in other
parts of the world such as AFRIMETS, the APLMF, SIM, and so on. As far as Europe was concerned,
the OIML did participate in the Measuring Instrument Directive Working Group, but not directly with
the Parliament or Commission themselves.

Mrs. Lagauterie added that there had occasionally been meetings with the European Commission,
notably on the subject of the correspondence between the essential requirements of the MID and
OIML Recommendations.

Mr. Patoray wished to return to the comment from India. He considered it had been an important
comment, and every effort would be made to follow it up, but as Mr. Mason had indicated, Willem
Kool had been very involved in that particular liaison. Paul Dixon would now be taking on the
responsibility for that work, and he had had at least two different contacts with ILAC recently in order
to enhance the relationship between the two organizations, particularly in relation with the OIML
Certification System. However, he felt that an important point had been made by stating that the
relationship was two-way.

There were no more questions, so Mrs. Lagauterie proposed moving on to the next item.

33 Technical work and management of OIML systems

Mr. Patoray said that his report would be very short. There was a lot of information but delegates had
seen a lot of it in various documents, and some of the things he would be talking about would also be
mentioned under other agenda items.

For example, he did not want to spend a lot of time talking about CEEMS and the Advisory Group.

With regard to the secretarial support for the Certification System, delegates would be hearing about
this later, as well as about the Management Committee which was going to be formed, and which
would be providing the support for the System in the future.

With regard to providing support for B 6, Mr. Patoray indicated that there would not be too much
more to discuss other than what had been mentioned by Mr. Mason in his report, but B 6 was probably
one of the most important aspects that the OIML was currently working on in providing support for
the project group. This was the basis on which the OIML would develop its technical work, and it
needed to be clear and set up in such a way that it was understandable, and the OIML also needed to
build on B 6 in getting the training together, so that the secretariat and conveners could do their job as
efficiently as possible. This was a very important focus for the BIML, and was something the BIML
had been working on since the last Conference. There had been an initial revision of B 6 as well as
two amendments, and it was being worked on again at present.

The BIML also continued to assist the Presidential Council in monitoring the technical work, and
during the last meeting, a report from the CIML President had indicated that the Presidential Council’s
review of technical work had been extremely efficient, and that had been in part because of Mr.
Dunmill’s work with the conveners to send their reports in by the end of the year. Mr. Vinet would be
focused on this in the future, and with help from himself, Mr. Vinet had put together what was called a
“dashboard” of the projects, so that their current status could be more easily monitored and that those
areas that were more difficult could be identified and worked on. This would be presented in full detail
to the Presidential Council in March so that they could be provided with better information.

The website now allowed a much more focused collection of information. All of the documents that
Project Groups had been working on were now contained in one location. When votes were necessary,
whether they were internal votes by the Project Group itself, which he considered as “private” voting,
or whether they were “public” voting on the CDs, Preliminary CIML online ballots or CIML approval,
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all information was now held on the OIML website, which avoided the problems previously
encountered when the BIML did not have some of the information.

Mr. Patoray explained that the website would continue to change. It had already evolved, based on the
original comments collected during the meeting in Bucharest, and there would be a meeting of the
Bureau staff, together with Mr. Dixon and Mr. Vinet, in November to identify further improvements
that could be made. He said he would guarantee there would be a different look to the website in the
future. He would prefer it to be like when you logged into your bank account and you saw the
information that was important to you right in front of you so that members would not have to spend
so long searching for the information they wanted.

He emphasized that the website had taken on a life of its own and Jalil Adnani, who was creating the
database and the coding, and Jean-Christophe Esmiol, who was taking care of the hardware and
software, were really dedicated to what they did, and he considered they had created a very robust
system that was very flexible. They already had ideas about how the system could be improved,
building on what had been learned over the past four years. With regards to the system, he was aware
that this had to be up at all times for Members, and although there had been a few glitches, these had
now been ironed out.

The Bureau was also undergoing a major electrical renovation so that everything could be managed
remotely, and so that faults in the system could be dealt with within the three hours available before
the backup batteries ran out. Mr. Patoray stressed that a lot of work had been carried out on the IT
system, and the Bureau was looking for feedback from Members. If they had had problems in logging
into the system, or if the system was not working as members would expect it to, he reiterated that
they should let the Bureau know. Mr. Patoray said that he considered that the database, the website
and the whole IT system provided the soul of what the OIML was doing. He summarized that with a
lot of hard work and not too much money, a good system had been put in place for the future.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Patoray for his presentation and for the work of the Bureau for creating
such useful tools and she asked if delegates had any questions.

Mr. Guo Su (China) wanted to express their sincere appreciation for the CIML President’s and the
BIML Director’s reports. He was pleased that that the OIML had paid attention to the OIML Advisory
Group in the past, as well as to the CEEMS community, and on behalf of Mr. Pu Changcheng, the
Advisory Group’s chair, he wanted to offer China’s continuing support to these groups, and
specifically to the CEEMS community.

Mr. Dixit said that there were many documents available on the website and he was very thankful to
the OIML for this, but he said that sometimes members faced problems whilst trying to implement
these. He said that when the OIML had resolved the issues of a particular country, this should be
noted, so that other countries with similar problems would be able to find possible solutions on the
website.

Mr. Patoray agreed that this was a critical step, and that by using the “dashboard” landing page for
Members, they would now be able to give some feedback. If Members were having difficulties, then
the Bureau should know about it, and in most cases the website was able to monitor all the activities
that took place on it, such as when Members voted, when documents were uploaded, when members
of the various groups were changed, etc. Those activities could be monitored and thus give Members
reports on what level of activity there was. Error reports came through to the Bureau, and these were
addressed as quickly as possible.

Mr. Dixit was grateful for the website but his concern was about the number of Recommendations. He
stressed that many of the Recommendations were going to be converted into national legislation in
many countries, so when there were difficulties with this, he said there was nobody in the OIML to
reply to such problems, except perhaps the head of the relevant Committee.
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Mr. Mason considered that Mr. Dixit was making a significant point. The situation he was describing
was something which, in some parts of the world could be dealt with by Regional Legal Metrology
Organizations, so that when there were countries who were facing similar implementation questions
such as how do they integrate a particular Recommendations into their legislation, it was often very
helpful to talk to other countries that were in a similar position. This was certainly a feature of the
work in WELMEC and in the APLMF, and he thought one of the specific questions in Mr. Dixit’s part
of the world was how do countries deal with the situation where there was not an equivalent Regional
Legal Metrology Organization to carry out this sort of work. It was very difficult for the OIML to
enter into a direct dialogue with each of its Member States individually. So while it would hope to be
able to answer specific queries, often the organization would point to the secretariats of Technical
Committees to answer specific queries, and as a general rule this was the sort of thing which was a lot
easier if there was a strong Regional Legal Metrology Organization in place.

Mr. Khedir (Tunisia) wanted to know whether the OIML had thought to use new technology,
especially its website, for the dissemination of information about the OIML award for work in
developing countries. He suggested this could include details such as the criteria for applying, the
selection committee, the participation and the contributions; in summary all the stages in the award
process. At the same time he would like to have some clear ideas on how to participate in this event.

Mr. Mason said he would respond to both of these questions, although he thought that Mr. Dunmill
might be able to add more detail. At the moment this was one of the organization’s activities for which
it had not used the website, and he thought it was certainly a possibility which should be considered.
He added that one of the features of the way the organization approached the question of using the
website was that it rolled out functionality in different stages, and he recalled there had been a recent
discussion about whether there was more that could be done with the Advisory Group to put its
activities on the website, and to be made transparent through these tools. He hoped that his colleagues
would agree that this was something they would like to look at; he felt that Mr. Khedir was right that
the other advantage was that it would allow the criteria to be made clearer, as well as for the process to
be better organized. He agreed that this suggestion was certainly helpful, although he did not know
how quickly it could be achieved.

Mrs. Lagauterie joked that it was a little awkward to demand a time limit on an issue that had just been
raised but never the less she wondered if Mr. Dunmill had anything to add.

Mr. Dunmill did not think he could add very much to what Mr. Mason had said other than that at the
various CEEMS events, and from the discussions in the Advisory Group, a number of possible
facilities had been identified which could be made available through the website. Not least was a
database of experts, which would make it easier, when they were working with CEEMS countries, to
identify people who may be able to help with specific problems. As with any extension of the
functionality of the website, it was something which would be looked into and the Bureau would try to
put into place those that were possible. The whole idea of the website was to be a tool for Members to
provide other Members with as much information and help as possible, but he would not like to
commit to a particular deadline.

Mr. Patoray interjected by asking Members to talk to the Web Team about their specific questions and
give them an outline of what they were looking for. If he had understood correctly, Mr. Khedir had
been interested in knowing how to apply for the award, in which case he would like to commit to there
being an item about this on the website by the next meeting, but since he did not know the full scope
of what Mr. Khedir was looking for, he asked him to talk to the Bureau about it directly.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked the Bureau for taking this request into account.

Mr. Gittens (Saint Lucia) remarked that in response to the question about the OIML award, he had
noticed that it was never advertised on the OIML website, but appeared in the OIML Bulletin. For
some reason this year he had not seen the notice for nominations for the OIML award, so he thought
that in the future it would be useful to have it on the OIML website and not just in the Bulletin.
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Mr. Patoray agreed to this'.

Mrs. Lagauterie observed that the two requests could be combined, and that Delegates could be
reassured that they would be noted and the Bureau would undertake the necessary work.

3.4  Activities relating to the OIML Certificate Systems

Mr. Mussio said he would give a brief summary of what had happened over the last four years of the
MAA, and also some information about the Basic Certificate System. Since the last Conference, the
main change in the system had been the approval of the use of data from manufacturers’ test
laboratories (MTLs). Three Issuing Authorities were now using data from MTLs, and he remarked that
the big difference in reports with data from MTLs was that their acceptance was voluntary, even for
participants in the MAA. However he was able to report that the number of certificates had increased a
little because of this new decision. Also since the last Conference, an intermediate review had been
carried out, and this year, a full review of the Issuing Participants had been completed. Mr. Mussio
said he was glad to announce that finally the case from Delta, which he had mentioned at the 2016
CIML meeting, had been solved technically, and it had been approved as an Issuing Participant for
R 76. However, he wanted Delegates to note that the technical issues had been solved in March, but he
had only received the final votes in September. He said that there were still some communication
problems with most of the utilizing participants, and suggested that this may be because the people
involved had changed, or had lost interest in the MAA, and he wanted to take this opportunity of
raising this issue with Delegates. He said it had taken him almost five months to collect enough votes
to approve the new Participant. He continued by saying that there was one additional Issuing Authority
which had requested to become an Issuing Participation for R 76, but that there were still some
technical problems to be solved before their case could be finalized.

With regard to the number of certificates, he showed Delegates a graph, but observed that the last
column was a bit low because it indicated the data up to September, so there was one trimester missing
for 2016. Generally the number of certificates seemed to be stable. He wanted to highlight that the
stars of the system continued to be R 76, R 60 and R 49. However during the last review meeting, it
had been proposed to include R 117 Measuring instruments for liquids other than water, which was
mainly used for fuel dispensers. He had not triggered this process because the new OIML Certification
System, which would be covered in the next presentation, had been supposed to start the following
year, so it had not made much sense to start something that would have been changed in less than a
year. Now that the start date for the new system had changed, he said he may now need to trigger the
inclusion of R 117 in the MAA system. He showed delegates a diagram from the OIML Bulletin with
the names of the Issuing Authorities hidden. Every dot on the chart meant that a given Issuing
Authority had applied to the BIML to be an Issuing Authority for that particular Recommendation, and
the chart was a summary of both the MAA and Basic Certificate systems. The problem was that the
red squares on the diagram meant that no certificates had ever been issued for that particular
Recommendation, and the Issuing Authorities highlighted in red had never issued a single certificate.
He then showed delegates a similar diagram for the last four years, and this showed that the situation
was worse. There were more Issuing Authorities that had not issued a single certificate in the last four
years, and some of them had applied for many Recommendations, but had never issued a certificate
for them. Looking at the Recommendations in the system, Mr. Mussio highlighted the number of
Recommendations for which a certificate had never been issued. Again looking at the last four years
the situation was worse, although in this case it should be taken into account that some of the
Recommendations highlighted in red had been withdrawn during this period. Mr. Mussio said that for
him, the meaning of these numbers was that the whole system needed to be reviewed, so the

' BIML Note: The Award was publicized by Circular directly to CIML Members and OIML Corresponding Member
Representatives.
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development of the new OIML Certification System had been very good news. He wanted to
emphasize, however, that all Issuing Authorities needed to do was to send a letter to the BIML saying
they wanted to be an Issuing Authority, and the CIML Member was then responsible for the system,
but in truth they had not acted in this way, and he asked Delegates how much confidence they could
have in a certificate from an Issuing Authority that had never issued a certificate in four or 12 years.
This again justified the revision of the system.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Mussio for his presentation and asked if there were any questions.

Ms. Fayol (France) said that her delegation appreciated all the work that had been carried out in
preparation for the new Certification System, which they supported.

Mr. Rachkovskiy (Russia) asked about the Recommendation R 91 Radar equipment for the
measurement of the speed of vehicles. He said that no certificates had been issued for this
Recommendation, and he wanted to know why this might be.

Mr. Mussio said that from the point of view of the Certificate System, there seemed to be no interest in
that Recommendation. He suggested there may be national type approval certificates, but the OIML
did not know about this.

Mr. Rachkovskiy said that these instruments had to be regulated in countries, but perhaps only
national certificates were being issued.

Mrs. Lagauterie intervened, explaining that this Recommendation was quite old, and was in the
process of being revised. It was perhaps for this reason that manufacturers were not particularly
interested in obtaining OIML certificates for their instruments. She reminded delegates that Mr.
Mussio had mentioned that to issue a certificate, there had to be a demand from clients for it, and she
reiterated that his may be one of the reasons why there was no interest from manufacturers for
certificates based on this old Recommendation.

Mr. Dixit said that India was happy to accept the OIML Certification System. He said the new system
was very attractive. He felt that there should be more publicity as to what steps needed to be taken to
obtain the new certificates, and what the advantages of them were. He felt that only a few countries
had understood the new system. There were many other developing countries which did not
understand the OIML MAA certification, so he reiterated that more publicity was needed.

Mr. Mason thanked Mr. Dixit for his observations. He considered that all delegates would agree with
his comments, particularly the head of the Project Group who was sitting to the right of Mr. Dixit, and
who Mr. Mason could see was nodding in agreement. He felt that this issue would be dealt with in the
second half of the presentation.

Mr. Gittens (Saint Lucia) had noticed that for R 46, there were only two Issuing Authorities, and to
date there had only been one certificate issued, to a manufacturer from the United States. He said that
Saint Lucia intended to use R 46 as its regulation for electrical energy meters, but he was a little
concerned about the popularity of this Recommendation, and he wanted to know whether there were
plans to have more Issuing Authorities for R 46 in the future.

Mr. Dunmill said that R 46 was not used very much at the moment for a number of reasons. As he
understood it, the IEC’s standard on electrical energy meters took a different approach to that in the
OIML Recommendation. A project proposal, which had not been discussed yet, was going to be made
to the CIML for the revision of R 46 following a meeting of the appropriate Technical Committee,
TC 12, in May this year which had looked at this question and decided that a project should be
proposed. One of the reasons that they were proposing the revision was that the existing OIML
Recommendation was not used much for various technical reasons. He therefore hoped it would be
more widely used in the future.
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Mr. Gittens said that his concern was that if Saint Lucia adopted OIML R 46 as its new regulation it
might become a technical barrier to trade when other manufacturers were actually using the IEC or
ANSIL

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked everyone for their contributions and suggested that the meeting listened to the
second presentation concerning the new Certification System.

Presentation by Dr. Schwartz on the OIML Certification System (OIML-CS)

Dr. Schwartz introduced his presentation as a report on the development of the OIML Certification
System which he had prepared with Mr. Dixon the previous evening. Since the last OIML Conference,
a seminar had been held in conjunction with the 48th CIML meeting in Ho Chi Minh City in Vietnam
in October 2013. This seminar had been about the OIML Mutual Acceptance Arrangement (MAA),
and the need to raise awareness. Dr. Schwartz said that this was the point that Mr. Dixit had just
raised, adding that this was a constant challenge. The MAA seminar had also addressed the need to
improve the structure of the MAA in order to make it more effective and successful. He said that the
results of this very successful seminar could be seen in the seminar report referred to as S 7, which
was available on the OIML website.

Dr. Schwartz went on to identify the important milestones reached since the MAA seminar and the
48th CIML Meeting in 2013:

= in October 2013, the CIML had approved three MAA resolutions, and he drew delegates’
attention to the resolution numbers mentioned on the slide;

= in December 2013, an Ad Hoc Working Group (AHWG) had been established to deal with the
review of the OIML MAA, and he commented that this had been a rather big working group,
with 34 participants. The AHWG had developed and circulated a questionnaire with 16
questions addressing all aspects of the three MAA resolutions. The results had formed the
basis for the first AHWG meeting held in March 2014 at NIST in Gaithersburg. At the end of
this meeting, four task groups had been charged with the follow up work;

* in November 2014 a second meeting of the AHWG had been held in conjunction with the
CIML meeting in Auckland and the CIML had approved another MAA resolution (2014/18);

* in March 2015, a third AHWG meeting had been held in Paris, in conjunction with the
Presidential Council meeting, and the proposals from the AHWG had been discussed;

* in June 2015, the fourth meeting of the AHWG had taken place in Teddington, and the result
had been the proposal for a single OIML Certification System (OIML-CS);

* in October 2015, a year ago, the OIML had approved two OIML-CS resolutions, numbers
2015/17 and 2015/18. The structure and principles of the new Certification System had been
approved, and the AHWG had been disbanded, and the revision of the MAA cancelled.
Instead all Member States had been invited to participate in a Certification System Project
Group (CSPG), which finally had 15 participants. The task given to the CSPG had been to
prepare the relevant documents for the Certification System: an OIML Basic Publication
containing the framework, and the necessary draft operational and procedural documents. The
CSPG had been able to present to the CIML a Framework Document (currently called B xx
since they still did not know the number it would be given until it had been approved) and he
showed delegates a slide of its front page. This had been in the form of a Final Draft Basic
Publication and Dr. Schwartz informed delegates that this had been approved the previous day
at the CIML meeting.

Dr. Schwartz commented that this would form a good framework for the next steps, but before
explaining the OIML-CS road map to delegates, he wanted to describe the main elements of the new
Certification System, and he referred delegates to the boxes colored green on his slide. He said that the
most important committee would be the Management Committee, which would take care of all aspects

27



15th International Conference (2016)

of the OIML-CS. It would make decisions on new Issuing Authorities based on the recommendations
from technical experts sitting on the Advisory Panel. The Advisory Panel would consist of experts
identified and approved by the Management Committee to assist in reviewing accreditation reports
and peer assessment reports. There would also be a Test Laboratory Forum. This was intended to be a
virtual forum, where people could exchange ideas on concrete issues such as testing, or on questions
about whether certain Recommendations and the test procedures laid down in them were appropriate,
or whether they needed to be amended. The Test Laboratory Forum would therefore be important in
providing feedback to the Technical Committees and Subcommittees responsible for
Recommendations in the system. There would also be a Board of Appeal, which would be necessary
in case there was an appeal about a decision made by the Management Committee. Everything would
be supervised by the CIML, and the Conference would have the final oversight and responsibility for
the system. The Management Committee chair would have to report annually to the CIML, and even
the information that would have to be supplied in this report was laid down in the Framework
Document. This would now form the road map for the OIML Certification System.

Following the approval of the Framework Document the previous day, future work would be
undertaken by the provisional Management Committee, which had also been agreed the previous day.
This would develop and approve the Operational and Procedural Documents, and Dr. Schwartz
emphasized that a lot of Working Drafts were available which had been produced by the CSPG, but
these would now be finalized by the provisional Management Committee. CIML Members,
Corresponding Members and liaison organizations were being asked to nominate representatives for
the provisional Management Committee. Finally, he said they would like to start issuing the first
OIML-CS certificates on 1 January 2018.

Dr. Schwartz went on to describe the decisions taken the previous day by the CIML regarding the
CSPG and the provisional Management Committee (prMC). He said that the CSPG had been
disbanded, and the prMC, chaired by the CIML First Vice-President (himself), had been established to
consider, modify (if necessary) and approve the Operational and Procedural Documents, and the
various templates and forms, that would enable the new system to function effectively. He said that
they wanted to provide all this information on the OIML website so that people would find it easier to
apply to be an Issuing Authority or Utilizer. The prMC would also consider further amendments to the
Framework Document B xx, and submit these proposals to the next CIML meeting, and he
emphasized that although the Framework Document had been approved, the final version had not yet
been fixed. CIML Members had been asked to indicate their interest in participating in the OIML-CS
as Issuing Authorities or Utilizers, and also Corresponding Member representatives had been asked to
participate as Associates, and if so to designate members of the prMC.

Regarding the schedule for the prMC for the next year, Dr. Schwartz indicated that a BIML letter
would be sent out by 18 November 2016 to all CIML Members, Corresponding Members and liaison
organizations requesting nominations for the prMC, and section 11 of the Framework Document B xx
stated that up to three people from each OIML Member State, Corresponding Member and liaison
organization could be nominated for the prMC. It had been proposed that the first meeting of the
prMC should take place during the week commencing 13 February 2017. This date had been chosen as
it would be directly before the Presidential Council meeting, and announcing the date now would help
people to fit it into their schedule in advance. If it was considered necessary, a second meeting would
be held in June 2017 just before the documents for the next CIML meeting would have to be
published. The chair of the prMC would have to report to the next CIML meeting in 2017 with the
intention that the new system would become effective on 1 January 2018.

Before finishing, Dr. Schwartz wanted to emphasize that the BIML letter would highlight the need for
technical experts. The expectation was really that CIML Members would propose technical and
metrological experts for the measuring instrument categories covered by those OIML
Recommendations which were intended to be integrated into the new system as soon as possible.
These were R 60, R 76 and R 49. These categories were already under the MAA system, but the
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Recommendations which had the possibility of coming under scheme A in the future were R 46, R 51,
R 117 and R 137. He reiterated that as delegates could see, without the technical and metrological
experts, it would not be possible to carry out the accreditations and peer reviews necessary for an
Issuing Authority to be accepted under the new system.

Concerning the transition, Dr. Schwartz indicated that there had been some questions about this the
previous day. He indicated that the existing Basic and MAA systems would continue to operate until
such time as the OIML-CS became operational. He said that delegates had just heard from Mr. Mussio
that this work was continuing, and the Framework Document B xx stated that the existing Basic and
MAA certificates would remain valid.

In conclusion, Dr. Schwartz said that in his opinion the OIML-CS should be considered as the next
important step after the OIML Basic Certificate System which had been launched in 1991 and the
MAA which had been launched in 2005. He said that due to the experience which had gone into the
development of the new Framework Document and the Operational and Procedural Documents, the
new system had the potential to be future-proof for at least the next ten years, and he showed delegates
a picture of the developments. In 1991 they had started with the OIML Basic Certificate System.
There had been Basic certificates and test reports for 18 measuring instrument categories which he
called “unqualified” because there had been no requirement for Issuing Authorities to demonstrate
their competence. The next step had been the OIML MAA system in 2005, where “qualified” MAA
certificates and test reports had been issued for three measuring categories, as delegates had heard.
The next logical step for him, after 13 years of experience, was the new OIML-CS which would
enable qualified certificates and test reports to be issued for, he hoped, more than three measuring
instrument categories and maybe more than eighty measuring instrument categories if the system
became effective, and he was convinced that this was the right step.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Dr. Schwartz for his thorough presentation. The route that had been taken so
far had been quite long and difficult, but she considered it was a success which delegates’ applause
had acknowledged, as well as indicating their congratulations to him, the people that had worked with
him in the group, and the staff from the BIML. She asked delegates whether they had any remarks or
questions.

Mr. Dixit stated that there were only three classes of instrument, R 49, R 76 and R 60, for which
OIML MAA certificates had been issued. He felt that delegates knew about these, but that outside the
Conference room there was very little awareness about the OIML MAA, so a lot of publicity would be
needed for the new Certification System. He said that the manufacturers sitting in the room were not
the only ones interested in the OIML-CS. There were many other manufacturers who would be
interested, and he suggested that the OIML should contact them. CIML Members should invite
manufacturers from their countries to participate in CIML meetings. He considered that manufacturers
would be prepared to pay a fee to attend the meetings, which would be advantageous to them. He felt
that the new Certification System would be very lucrative, as well as very powerful and meaningful.
He congratulated the CIML on having approved it, saying that all that was left now was to agree on
was how it would be regulated, how people would obtain their certificates, and how it would be
publicized. This needed to be made clear by the OIML.

Dr. Schwartz thanked Mr. Dixit for his helpful comments. With regard to the first comment about
awareness-raising and promotion, he considered that Mr. Dixit was absolutely right. He said that next
year the prMC would concentrate on the operational and procedural documents, but he said that they
also needed to think about good material to roll out the new system. He was convinced that without
such material to present to legal metrology organization meetings and to manufacturers’ association
meetings, the new system would probably not gain the awareness it should receive. This would be a
huge task that would need to be done by the Management Committee in the future.

With regard to Mr. Dixit’s second point on how to reach the manufacturers, he said that this was also a
concern and that they should be thinking about how to inform all stakeholders in the new system
appropriately, using all means possible, such as the website, by material which could be sent by email,

29



15th International Conference (2016)

making use of conferences and meetings, and he would be happy if the Regional Legal Metrology
Organizations would put information about the system on the agendas of their next meetings. He knew
that in WELMEC meetings, for example, manufacturers’ organizations were invited. He reiterated that
everyone should be thinking about ways to advertise and promote the new system.

Ms. Fayol (France) said that their delegation appreciated all the work carried out in preparing for the
new Certification System and lent its whole-hearted support to the new system.

Mr. Khedir thanked Dr. Schwartz and his team for their work. He said the system would have to be
profitable, not only for the OIML, but also for the world economy, and especially developing
countries, such as Tunisia. He asked what they expected the impact of the new system to be and if
there were any performance indicators for it.

Dr. Schwartz said that at the moment there were no indicators but said there was a benchmark, that of
the IECEx scheme, which he hoped they would be able to reach. The IECEx had started ten years ago
as a small system, and now he had the impression that manufacturers and stakeholders in the scheme
were quite satisfied with it. He thought that this had been due to the professional way in which it had
been run. He thought that the success of the OIML system would also depend on the degree of
professionalism brought to bear. Dr. Schwartz promised his commitment to the new system, and he
hoped that the OIML scheme would be successful, so that in ten years’ time the decision to instigate
the OIML-CS would be seen as good one. He hoped that the number of certificates issued would rise,
that the number of measuring instrument categories would rise, and especially that the number of
Issuing Authorities would rise, so that they could teach and train newcomers to enable them to become
Issuing Authorities, not necessarily for many Recommendations, but possibly just for one so that more
countries could participate in the system.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Dr. Schwartz and sympathized that when people “give birth” to a new idea,
they wish it to grow, develop and be successful, and she thought that many of the delegates had the
same wishes for the new system.

Mr. Nater (CECIP) wanted to underline that the roll-out would be very important for industry, so it
would be very important to do this professionally, as there would be no second chance. It had to be
done once only and in a good and efficient way, and then it would be successful. He said the OIML
had good tools for the roll-out which they could use in the weighing associations worldwide whenever
they had meetings, general assemblies, and so on to promote the new system. Mr. Nater said that this
was why, in his opinion, the next step was a professional roll-out.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked the members of industry present for their support in promoting the new
system.

Dr. Klenovsky (Czech Republic) welcomed the advent of the Certification System, and wanted to
thank everyone who had been involved in preparing it. He thought that the success of the new system
would largely depend on the OIML’s ability to keep its Recommendations technically up-to-date, so
that problems such as the one that currently existed with electricity meters would be solved.

Dr. Schwartz agreed with and fully supported this comment.

Dr. Dudle (Switzerland) commented that he had been deeply impressed by all the work that had been
accomplished with the new system. He considered the results very good, and a real improvement over
the previous system especially, in view of the fact that it would be extended to other
Recommendations, and he said they fully supported the new OIML system.

Mr. Gittens (Saint Lucia) remarked that although Saint Lucia was not a member of the OIML yet, it
had relied on OIML certificates in the areas of water meters, and non-automatic weighing instruments
so much that the previous year, in a draft regulation to govern the water sector, they had made it a
requirement that all new water meters in Saint Lucia should meet the requirements of R 49. He said
that because they had confidence in the OIML Certification System, they looked forward to its
expansion into the other categories of instruments.
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Mr. O’Brien (New Zealand) observed that as the new system was rolled out, it would be quite useful
to consider training for utilizing authorities. He considered that it was going to be very important that
training was delivered to economies so that they could understand how to best utilize OIML
Certificates and the test reports that were associated with them, and to create national approvals based
on them, so that they could reduce the amount of retesting that went on. He thought that a lot of
utilizing economies, particularly amongst CEEMS, did not have the knowledge of how to use the
certificates to their best.

Mr. Golubev (Russian Federation) remarked that they appreciated the effort undertaken in developing
the new Certification System, supported it, and were looking forward to participating in it. Personally,
he hoped it would help their producers of measuring instruments to avoid the extra costs incurred in
retesting measuring instruments, for example within Russia and then in other countries.

Mr. Dixit asked whether it had been decided that certificates under the OIML Basic System would be
treated as “unqualified” Basic Certificates after 2018.

Dr. Schwartz replied that this was a misunderstanding. As he had said in his report, after 2018 the
existing Basic and MAA certificates would remain valid.

Mr. Dixit asked about the situation if there was a differentiation in the acceptance of OIML MAA
certificates and Basic certificates, and questioned how this would remain valid until 2018.

Dr. Schwartz replied that if some countries had difficulty in accepting Basic certificates any longer,
then they could state in their scope that they did not accept these certificates, or a part of these
certificates or reports, for certain reasons. It would be possible for every utilizer to indicate the
restrictions that they put on the acceptance of Basic and MAA certificates in the future. The general
rule was that they wanted the old certificates to remain valid.

Mr. Dixit said that he had understood that the CIML had earlier decided that OIML Basic certificates
would not be accepted, but OIML MAA certificates would.

Dr. Schwartz interjected that many countries accepted Basic certificates.

Mr. Dixit continued that as far as he had understood, the CIML had decided the previous year that
OIML Basic certificates would not be accepted. He remembered that there had been a lot of discussion
about whether there was a need for OIML Basic certificates. If it was now felt that they were still
needed, why should the Basic certification system not be continued?

Dr. Schwartz replied that he hoped if something was unclear then this should be raised with the prMC
and this would be clarified during the following year.

Mr. Dixit thanked Dr. Schwartz.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked all delegates for their active participation in the discussion on this important
project and significant new turning point for the OIML. She thanked Dr. Schwartz again for his
presentation, and for the openness of his replies. It was understood that there will be time in the future
for further discussions before the new system was put in place, and she hoped that all the questions
would be answered before then.

3.5 Activities relating to CEEMS (Countries and Economies with Emerging
Metrology Systems)

Mrs. Lagauterie asked Mr. Mason to make his presentation, which he introduced by stating that many
delegates would have heard much of what he was going to say the previous day. The presentation
would be circulated, and he thought it was important that the Conference should be made aware of
everything that had been done since it had authorized the OIML to do more in the area of CEEMS.
Having made this apology, he said he would start the presentation straight away.

31



15th International Conference (2016)

He remarked that many delegates would be aware of the history of the various attempts that the OIML
had made to address the needs of what used to be called developing country members. There had been
the OIML Development Council, which had been replaced by a Permanent Working Group on
Developing Countries, and this in turn had been replaced by the Facilitator for Developing Country
Matters.

In the meantime, the CIML had taken a number of initiatives, such as the RLMO Round Table, the
OIML Award for developing countries, the Strategy that had identified this as a specific strand of
activity, and perhaps most important of all, the decision in 2013 to establish an Advisory Group, under
the chairmanship of the then CIML Member for China, Mr. Pu Changcheng. This Advisory Group had
undertaken a significant amount of activity. It had carried out a survey of CEEMS needs in 2014, and
had made proposals for the revamping of the OIML website the following year. In 2015 it had been
instrumental in organizing two workshops, in Chengdu and in Arcachon, which had brought together a
number of people from the CEEMS community, who had been able to relay both what had worked
well in their areas, and also identify what their needs were going forward.

In the summer of 2016, the Advisory Group had been responsible for two very successful Pilot
Training Centers, which had taken place in Beijing and in Guangzhou, and indeed the Advisory Group
had met on Monday and had identified a future program of work, which he would be touching on very
shortly. He went on to remind delegates of the significance of the 2015 seminars. The various
activities had been identified under three headings. Firstly, those that had been necessary for capacity
building within the CEEMS community, secondly there were those actions which the OIML itself
could take to improve regulations in their own markets, and he said delegates had just seen possibly
one of the most important single initiatives in that area, in the new OIML Certification System. He
emphasized that the new OIML-CS was of particular interest not just to manufacturers, but to
countries which were looking to regulate their markets in a cheap, effective and reliable way. Thirdly,
the seminars had identified that there were numerous new ideas within the community, and the OIML
would have to find mechanisms to share them with other organizations.

Mr. Mason reiterated that the seminars had produced a very significant resolution at the CIML
meeting the previous year. He said it was a long resolution but invited everyone with an interest in the
subject to study it carefully. Broadly speaking, it had covered four areas:

= instructions to the BIML and to CIML office holders to do various things;

= the steer that it had given to those involved in technical work about things that they could do
differently, in order that it would be helpful to members of the CEEMS community;

= recommendations directed at the CEEMS community itself; and
= anumber of recommendations addressed to Member States and other organizations.

Mr. Mason said that in the next few slides he would give an account of the last year and what had been
done under each of the headings in the 2015 resolution. He said he had gone through them quickly the
previous day, so he proposed not to go through them all again in order to save time. He said that
delegates had already heard of the many different participations that had taken place, many of which
had a focus on CEEMS needs, and that included the work with DCMAS; the view had been taken that
the OIML ought to be doing more in that area. The OIML had started to spread the new ideas via the
Bulletin, but he insisted that frankly, more ideas were needed, and he emphasized that he would
encourage all delegates to look for examples within their own countries that they wanted to share with
others, and to put those forward to the BIML for the Bulletin, so that more generally that mechanism
could be used. He stressed that it was regarded as important to promote at the highest level the case for
legal metrology, and he, the CIML Vice-Presidents and the BIML Director continued to do that when
they could.

In terms of the Technical Committees, the work was still at an early stage, but there was already
evidence of new ways of thinking, so there was a proposal that the new project on the revision of R 76
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should particularly address how this important Recommendation could be made more useful to the
CEEMS community. There were proposals, which he knew the US was working on, to simplify the
existing guides on verification, and on conformity assessment. This matched with work being carried
out in ASEAN to bring more clarity about how something like the OIML Certification System could
be used in practice, and he remarked that more of this needed to be undertaken. There had also been
some other ideas in this area. He said that delegates had heard that specific instructions had been given
to the project group developing the new Certification System to take into account the needs of CEEMS
Members, and he considered that this had been done, but he submitted there was a more fundamental
point about this; if it was successful, the Certification System would benefit in particular the CEEMS
community, who found it difficult to run their own systems and testing regimes, but who wanted to
improve the level of metrological control in their countries.

With regard to the other slides, he thought he could probably skip over them, but mentioned that they
were evidence that the OIML was taking seriously all of the different elements of the package, and
that the Bureau had been monitoring activities against all of the headings in that resolution. The two
events in China had been mentioned on several occasions, so he did not really want to go over them
again, but he confirmed that various reports and material on those seminars were now available, and if
they had interest in the subject, he urged delegates to study these. One thing that he wanted to
emphasize was that over the last few days, a number of other Member States had identified an interest
in doing something similar in their areas. He observed that these Pilot Training Centers had been
conceived as an example, which if successful, would be transferred elsewhere, and he thought this
level of interest was significant. He wanted to mention the fact that the Special Projects Fund which
the Conference had set up four years ago had been instrumental in this activity. He said that the
organization had not spent a lot of money, as was shown on his slide, but he commented that it had
been useful to have that in order to “prime the pump” of some of the important and key events he had
mentioned, which had brought the OIML to where it was at present.

Mr. Mason also mentioned to the Conference the work of the Advisory Group. The meeting that had
been held on Monday had confirmed that it had been valuable as a framework, and that it wished to
continue its work. He stated that the CIML had agreed to this the previous day. They had confirmed
that they would like Mr. Pu Changcheng, who was no longer the CIML Member, but was nevertheless
very active in this area, to continue to be chair of the Advisory Group. The CIML had also agreed with
the Advisory Group that some more structure would be valuable, so a new Basic Publication would be
drawn up to give more definition to the work of the Advisory Group. The CIML was also urging both
the RMLOs and individual CIML Members to volunteer to take an active role in the Advisory Group,
which he said was the missing part of the jigsaw so far.

Mr. Mason said that this concluded his account of what had been happening in this very important
area, and he said that the OIML would continue to be guided by CIML resolution 2015/10, as this was
not intended to be a one-year program; it had been considered to be a program for several years. He
drew delegates’ attention to the fact that the Advisory group would continue to be the focus of much
of the activity, and confirmed that steps were planned to make this even more useful as part of the
OIML machinery.

Finally, he wanted to emphasize that virtually everything that the OIML did was based on the theme of
cooperating with others: other international organizations, regional organizations, and bilateral
arrangements, such as the ones the OIML had with China and Germany. Other individual Member
States had also been identified, which were keen to step forward and do more. He said that this had
been a very quick run-through of this extremely important area, and he was happy to take questions or
comments.

Mr. Khedir said he would like to raise two points: the first concerned the participation of developing
countries in negotiations on free trade agreements. Were there any guidelines on metrological aspects
in this subject, either in bilateral or multilateral agreements? His second point concerned the follow-up
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to CIML resolution 2015/10. He wished to reiterate Tunisia’s willingness, with the support of the
OIML, to help in establishing a pilot training center for Africa.

Mr. Mason replied that on the first question he was sure the answer was yes but he would have to
confirm this with Mr. Dunmill. It was part of the OIML’s liaison with the WTO. Whether the actual
wording in the guidance was as the OIML would wish it to be was something that they were always
prepared to reconsider; if it could be improved they would improve it but he was sure there was
guidance of this nature to be used through the WTO processes to make sure that metrology needs were
catered for in trade negotiations. On the second point Mr. Mason thanked Mr. Khedir for his renewed
offer. He reiterated that his slides had mentioned the possibility of setting up a training center in North
Africa; this had been an acknowledgement of the Tunisian offer and so he wanted to underline that the
OIML was very grateful and would be following up that idea.

Mr. Onyancha (Kenya) thanked Mr. Mason for his initiative in promoting legal metrology in
developing countries or — as they were now called — Countries and Economies with Emerging
Metrology Systems. He said that the first AFRIMETS Metrology School had been carried out in
Kenya, and since that time the Kenyan Government had reviewed the curriculum for legal metrology.
At the present time they were training other countries in East Africa and he reminded delegates that
some of the other countries, such as Burundi and Rwanda had no legal metrology systems. He said
that Kenya, with the support of the PTB, had carried out more than three training sessions. At present
they were in the process of trying to train other countries free of charge. The country involved had to
pay for the accommodation, but the Kenyan government had set aside some money to train
neighboring countries so that they could catch up with Kenya. He said this training had been very
critical and if carried out, he was sure Africa would catch up with the rest of the world. This would
assist them in terms of trade. He said that Kenya fully supported the OIML’s initiatives and wished
also to be a center of excellence in metrology training in Africa. They therefore looked forward to
closer cooperation.

Mr. Mason said he was grateful for those comments and recalled that last year Kenya had immediately
said they would look at the possibility of doing something similar; he had already mentioned the
possibility of a training center in East Africa in his presentation, although he had skipped over it quite
quickly, and hopefully the OIML could explore this possibility. One thing he considered the OIML did
have to recognize was that there was nothing completely new in this work. The Pilot Training Center,
as he understood it, had been a natural development of the sort of thing they had already seen in the
AFRIMETS schools, and the Advisory Group had taken those ideas, developed them, and given them
more shape. He considered that the crucial element of this was that they had actually decided to brand
what had been done in China as “OIML”. That gave additional authority to what was being offered
and helped attract both speakers and participants, and so he thought the OIML would continue to
develop these ideas. He looked forward to discussing possibilities through the Advisory Group with
Kenya and with others.

Mrs. Sukul (India) said that India had already volunteered to be on the Advisory Group, and that as far
as training was concerned, they had an Institute of Legal Metrology at which they already held
training for various countries, so she wanted to invite the countries present at this meeting to make use
of their facilities. If interested countries contacted them, they would be happy to arrange training on
legal metrology.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mrs. Sukul for the offer.

Mr. Mason also thanked India for this offer, noting that it was particularly valuable when made at the
Conference and noted in its minutes. He added that he looked forward to following this up. He asked if
there were any more questions relating to his presentation about CEEMS. He said that he also
understood that one of the Members of Honor wanted to make an intervention.

Prof. Kochsiek said that Mr. Mason had asked him about the revision of D 1, which was closely
related to one of the tasks of the CEEMS work. He said that during the last five years he had had the
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opportunity to be a consultant to about 30 countries all over the world, especially in the ASEAN and
SAR countries, in Africa, and also in South America. One of the tasks he had undertaken was to look
at whether the legislation of the different countries was in line with D 1, with the WTO TBT
Agreement, with Metre Convention documents, and so on. He felt that since the current version of
OIML D 1 had now been in operation for four or five years, it should be considered for a revision. He
asked whether this might be a question for Friday morning and wanted to know what his CIML
colleagues thought about this, and about future tasks of the OIML, especially concerning legislation.

Mr. Mason thanked Prof. Kochsiek for his suggestion and said he could confirm that in his own
experience, which had been much less extensive than Prof. Kochsiek’s, D 1 was being used in the real
world. For instance, it had been the cornerstone of the work that he had been doing in Egypt. He
observed that one of the things he was conscious of with D 1 was that it concerned a legislative
framework for the whole of metrology. As delegates probably knew, he tended to take the view that
legal metrology was actually about the application of metrology to regulation, and that it did not
always extend in everybody’s mind to this question of the wider legal framework that there was for
scientific and industrial metrology, which was in fact needed by most economies. From the
conversations he had held with his opposite number, the chair of the CIPM, he knew that this was a
view shared in the field of scientific metrology; that this was something which was confined to the
OIML. He liked the idea of looking again at D 1. It would be necessary to have both the support of the
CIML, as well as the resources and framework in which to do this, but if other colleagues thought this
was a good idea, then it was something that had been mentioned repeatedly at various OIML seminars.

Dr. Milton (BIPM) commented that they had been involved in the development of D 1 back in 2012,
and they knew it was a very useful document and was highly appreciated. He said they found that in
all aspects of their work now, it was increasingly important to present metrology as having objectives
that were best addressed through the combined efforts of scientific, industrial and legal metrology, and
in this respect, of course they had taken every opportunity to work with the BIML and OIML
whenever possible to achieve the best joint benefits. He said they also knew that D 1 was of particular
value to CEEMS as they develop their metrology systems. It had been the BIPM’s experience that it
was in these cases they should really present the full scope of what could be achieved when states
invest in metrology. He would be very pleased to say from the BIPM side he would like to contribute
to the revision of D 1 if the CIML decided on that and he would be pleased to raise the possibility with
the CIPM of this document being jointly badged if that was appropriate between both organizations
and he hoped that this would become another example of the two organizations working together for
the benefit of metrology.

Dr. Ehrlich (USA) said that as the secretariat of TC 3 Metrological control, he wanted to add his
support to this. He pointed out that the publication date of D 1 had been 2012, so it had not quite
reached its five-year review requirement, but considering what delegates had heard from Prof.
Kochsiek, who had been very involved during the last revision process, he thought now was a good
time for a revision. He said that the last time Prof. Kochsiek had led the effort, along with himself and
Mr. Kool, but as Dr. Milton had just mentioned, Mr. Henson from the BIPM had also been involved,
so it had been a joint OIML-BIPM effort, and he would welcome the BIPM’s involvement in the
future. He said that a project proposal needed to be developed to set out the scope and other aspects,
and he said he would certainly be supportive of this.

Mr. Mason said that this was something that would fall to the Committee to decide, and the procedure
was that it would require CIML approval before a new project was started, but he thought that the
CIML would still have an opportunity to consider these items on the last morning of this week’s
meetings.

Mr. Madzivhe (South Africa) said that on CEEMS, Mr. Mason had mentioned several points such as
what China was doing currently (backed by the OIML), and that this was an activity which would
continue in years to come; his question was about what plans and timeframes there were for other
CEEMS countries or regions. Was this training center going to be replicated, or was the OIML going
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to support regional training activities? Was there a plan for this, by when might this be implemented,
and how did the OIML measure the success of the current activities in China? He also reminded
delegates that with regard to issues of resources, countries were not equal. How did the OIML intend
to ensure that the assistance or activities reach all the countries that needed it?

Mr. Mason replied that this was a very good question, and said that in terms of timescale, the OIML
recognized that when there was a good idea, it was desirable that other people pick it up and apply it
as quickly as possible. He thought there wasn’t a particular timetable for rolling out this model, and
said that as so often was the case, the Organization had to respond to opportunities and respond to
offers. At the last count, there had been four offers to host a training center based on the Chinese
model, and he thought that each one of these may very well be different; the arrangements and
timescales required to reach agreement would be different, and in each case it should be possible to
implement these offers. He also thought that the OIML had to recognize that along with what was
being badged as an OIML training center, there might be a number of similar initiatives doing broadly
the same thing in different parts of the world, even if they were described slightly differently. One of
the advantages of not just the OIML’s activities, but also of those of the DCMAS, was that it provided
a network for capturing what all organizations were doing, and this was the same with the RMLO
Round Table. In terms of judging value for money, different people would have different views on this
depending on what they had put into it. Some countries would judge this according to whether their
staff came back well trained, or whether it looked as if it had not been very productive for them. Mr.
Mason considered that those responsible for the funding would similarly take a judgement as to
whether it was a good thing to do, and if it was, they would hopefully find more funding for follow-on
activities, and if they judged it was not, then the organization would have difficulty obtaining funding
from that same source. From the OIML’s point of view, it should be remembered that the main thing
being giving was its name, so the value for money judgement, which he thought the CIML in
particular had to take on a yearly basis, was to ask whether the activities that the Burecau had been
doing in its name were actually good value for money. In this particular case, it probably would not
involve very much expenditure by the OIML, but it may potentially involve using the OIML brand,
and if this was used for something which was not very productive, then it would be damaging to the
OIML rather than a benefit to it. This was a long and complicated response, but he considered that it
was understood that these things have to be judged on their results, and the Organization has to be
hard-headed. The OIML was doing this work for a purpose, which was to improve the capabilities of
legal metrology services in a large number of countries. If the Organization did not contribute to that,
then he insisted that it should stop doing it, and do something different. This was a judgement for the
CIML on a yearly basis. Mr. Mason asked if this had answered the question Mr. Madzivhe had asked.

Mr. Madzivhe said that the reply had only partly responded to his question. He said he was worried
because it sounded like “business as usual”, in that when someone came up with something, the
Organization would support it, even if it did not necessarily detail a particular issue which had been
identified among CEEMS countries, and even if it did not explain what should be achieved in one to
three years in Asia, Africa, Eastern Europe, or wherever. Mr. Madzivhe said that he did not think this
approach, of just lending the Organization’s name to something, or supporting a given initiative if it
came up, was enough to pursue the OIML’s objective, which should be to ensure that all countries
were at a similar point moving forwards. He thought that the Advisory Group must do more work, and
he considered that they needed a project plan which should have goals and indicators to cover what
needed to be achieved and by when, so that the Organization could measure whether there was any
progress, or whether it was just assisting when any project came up, depending on what Member
States wanted.

Mr. Mason emphasized that the OIML would not just pick up every project and run with it regardless
of whether it was going to be productive or not, but he suggested the Director may have more to say
on the way the Organization made that first decision on whether the OIML’s name should be lent to a
particular project.
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Mrs. Sukul remarked that from what she understood of the OPTC, it was not really intended to be a
“bricks and mortar” kind of place, and was supposed to provide facilities for e-learning, so if there was
more content for e-learning, and standardized modules and content management, or at least some sort
of syllabus for e-learning, she thought that more and more countries would be able to access it and use
it to train their people.

Mr. Mason confirmed that from the very outset, the phrase “virtual training center” had been used by
the Advisory Group chair. Their training center had to be conducted in some “bricks and mortar”, at
least some of the time, such as using the NIM campus in Beijing, as the Conference had seen in the
videos. However, the training center as a concept was not intended to be “bricks and mortar”, and
again he observed that Mrs. Sukul was absolutely right in that if the OIML could use new technology
such as e-learning and so on, then it could be less reliant on bricks and mortar as well as having less
concern about cost, because this was one of the main advantage of these methods since once the initial
material had been produced, the costs of duplication were virtually zero.

Mr. Patoray suggested that Mr. Madzivhe might contact him directly to discuss his ideas for how to do
what he was describing, and said that what he had done in the past had involved tracking projects,
determining their value, and reviewing and setting benchmarks, as well as looking for progress, so he
hoped that he could help with that, but needed some feedback and information from Mr. Madzivhe so
that he knew he would be going in the right direction. He said that Mr. Madzivhe had raised some
interesting issues, so he would like to spend some more time with him on this subject. Once they had a
basic framework, it could be spread out to other projects to see if they were really doing the right
thing, and to find out what benefit the OIML got out of what it was doing.

Mrs. Lagauterie announced that two more questions could be taken, one from UEMOA and one from
Saint Lucia, but after that she wanted to close this subject as there were other important items to
consider.

Mr. Issoufou wanted to make a similar point to that made by South Africa. It was true that the
organization wanted to carry out work with developing countries or countries with emerging
economies but these should be in a form that it was possible at least to follow whether the support the
OIML was giving was attaining its objectives. He found that although discussions on this were
regular, they were disordered, whereas they needed to be in a global form that in one way or the other
could look for the finances needed to satisfy the objectives once they had been fixed, and so it could
be seen whether they had been reached or not. His second point was about OIML D 1, which had been
revised in 2012. Mr. Issoufou felt that it was necessary to undertake an evaluation to see what the
impact of using D 1 had been in the countries concerned, as well as what had been achieved and what
was needed, so that a decision could be made on whether D 1 needed to be revised or not. Since the
OIML was on the point of updating D 1, it was absolutely necessary to take account of the fact that
developing countries, particularly in Africa of which Mr. Issoufou said that he had a thorough
knowledge, were now considering this in the context of the global quality infrastructure because they
saw that they always had problems with the financing of these structures. The more sectors there were,
the more they had a problem with finance, so there needed to be a synergy between the different parts
of the quality infrastructure. This was the concept they were currently developing, and they wanted to
know whether the OIML could work with the BIPM, ISO, ILAC, etc. to develop the quality
infrastructure. Such a consultation at international level to work in this direction would be extremely
welcome.

Mr. Dunmill replied that that was exactly why, at the last two meetings of the DCMAS Network,
which he had mentioned earlier, there had been a lot of discussion about the name of that group and
what they were trying to do. The three pillars of the quality infrastructure which had been there from
the very beginning were metrology, accreditation and standardization - the “MAS” part of the name.
However, since the IEC, for example, did a lot of work in conformity assessment, it had been
discussed whether the name should also include the initials “CA” to reflect this, or whether the whole
network should be renamed as something to do with quality infrastructure. He reiterated that there had
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been a lot of discussion about this, and there had been a feeling that the quality infrastructure term
itself was not well enough defined or used at that time, although the subject would certainly come up
again and he considered that as the network went into the future, it was a valuable point that countries
were increasingly interested in the quality infrastructure as an integrated whole, and he wanted to say
that when looking at the OIML’s interaction with the WTO, it was the quality infrastructure that
countries were interested in. It needed to be shown that metrology was a fully integrated part of this
overall subject, and that it supported a number of the other aspects as well.

Mr. Mason added that the speech he had made at a major regulatory conference in London the
previous week had been specifically on the subject of quality infrastructure, as well as the relationship
between the activities of the OIML and the other areas of standardization, accreditation and
conformity assessment. He said that on the way to this Conference, he had started sketching this out
into an article, which had a strong likelihood of appearing in the OIML Bulletin. He thought that Mr.
Issoufou was talking exactly the same language, and that in order to make the work of the OIML
relevant to decision-makers in many countries, it was essential for it to be put in this broader context.
An advantage of a revision of D 1 was that it would give the opportunity of looking at the relationship
between legal metrology and the other elements of the quality infrastructure, bearing in mind that once
this was done, the Organization would be looking at an even more diverse set of circumstances. He
emphasized that no two countries’ metrology systems were the same, so the observation was true that
no two countries’ quality structures were the same.

Mr. Gittens (St Lucia) said that one of the challenges St Lucia faced when trying to incorporate OIML
Recommendations into its law was trying to determine whether they should use all the
Recommendations’ requirements and “copy and paste” them into the law, or whether they should just
reference the number of the OIML Recommendation in the law. He said that there was a need for
some guidance for legislative drafters, probably in the next revision of D 1, as to what was the best
practice to incorporate Recommendations into law, as that was where they had faced the challenge in
trying to get the law actually passed.

Mr. Mason thanked Mr. Gittens for his observation and agreed that he was right. He considered that it
took a certain sort of expert even to use D 1, and one of the advantages that the organization had had
in the past was that there had been pre-eminent expert in that sort of activity in the shape of Prof.
Kochsiek. It now had a wider range of people that were developing this expertise, and that could be
drawn on to help explain how D 1 could be made more useful for the purposes for which it was now
likely to be used, which might not be the purposes that had been in mind in 2011. He said he could
name several individuals who he would want to have some sort of input into a reconsideration of D 1,
precisely from this practical standpoint of using it for real.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Mason, and repeated that she intended to close the discussion on this
subject, as she felt that the level of interest in the room had been demonstrated.

4  Report on the 2013-2016 financial period

4.1 Developments during the reporting period

Before starting his presentation, Mr. Patoray commented that there was a complicated set-up with a
large room and interpreters, who he said were doing an excellent job, and whom he thanked; there
were also technical staff taking care of the room itself, host staff taking care of the building, and
security at the door — all of which had to be coordinated, so when he had sent out the notice to
delegates to be prepared to work this afternoon, he had not asked them to be prepared to attend the
following afternoon. At the beginning of the Conference, it had looked as though good progress
through the agenda was being made, and it had not initially been considered necessary to meet that
afternoon, but because of the excellent discussions that had gone on, he had seen that the Conference
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should meet for at least some time this afternoon. He therefore hoped this extra work would mean that
it would not be necessary to meet for the entire morning the following day, going through the tedious
work on the new budget, which had prompted a lot of discussion during the CIML meeting. He still
wanted to leave sufficient time the following day to have a good discussion on the budget for the next
financial period.

He directed delegates’ attention to the slide on the screen, and particularly to the two large numbers on
it, saying that it had been difficult to put the agenda together as far as the sequence of information was
concerned, and said that this particular slide might have been better at the other end of the
presentation, so that delegates would see other parts of the financial results and other parts of the year
first. However, this presentation had been put in the agenda in this position which followed the order
which had been used at the last Conference in Bucharest.

The major improvement that had been made over the last four years was the very significant
renovation of the building at rue Turgot. There was a long list of items, which he believed were in the
Working Document, and if not, they were certainly available in other forms, but the major renovations
that had taken place included what Mr. Mason had indicated was a Conference center — a small
meeting room for about 18 people. This was an excellent facility which, together with the access to it,
had not existed before the renovations had started. The access had had to be hand dug with shovels,
and all the material had had to be wheeled out to the street through his office, so it had been a lot of
“fun” for about three or four months. Between this new construction, the roof, repairs to the facade at
both the front and rear of the building, several new windows, a new heating system, and numerous
other items, the total over the four years had been over 700 000 euros. Over the same four-year period,
they had rebuilt the entire IT system and put together the database. The database itself did not involve
a lot of capital, but most of the other items could be capitalized. However, a lot of time and effort had
gone into making this all work. Such equipment, he explained, cannot simply be bought and expected
to work immediately; time and the effort had to be put in, and some consulting time taken to get
everything to work. This had cost 240 000 euros. Putting the website in place had cost about 40 000
euros. The auditor had informed them that this could not be capitalized because the Organization was
not a commercial one; it did not sell things over the internet, and so they could not capitalize the
internet work, which was therefore pure cost. This had all been done by building assets and not
reducing the cash, so Mr. Patoray reported that an excellent job had been done with the money that
Member States had given the organization.

He went on to explain that when carrying out accrual accounting, there was a deprecation line, so that
at the end of the year the result included depreciation, so if delegates were to look at the current time,
this was about 180 000 euros per year. If the total figure of 700 000 euros was divided by four, it was
not too far off this figure, so that was why that number was 185 000 euros, because it had been
invested in the building. It would be coming back and therefore it could be reinvested in the building.
He did not anticipate anything like this over the next four-year period, so depreciation would start to
reduce. However, he said that starting now, a kilometer of cable was being laid down in the Bureau,
and that would be part of the expenses which were needed in order to run the Organization correctly.
Looking back at the early days of the organization, the building had been purchased in 1963 for
410 000 French Francs (the equivalent of about 62 504 euros) and inflation since that time had
increased this value to 567 404 euros. He considered that this was a fairly significant increase, but the
appraisal of the building was 3.2 million euros, so this had been a pretty good investment. A new
appraisal was being carried out at the present time, but unfortunately he had not been able to obtain the
value from the appraisal in time for this meeting. He would not expect the value to have gone down,
due to continuing inflation in the market in Paris, and reiterated that the building was a good
investment. This particular figure of 3.2 million euros, as he had explained at the CIML meeting, was
the asset that covered the Organization’s liability for its pension system, and he said he would refer to
that figure again later.
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The accrual accounting system had now been functioning since 2011, when he arrived at the Bureau.
Those delegates who had been at the CIML meeting and last Conference in Bucharest had witnessed
some of the adjustments that had had to be made in the accounting system to implement the accrual
accounting, and to include the building and pension scheme within that system. He reported that all the
adjustments were now finished, so the Organization would now be able to assess the money it had in
real terms. Sometimes in the past, the money had needed to be estimated, and this would become
evident in the next presentation on the surplus.

The auditing firm LG Audit and Conseils continued to carry out the audits, and this had been
reconfirmed for four years in 2014. In 2018, the CIML would have to decide whether the Organization
needed to change the audit company, the auditor himself, or even the whole way of carrying out the
audit.

An actuarial study had been completed on the OIML pension system after it had been officially closed.
The new B 7 Staff regulations had indicated that the Organization would not continue to offer the
pension system, and this had affected its one active participant. There were now six recipients, or as he
said he sometimes described it “five and a half” as when a pension recipient dies, their surviving
spouse can receive half the amount of the late recipient’s pension for the rest of their life, so there are
currently five and a half recipients of the pension system, and there would be one more person to come
into the system in the future. The actuarial analysis had indicated that the total liability of the pension
system over its entire life should be approximately 2.7 million euros, so it could be seen that the
3.2 million euros in the asset of the building would cover the pension scheme liability. This meant that
no Member State had any liability for the pension system, and he said this was a very strong point in
favor of the Organization, because there were many others in existence that could not say the same
thing, i.e. they have a very large and growing pension liability which they were covering on an
ongoing basis, and which, if there were any problems, they did not have the assets to cover.

He said in summary that these were some of the major things that had happened over this financial
period and although there were other things that needed to be discussed, such as the surplus, the
accounts from the past four years, and the future, he invited delegates to ask any questions about this
presentation.

Mrs. Lagauterie also asked if there were any questions; as there were none she thanked Mr. Patoray
and invited him to continue with the next part of his presentation.

4.2 Surpluses

Mr. Patoray continued that those people that had attended the Conference before would know that the
financial period ended after the Conference, so the current period would finish at the end of 2016 and
a new budget period would start. He could not therefore give the final numbers for 2016 at the current
meeting, and could only estimate them. This also required that he went back and reported on 2012
because the account had not been closed when the Conference had met in Bucharest in 2012. He
therefore said he would start with 2012, and then move into the current budget period.

In Bucharest resolution no 4 (from agenda item 4.3), concerning the final paragraph of Article XXV of
the OIML Convention, had resolved that the budget surplus for that period (2009-2012) would be kept
in reserve. The years 2009—2011 had been discussed in Bucharest, and in 2012 the surplus had been
about 41 172 euros. This was a final number, because the audit had been completed, but the word
“estimated” was still recorded because in 2010 some of the accounting system adjustments he had
talked about previously had been going on, and the only thing that could be done about this was to
“back out” those adjustments in such a way that the surplus or result for 2010 could be evaluated in
the same way that it would have been without including the adjustments for the building and the
pension scheme. In this case, the surplus turned into 233 390 euros, and he showed the Conference a
graph of what the actual values looked like. Mr. Patoray then showed a graph of the estimated values,
and observed that this looked a little different from the previous one because it did not include the very
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large negative number. With the aid of a third slide, he showed what the cash result would be. He said
this showed the money in the bank, because the rest had been accounting requirements to get the
building and pension scheme into the system, and if one were to go back further, there was a very
positive number and a very large negative number that offset each other, and they had to be worked
out of the system to obtain the estimate. For 2012, the year-end cash had increased significantly. From
2008 the amount of cash had been increasing, and the value of 233 390 euros was now showing up in
the accounts as surplus cash in the bank. Looking at 2013-2016, there had been a fairly good positive
surplus in the years between 2013 and 2015, and the estimate for 2016 was also predicted to be fairly
positive, which led to a total estimate for this period of 252 794 euros. Mr. Patoray subsequently
showed a graph of these figures. He said that the money had been spent wisely and asked the
Conference to reconsider the previous presentation, and the fact that the Organization had spent nearly
900 000 euros but there was still a positive result at the end of the year. The budget had indicated that
there should be a total amount for those four years of 140 000 euros, which had sounded good, but the
actual sum had been 252 794 euros. With regard to the year-end cash he asked delegates to note that
this had not continued to climb. At a certain point, it could be seen that there had been a lot of
expenditure on the building, so that the cash was being spent faster than the depreciation was able to
account for, but in the next year it had come back. This year the auditor had carried out a thorough
analysis of the financial position of the Organization. He had concluded that the fall in year-end cash
this year had been due in part to the fact that some Member States were not paying on time. They
should have paid in the year the invoice was sent to them, but they were actually paying a little late.
The year-end cash had decreased, but not significantly. With regard to the reserve, the previous
Conference had decided that the surplus should be put into the reserve account, so in the statement of
changes in net assets/equity the reserve value was 1290 114 euros, which was kept in the form of
bank certificates. When Mr. Mason had talked about the concern over cash-flow, this was because the
reserves were “locked up” in the investments in the bank. Other sources of money are needed to
ensure adequate cash-flow. Mr. Patoray indicated that for the future, there was the question of what
should be done with the reserve for the current financial period. The Convention indicated that budget
surpluses should remain available for use throughout the entire financial period, i.e. until the end of
this year. Although he was sure that each country could think of a use for it in their own metrology
systems, this was not what it was for! The Bureau had no current need to spend it, so it was up to the
Conference to decide what should be done with the surplus, which might either permit a corresponding
reduction in the dues of the Member States, or be added to the reserve funds.

Mr. Patoray said he was going to be a little bold, and present the Conference with the possibilities for
this reserve:

= The first option was that it could be used to reduce everyone’s subscription fee by dividing
this reserve by 146, which was the number of total credits, and this resulted in a reduction of
around 1 700 euros, or it could be put into the reserve. If the Conference was to look at the
projected budgets, which they had not yet seen, the plan for the next budget period was to
maintain the subscription fees at the same level. This would allow for the budget to operate
over the next period. He showed the Conference a slide which he said would give them some
things to think about, and suggested that the Conference may not wish to vote on this
particular issue now. It might be possible to discuss it now, and to take a decision at the time
when they discussed the whole budget. If there was a suggestion to reduce the subscription
fee, then the budget would have to be reconsidered. If instead it was decided to put the money
into the reserve, then there was nothing to alter in the future budget, but there were other
options that the Conference could consider. The budget also proposed that the Organization
could pay for its own annual meetings without an increase in anyone’s contribution. He
considered this to be a kind of “revolving surplus”. If it were to be used to offset the costs of
the meetings over four years (a total of five meetings over four years) each year a portion of
the surplus would be used to pay for the meeting, but the cost of the meeting was already
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allowed for in the budget, so that at the end of the four years the surplus would remain, and
would go to paying for the meetings over the next four years.

= The second option was that the surplus could be used to offset the one-time cost of the search
for the new BIML Assistant Director and BIML Director, and he said the CIML had
considered this. There was a need to replace an Assistant Director with the passing of Willem
Kool, and next year they would be replacing the Director. The estimated costs of these
searches was 125 000 euros. This sum had also been accounted for in the budget, so the
money would not be lost from the reserves.

= As a third option, there had also been some discussion about the need to have better training
for conveners in the technical work because there was a need to speed up the work so that
Recommendations were completed more quickly. There were more tools on the website, B 6
had been revised and a further edition was due shortly, so there was a need to have trained
people to deal with this. In the past, the BIML had set up training for all secretariats at a
metrology school in France, where the expenses had been paid for by the Bureau. So there was
the option of not having to raise the membership fees, using the reserve to maintain them at
their current levels whilst paying for the training of secretariats and conveners.

=  The fourth and last option was for expanding the role of CEEMS activities. This may or may
not be a new idea, but they had seen the level of activity in this area in the presentation on
CEEMS at this meeting, and had also seen a lot of information during the CIML meeting.
With regard to the points raised by Mr. Madzivhe from South Africa, Mr. Patoray said there
was not a specific program set up. This would be a commitment of the funds, and a plan
would have to be put forward, for which the CIML would be responsible. This was a bigger
risk. He concluded that he did not expect a vote right now. He urged the Conference to use the
Organization’s money wisely, to invest it in the future, and to use it for the benefit of the
Organization, so that it could be even better in the future. He asked if there were any questions
or comments.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Patoray for his presentation, and repeated his proposal that this would not
be voted on immediately, but to delay the vote until after the discussion on the budget.

Dr. Ehrlich thanked Mrs. Lagauterie, and said that the USA could not join a consensus of the proposal
to designate the surplus as reserve fund. He thanked Mr. Patoray for his explanation of the various
options. He said that a few years ago, the United Nations joint inspection unit had examined the
practices of various organizations in the UN system, and had found that on average, a reserve fund
level equivalent to one month’s operating expenditure was typical. Based on the numbers that had
been indicated here, the amount in the OIML well exceeded this average, and therefore the practices of
those organizations. The USA did understand the need to retain reserves in order to address possible
future cash-flow problems, but their suggestion would be that the surplus funds should either be
returned to Members, or used for special one-time purposes that did not lead to future recurring costs,
so perhaps one or more of the options that the Director had proposed would satisfy this. He repeated
that the USA would not want to see the money put into the reserves.

Dr. Schwartz said he would argue the opposite. He said that he would be in favor of putting the
surplus into the reserve or using it as outlined in the presentation. He said the Organization was lucky
at the moment in that there were one or two more Members (one more Member State and one
Corresponding Member), but that this situation could change quickly, and if many Member States
were in arrears, the Organization would then run into problems with cash-flow if it had reduced the
fees. In conclusion, he would be in favor of investing the money into the future of the OIML, and the
four points mentioned by Mr. Patoray were a real investment in the future. He could also imagine
support being provided to Technical Committee meetings, as it was often difficult for countries to
organize and host such meetings which were always expensive to run. He felt that this was the kind of
initiative where the surplus should be invested.
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Mr. Mikiel (Poland) asked Mr. Patoray if he had any calculations on the reduction of membership
fees. How large would the reduction be?

Mr. Patoray replied that the simple calculation would be that the approximately 250 000 euros surplus
were to be divided by 146, the total number of credits that there were at the present time. This value
was 1 700 euros, and that would be multiplied according to the classifications that Member States had.
So a country in Class 1 would receive about 1 700 euros, whereas a country in Class 8 would receive
eight times that, so he considered they were talking about a small amount of money, but in the case of
the minimum subscription fee of 14 000 euros per year, it represented about 10 %.

Mr. Loizides (Australia) thanked Mr. Patoray for his proposals, but said there were other options that
may need to be considered, and that the Conference should prioritize what it thought it may need. If
this amount of money was carried over as recommended, could these funds be dipped into in the next
budget cycle, so that they could be added to the funds that the organization had, and then accessed the
following year once the Conference had prioritized its needs?

Mr. Patoray replied that this would be possible using his recommendation. This amount could be put
into a particular account, and the Conference would identify what it could be used for. A report could
then be made to the Conference at its next meeting. As an example, the easiest option was to offset the
costs of the search committees. There would be an account when the search took place and the bills
were paid. There would be money left over at the end of the time, and that would all be reported back
to the Conference. However he agreed with Mr. Loizides that there could be more options, and this
was why he had wanted to discuss this today, so that delegates had time to think about this and they
could come back tomorrow and potentially put together some proposals.

Mr. Mason said he wanted to speak in his role as the UK delegate. He did not want to express a
position at this point, but rather to ask for clarification, and to suggest a useful way of looking at this.
As he saw some of these proposals, they were items for which there was already likely to be provision
in the budgets, and he remarked that he was a little confused about the consequences of using a reserve
on something which was already included the budget, and which would just produce the reserve again
at the end of the four-year period. He considered there were different conceptual ways of looking at
this which he would like to suggest. Obviously one of the options was to give the money back to
Members, and as he understood, this would most likely be by means of a single one-off return, rather
than using this to reduce the fees, because if that were done, the 1700 euros reduction would be
spread over a four year period. Reducing fees was one thing, but actually putting the surplus into the
reserves meant putting it into the bank and not touching it. This was obviously another option, but he
emphasized that the Organization had to be clear that that this option was exactly that — put the money
in the bank and do not touch it. The third option was to spend that money on projects, and the
Organization would then identify projects and decide that these were what it should do. The fourth
option was to make sure that the money was spent during the four-year period, but to leave a degree of
discretion as to what it was spent on. He observed that those were the four options that should be
considered, at least at the beginning. Mr. Mason said he could understand the position of the US in not
wanting it to go into the reserve, but if he understood correctly, what the US was uncomfortable about
was the second option he had described: “put it in the bank and do not touch it”.

Dr. Ehrlich said that this was correct, and that basically their feeling was that the amount in the
reserves was too high, and should be worked down somehow. One way of doing that would be to
spend the money on a one-time cost, i.e. something that was not recurring, and just spend the money
wisely on something that was needed and which would not be part of the annual cycle.

Mr. Mason felt that this was a slightly different argument, and that at the moment the Conference was
talking about this particular surplus rather than the level of reserve. He thought he would actually
invite the Conference to think about this in the terms he had suggested, namely the relative merits of
saying that the money should be spent on certain items, or alternatively that it should be spent, but that
there was discretion to decide on what it was spent. Obviously if the Conference wanted to spend it on
specific items, then it would be necessary to have a debate on which projects to spend it on.
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Mrs. Lagauterie pointed out the legal situation, as laid down in the Convention. She said that it stated
that that budget surpluses remained useable during the whole financial period, and this meant by the
end of this year, if she had calculated correctly. However, this was the first time she had come across
this interpretation, so it should perhaps be confirmed. She said she was referring to Article XXV of the
Convention which was in Chapter III on “Financial Provisions”.

Mrs. Sukul considered that there were two aspects to this discussion. One was to decide on what
amount of reserves should be maintained, and beyond that, what were the items on which the reserve
should be used and for what purpose. She thought the Conference should decide on a set of guiding
principles, based on which the usage of the surplus, beyond whatever should be maintained, could be
defined, and perhaps once the guiding principles had been decided, maybe for this year the Conference
should take this decision, but in the following years, maybe the CIML could take the decision on how
the money should be used.

Mr. Khedir thanked Mrs. Lagauterie and asked whether it would be possible to put a part of the money
in the reserve and the rest into various projects according to the priorities of Member States.

Mrs. Lagauterie pointed out that this was yet another option.

Mr. Klenovsky thanked Mrs. Lagauterie, and said that in his opinion his preference would be to use
the reserves to support the technical work, as he considered the situation in the recent years had not
been ideal, and the capacities to prepare drafts in national authorities were being reduced. If this was
not possible, it looked as though the Organization would be accumulating more and more surplus, so
he would find himself in a position similar to that of the USA. He said he would like to see even a
small reduction of the fees, for example 2.5 %, which would not use up all the reserves.

Mr. Patoray summarized that there had been some interesting responses regarding the reserve, which
currently stood at 1.2 million euros. In addition, there was a surplus in this budget period of about
250 000 euros, so the Conference needed to distinguish one from the other. The reserve should not be
touched, and he said that he would need to be convinced that the UN analysis of an organization such
as the OIML was correct. According to his previous experience, he believed that there should be six
months of cash ready in reserve for emergency situations, and as Dr. Schwartz had mentioned, there
could be a reduction in the surplus in the future if Member States could not pay, or if the Organization
lost Members. There had been five new Member States in the last six years, which had been
astounding to him, and was why the Organization did not need to raise membership fees in the next
budget period. If Member States were considering the option of a reduction in their fees (he said he
had been thinking of another three percent reduction in this budget period), he felt this could not be
achieved if the Organization were to pay for its own meetings, as well as for the two searches for the
Deputy Director and the Director. This could be considered as one extraordinary fee in the present
budget period, which would not be in the next budget period, but paying for the meetings would be
there and would not reduce the reserves. He said the Conference had not yet seen that in the proposed
budget, the result came out with no surplus. The surplus had almost doubled in the previous four years,
but next time, he was not anticipating there would be a lot of cash left over. As he saw the ideas he had
put forward, the investment in the future was covered in his third bullet point. This was an old idea
that had been tried before he took up post, but for which there had never been the resources to repeat.
He was not saying that they would host every technical meeting, but the idea he had mentioned
focused on the training of secretariats, conveners, experts representing P-members in the Technical
Committees, Subcommittees, and Project Groups, to try to resolve the issue of how to develop
Recommendations better, and how to do the job with the existing tools. The training would be there to
invest in the future, so the Conference could identify this now as a fund that would be spent in the
future, since it would not be possible to organize training and spend it all now, but rather over the next
budget period. From his perspective, he said the organization had 1.2 million euros, which was about
half of the total budget, and he considered that there was the correct amount of reserve in the present
budget period, but he also considered that there was no need to add to it, and that it would be better to
do something with the money and make it work.
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Mr. O’Brien (New Zealand) stated that he agreed with Mr. Patoray’s comments and remarked that the
technical work was the life blood of the OIML, and he had seen that as an Organization there had been
a lot of money spent on the building and on the IT systems, and he insisted that the other key asset that
the Organization had was the people that carried out technical work, so he saw an investment in
training as an investment in the people that were critical in getting the work of the organization done.
He emphasized that the first two bullet points were not really using the money, but just putting off the
decision for another four-year period, whereas he considered that the organization could really use the
money now to start investing in people and to get the technical work up to as high a standard as
possible.

Ms. Mikadnaze (Georgia) thanked Mr. Patoray for not just pointing out the two easiest ways of using
the money, and for having given more thought to the future of the Organization in the other options.
She felt that it was also important to work on the other things that had been mentioned, for example to
promote the work of the Organization and of the Certification System.

Mr. Golubev thought that when discussing this problem, it should be kept in mind that the possible
reduction in the fees would be very small, and the Russian Federation’s position was that this was not
very important, so he found himself in agreement with Dr. Schwartz that the Organization should try
to invest this money in its own future; from that point of view, just to put it into the reserves would not
be very useful. He said that the Russian Federation would agree with Mr. Patoray that the most
appropriate solution from their point of view was bullet point three.

Ms. Van Spronssen (Netherlands) said they were also in favor of spending the money on the training
of conveners, because she had heard that there was a need for them to know what they were doing.
She also observed that training videos would be very useful, as it was not only CEEMS that could use
them, but the whole community, because everyone had new personnel who could use such videos. She
said that she would suggest that, with regard to the reserve funds, some guidelines were created about
how much it should be in relation to the running costs of the Organization. There was too short a time
available to do this now, but maybe a proposal could be ready to discuss at the next Conference.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Ms. Van Spronssen, adding that she thought it was a very good suggestion,
and that she would arrange a meeting with the ministry of Foreign Affairs in France to find out
whether there were any guidelines on this since France was the guardian of the OIML Convention.

Mr. Edelmaier (Austria) said he was in favor of both ideas, to raise the reserve fund a little bit and to
put it into staff education so maybe it would be a good idea to split the money, to put a certain amount
into the reserve fund, and a certain amount into training to be used for special projects. He reiterated
that not all of it should be used in this way, because the Organization should have at least six months
of reserves available to it. At the present time there was approximately 212 000 euros to be decided
upon, and his proposal would be to split it half and half.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Edelmaier for his proposal, and said she thought that with regard to the
discussion on a possible “reduction of the fees”, this term should not be used because if the surplus
was to be used in this way, it would be a reimbursement divided by the number of countries and the
number of contributory shares of those countries. It was not a reduction in the fees, as the invoices
would not indicate a reduction in the fees for a specific year, but rather a one-off reimbursement.

Mr. Dixit said that the Organization had some reserve money and he thought it should be kept for the
future requirements of the Organization, as any time in the future, maybe in six months or in six years,
there might be financial problems, and to save the Organization, there should be money in reserve.
When the Conference considered the budget for the next year, he thought that some of it should be
kept for training purposes. The amount of the fees should be increased or decreased by the OIML
administration.

Mrs. Vukovic (Slovenia) wanted to draw the Conference’s attention to the last paragraph of Article
XXV of the Convention which said “The Conference shall decide what is to be done with any surplus.
The amount of this surplus may either permit a corresponding reduction in the dues of the Member
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States, or else shall be added to the reserve funds.” She was wondering if this meant that the
Conference should only be choosing between these two options, i.e. reserve fund or reduction of the
fees. Was it permitted to discuss whether to spend the surplus on training of conveners, or for the
selection of the Assistant Director, and so on?

Mr. Mason interjected that he had been asking himself the same question. He agreed that the
Convention only gave those two choices: either it went into the reserve or it was returned to the
Members by the negligible reduction in dues. Those were the legal alternatives, but the next question
was then: what does the Organization do with fact that it had “gone into the reserves”, and if you then
did absolutely nothing and ran a balanced budget for four years, you would achieve the result that the
USA was concerned about, which was the equivalent of putting it in the bank and leaving it there. So
if the Organization was going to spend the money once it had gone into the reserves, it would have to
budget for deficits over the next four years in order to spend the money after it had gone into the
reserves. Clearly the Conference could approve a budget which said that it wanted to run a deficit for
the next four years, and that was in practice the only way that you could reduce the reserve funds,
other than by handing it back to the Members by some other extraordinary method. He considered that
was what they were actually discussing in legal terms.

Mr. Patoray said that he agreed with what was in the final paragraph, and also agreed completely with
what Mr. Mason had indicated about the way that was worked out, but he wanted to direct the
Conference to the first sentence which said that “budget surpluses shall remain available for use
throughout the entire financial period”. He reminded delegates that they were still in the current
financial period, and emphasized that they were the controllers of the surplus. If they decided that
bullet point three was what the Conference wanted to implement, then the surplus would be spent
during the budget period on training. Now it was known that the surplus was for the first three years,
some could be put towards training, and some in the reserve, because they did not know for a fact that
his estimation for this year was correct, but it was known for a fact for the first three years, so this
could be looked at as being covered by the first sentence: the Conference was spending the surplus
money. The other one was exactly what Mr. Mason had said. The money could be put in a reserve
fund, but the expenses would need to be backed-out into the future budget which would be reduced,
and he would put in a line for training for a similar amount that would then reduce, and a negative
budget of approximately 250 000 euros could be run for the next four years. There were many ways of
working it out, and he said he had not given this enough thought when he had been putting together all
the paperwork to realize the impact of this amount of money. This was a good problem to have, since
the Organization had extra money, rather than being in the situation of running out of money, but he
apologized for not having informed delegates of these circumstances long in advance of the meeting.

Mr. Mason wanted to address the question of the way the Organization might apply this first sentence:
“budget surpluses shall remain available for use throughout the entire financial period”. He agreed that
one thing they could try to do in order to make sure that the Organization did not have a surplus, was
to instruct the Bureau to do its best to reduce that surplus by spending it between the Conference and
31 December 2016. He thought that this was the way the Organization ought to look at the
interpretation of what could be done in this financial period. He did not believe that creating a fund
and putting it to one side would actually be within the spirit of that, because actually that was just a
reserve by another name, so he actually thought that it was right to concentrate on the second half of
Article XXV, because the first half was really saying what they would have been able to do last year if
a developing surplus had been identified, and they had actually said that they ought to be trying to
spend this more next year. With less than two months to go, he did not believe that they should be
throwing money out the door just to decrease the surplus, and did not believe that anyone was
suggesting that.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Mason; she proposed that the discussion on the budget be closed and that
discussion of the accounts be left for the following morning, and moved on to Item 5.

46



15th International Conference (2016)

S5  Approval of the accounts for 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015

Mr. Patoray said this item should not be controversial. He stated that on the first slide was the CIML
resolution that indicated that the President was instructed to present the accounts for 2012 to the 15th
OIML Conference, and that he was going to do that. Mr. Mason interjected that had delegated the task
to Mr. Patoray. Mr. Patoray reiterated that delegates who had attended the CIML meeting would
already be familiar with them. He asked delegates to note the date highlighted in blue, stating that
these were the accounts that ended the year of the last Conference in Bucharest, and that having been
approved by the auditors, they could now be presented to the 15th OIML Conference as instructed.

2012

He referred delegates to the second slide. The account was taken from the completed audit reports, all
of which the delegates had received before the meeting. This was the comparison between 2012 voted
and 2012 realized, showing the charges. The next slide showed the income voted and realized for
2012, and at the bottom, the result realized for 2012. He reminded delegates about the discussion they
had had on the surplus, and said that he had showed them the final year of 2012 from the past surplus,
and commented that this figure was part of that.

2013

Moving onto the slide for 2013, which was part of the current budget period, he remarked that the
format of this slide was slightly different from the last one, but that it also showed voted and realized
figures, this time for 2013, as well as a result of 46 684 euros, which was part of the current surplus.

2014

With regard to 2014, he observed that the organization had not achieved the projected amount, but that
this had been discussed at the CIML meeting.

2015

The next slide showed the accounts for 2015, which had been presented to delegates at this week’s
CIML meeting, and indicated a result of 51 277 euros.

He said that the CIML had reviewed and approved these accounts. There had been long discussion
about each of them, and the details of these discussions could be found in the relevant CIML minutes.
The auditor had approved the accounts for each year according to the requirements set by IPSAS.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Patoray. There were no questions or comments, and the vote on the
resolution was postponed to the following day. Mrs. Lagauterie thanked all delegates for their active
participation and closed the session.

Mrs. Lagauterie opened the second day of the Conference. For those that had not been present, she
drew attention to the fact that the Conference had continued the meeting the previous afternoon, but
there were still a number of points to consider and she stated that the plan was to carry out the voting
during the current session. She repeated the request that that there should be someone present in the
room from each delegation who could vote at all times, and asked delegations to let the BIML staff
know if this was not possible.

Mr. Dunmill took the roll call, indicating that proxies are not allowed during the Conference:

Albania..........ccevvereeneenreenenn, Not present
Algeria...uvecviciieiieieecie e, Present
Australia........ccoeevevieecieeeieenen. Present
AUSHIA oo, Present
Belarus.......cccoccvevvenienieiieee, Present
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Belgium........occoevveveenieeieenn, Present
Brazil.....ccccccoveivvieienieeiee, Not present
Bulgaria.........coceevvienciieeieee. Present
Cameroon .........ccceeveeeveeevresenennnn. Not present
Canada........cccoevvevieeeeieeereeenen, Present
Colombia......cccccveerverieeniennnennen. Present
Croatia......cceeeveeeveecreesieereenneene Present
Cuba ..o, Present
CYPIUS c.ooeeieiiieiieceeeeeeeen Not present
Czech Republic .......cccoeevvenneneen. Present
Denmark........cccoovvevienieiieennnnn, Present
Egypt oo, Present
Finland.......c..ccoooeviiiiiieien. Present
France.....cccooovveeevciiieeieeeee, Present
Germany .........ccceeeeeerveeeeneeennnen. Present
GIEECEL....evvrvrereeeie e eiee e Present
Hungary .....ccccoovvviiiiiniiiiiiee, Not present
India.....cccoooviiiiiiiieee, Present
Indonesia ........cccccevveeeveeecnieennnen. Present
Iran ..occooeeeecieeeeeee e, Present
Ireland.......c.cooeevvvevieerieieceee, Present
Israel...ccccooceeeciieicieeieee, Not present
Ttaly..ooeeeeeieee e, Present
Japan......ccocovviiniiin, Present
Kazakhstan ...........cccceevveeenneennnnn. Present
Kenya .....cooceiiiiiiniiiiiiieeen, Present
Korea......ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee Present
Macedonia.......cccceeveerverreennenne Not present
Monaco......cccueeeeevieeeieieeeeee Not present
MOrocCo ..oovuviieeieiiieeeeeeee Not present
Netherlands.........cccccvveeveeennnnee. Present
New Zealand .........cccocevveennennee. Present
NOIWaY ...eeeiieiiiieeiceeeeeee Present
China.....ccoovvvvvecreereeeieeieeeene, Present
Pakistan ........cccccceeveevierrennennn. Not present
Poland........ccoeveviinienieeiee, Present
Portugal ........covevvveviiiiiee, Present
Romania ........cccoevevveeciieiien. Present
Russian Federation.................... Present
Saudi Arabia........cccccveevverivennnnne Present
Serbia......ccceveerierieiiieiieieene Present
Slovakia.......ccccceeveiercveciierieenennns Present
Slovenia......c.ccceevveevieeneeniennnenns Present
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South Africa....ccccccvvevverieerieeninnne Present
N 011 1 USSR Present
Sri Lanka ......ccccoeevvevieeeiieenienns Not present
Sweden ....ocooveeveeiieiieieiieins Present
Switzerland.........c.ccccoeeevveennnnnn. Present
Tanzania.......c.cocceeevevvenvennnennnn. Present
Thailand........ccccccoeevevienienee. Present
TUnisia......ccoeeeveeveeeieereeieeeeene, Present
TUIKEY c.vvevveciece e, Present
United Kingdom.............c.......... Present
United States .......cccceeeveeveennnnn. Present
Viet Nam ......cccevveveeneenneenennn, Present
Zambia.......c.coevvveeiieeiieeieenen. Present

Mr. Patoray summarized that 11 Member States were not present. With a total number of 61 Members,
and 11 not present, this left S0 Member States present, and since the quorum for the Conference was
two thirds of the total number of Members, a quorum was achieved.

Mrs. Lagauterie said that Mr. Mason had commented that this was a record number of attendees, and
she thanked everyone for their participation. She suggested the Conference should move on to item 6
on the agenda and vote first on the technical work, then on the accounts and the budget. She told the
Conference there would first be a presentation concerning item 6, the sanctioning of OIML
Recommendations.

6  Sanctioning of OIML publications

Before talking about the Recommendations themselves, Mr. Dunmill said he wanted to remind
delegates that the sanctioning procedure according to the version of B 6 that had been approved in
2013 was slightly different to the way things had happened before. It required the Bureau to prepare a
report to each Conference on all the publications that had been approved since the previous
Conference. This report would then be considered by the Conference and voted on to decide whether
the publications had been sanctioned. Assuming that there were no problems, the BIML would then
record all the publications in the report as having been sanctioned. He emphasized that the procedure
was carried out in this way because Article VIII of Convention, on the Conference, stated that “the
Conference shall decide on Recommendations for common action by Member States” as well as
explaining how Conference decisions work, and that Member States were morally obliged to
implement Recommendations sanctioned by the Conference as far as possible. Recommendations
were approved by the CIML and then sanctioned by the Conference at its four-yearly meeting.

Mr. Dunmill went on to say that this year’s report had been distributed as Annex D to the working
document which delegates had received in July.

2013

The report listed the publications approved at the 48th CIML Meeting in 2013. He displayed this list
on the screen and asked delegates to confirm that they did not have a problem with any of the
publications on that list being sanctioned in the report. There were no comments.
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2014

Mr. Dunmill asked delegates to indicate whether they had any problems with the list of publications
approved at the 49th CIML Meeting in 2014, stating that in 2014 some publications had been
approved by direct CIML online approval. Again there were no comments and they were sanctioned.

2015
He stated that in 2015 three Recommendations had been approved; there were no comments on these.
2016

The four Recommendations that had been proposed to this year’s CIML meeting had been approved
by the CIML, so they remained on the list of publications to be sanctioned. There were no comments
on these.

Mr. Mason asked about the two new Recommendations that did not yet have numbers. He remarked
that obviously the two Recommendations approved this year would not yet have numbers, but he had
noticed that there were a number of Recommendations in previous years which had had numbers
allocated, and he wondered whether it would be helpful for the Conference to be able to recognize
what those numbers were in order to have the clearest possible idea of what it was they were
sanctioning.

Mr. Dunmill agreed this was a good idea; Mr. Pulham told the Conference that the Recommendation
Instruments for the continuous measurement of CO and NOx in stationary source emissions would be
R 144, and the Recommendation Ophthalmic instruments - Impression and applanation tonometers
would be R 145.

Mr. Dunmill indicated that the Recommendations on Protein measuring instruments for cereal grains
and oilseeds and on Standard blackbody radiators for the temperature range from -50 °C to 2500 °C
had not yet been allocated numbers because they had just been approved at this year’s meeting, but
they would be R 146 and R 147 respectively. He checked that delegates were satisfied with this
clarification before continuing that this completed the list of publications approved by the CIML since
the last Conference.

He then returned to the point that the Conference needed to vote to approve this list and therefore
sanction those Recommendations. He asked delegates to note that the resolution actually said that “the
OIML publications listed in the report in Annex D are hereby sanctioned. Member States are reminded
of the obligation to implement OIML Recommendations as far as possible”. He asked if there were
any countries that wished to abstain from this vote. There were none. There were no “no” votes. The
resolution was therefore approved unanimously and those publications were now sanctioned.

Mrs. Lagauterie stated that the Conference would now go back to item 5 Approval of the accounts for
2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015, which it had discussed the previous day, but for which a resolution had
not yet been formulated. The accounts for 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015 had been presented to the
Conference the previous day. She did not think it was necessary to continue the discussion on this
subject and asked the BIML to read the resolution.

Mr. Dunmill read “The Conference, having regard to Article XXV, penultimate paragraph of the
Convention, noting CIML resolutions numbers 2013/7, 2014/6 and 2015/5” (and here he added that
the number had not yet been allocated to the resolution of this year’s CIML meeting approving the
accounts in 2016) “the Conference therefore resolves that the audited accounts for 2012, 2013, 2014,
2015 are hereby approved. The CIML President and the BIML Director are finally discharged for the
financial management during these years”.
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Mrs. Lagauterie asked delegates whether there were any comments on the wording of this resolution,
which they had received in the documents some time ago.

Ms. Van Spronssen said she had been wondering if the resolution did not include 2016, why could this
not be removed, by mentioning only CIML resolutions for 2013, 2014, 2015, and striking out 2016
because it was resolved only for the years 2012, 2013 2014 and 2015.

Mr. Patoray explained that the resolution for the accounts for 2015 had been resolved at the CIML
meeting in 2016, so all that was missing was the actual number of the resolution for 2016, which
would be added when the final resolutions were confirmed, so he thought the wording was correct.

Mr. Dunmill commented that there would be a review of these resolutions, into which they should be
able to insert the number.

Mrs. Lagauterie confirmed that the number of the resolution for 2016 would be added but the approval
would be for the accounts for the years 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015. There were no abstentions. There
were no votes against the resolution and so it was passed unanimously.

Mrs. Lagauterie stated that the Conference would now go back to item 4.2 Surpluses, which it had
discussed the previous day, but for which a resolution had not yet been formulated. She reminded
delegates that the previous day they had seen a presentation regarding the budget surplus, and she
suggested that the Conference should consider the resolution on this subject. She asked that this
resolution be shown to the Conference on the screen and asked if there were any comments on the
wording.

Dr. Ehrlich submitted that different wording had been considered the previous day, and asked if
instead, the original wording was going to be adhered to.

Mr. Patoray responded that since he had not anticipated that having additional funds left over at the
end of this financial period would be a problem, he considered that the proposals that had been
discussed the previous day were rather last-minute. He therefore believed that these funds could be
added to the reserves, and that between himself, the President, and the CIML at its next meeting, a
review of the budget would take place. He said they would also be reviewing what they had heard
from delegates about the need for training for conveners and secretariats, and they would be arranging
for this training to take place, the funding for which would be coming out of the reserves. This would
be done as quickly as possible so that this could be “front-loaded” to prevent the total reserve account
from increasing. At the CIML meeting there would be the opportunity to review the budget and the
forecast. Adding the money to the reserves did not mean that it could not be spent. If a valid need
arose which was not in the current budget, then the Organization could spend money from the reserves
on it, such as on the training of conveners on this occasion. With regard to some of the other
comments, he suggested that the Organization would be firm in the criteria adopted for this; existing
travel policies would be followed, and records would be kept on who had attended, the results
achieved, as well as the other accomplishments, and a full report would be made to the CIML.

Dr. Schwartz agreed with Dr. Ehrlich and proposed that some wording be added to this resolution
saying “shall be added to the reserve funds with a view to supporting training activities” or something
similar so that it was clear for what reason this money would be used, so that it did not continue to be
saved but that the reserves would in fact be reduced.

Mr. Mason questioned whether he was right in assuming the Conference would see some proposals on
how this expenditure was going to be allocated when the proposed budget was discussed for the
2017-2020 financial period under item 8.4.

Mr. Patoray said this would be possible. He emphasized that he was concerned that the Conference,
which dealt with high-level issues, would be getting into too much detail by doing this, which he
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judged was part of setting up and maintaining the yearly budget, and was therefore the responsibility
of the CIML.

Mr. Mason responded that he understood that, but that he was asking himself whether the Conference
would find it at least helpful to understand how this money was likely to be spent. He realized that a
discussion on the forecast was just a discussion on the forecast, but such a discussion would inform the
Conference on what it felt were the right decisions to take, and he emphasized that delegates were
being asked effectively to take two decisions. One of them was what to do with the surplus, and the
second was at what level to set the fees and the financial envelope for the next four years. He asserted
that it would be helpful to have this discussion now, but wondered if it would be more helpful to come
back to this resolution, including its wording and its voting, when they had also had an opportunity to
see what the circulated forecast was, which was in the papers that the delegates had already received,
as well as an understanding of how those figures might change if the surplus was allocated across
those four years. This would enable them to understand what effect this would have on the results for
those four years.

Mrs. Lagauterie enquired whether Mr. Mason had been speaking as CIML President, or as part of the
UK delegation.

Mr. Mason replied that he had made the suggestion as part of the UK delegation, and continued that
the vote on this should be postponed until the Conference had had a discussion on the forecast. He
stated that the UK would have no difficulty in supporting this resolution, but he thought it would be
helpful for the whole Conference if it was clear that all of the decisions were to be taken in the light of
a full understanding of how the money was likely to be spent over the four-year financial period.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Mason for clarifying his point of view, and continued that nevertheless,
the other people who had wanted to express their points of view should be allowed to do so before
moving on to consider the budget and then voting on this.

Mr. Dudle stated that he had wanted to express his support for the proposal made by Germany, but in
the light of the comment made by the President, he understood that the Conference would be returning
to this resolution, and therefore it would have the opportunity to add some of the ideas that had been
expressed during the discussion of that resolution.

Dr. Ehrlich said that he had been going to ask for clarification on when this might be discussed, but he
thought that the suggestion made by Mr. Mason had been a very good one, and that it would be very
good to have a discussion at the Conference and then make a decision later.

Mrs. Sukul added her agreement to the comment made by Germany, that there should be a small
addition to the resolution saying that there was an intention to use the surplus money for training
purposes. Additionally, she commented that this was for the period 2013-2016, and there were not
many options in the resolution, but she wondered whether some thought could be given to how to treat
any surpluses which may arise in the future, such as a revolving capacity-building fund, to which the
surplus could be credited on an annual basis. She was not sure whether this was feasible or not, but if
the Director could examine this, it would help the Organization to establish a capacity-building fund
which could be used every year, without waiting for the next Conference to decide on what to do with
the surplus.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mrs. Sukul for her suggestion. She replied that if her memory of the previous
day’s discussion on this subject was correct, there had been a question about the amount of the reserve
fund, and her suggestion was that this resolution contained a clause that instructed the CIML to
examine the reserve fund.

Mr. Mason wanted to clarify the nature of this proposal. As he understood it, this would be a study on
the policy the organization ought to adopt in the future concerning the level of the reserves, so that the
next Conference could make a clear judgment on this, and at that point it would know both how to
deal with surpluses which might arise during the financial period, and equally perhaps understand
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what might be necessary if the financial circumstances were adverse; in other words, what they should
do to ensure that the reserves did not fall too low. He asked if that was correct.

Mrs. Lagauterie replied that he had understood correctly.

Mrs. Lagauterie concluded that the resolution would not be voted on now, but instead suggested that
the Conference should move on to the presentation on the budget for the financial period 2017-2020.
This presentation would be made by the Director of the Bureau. However before doing this, there was
agenda item 7 on the contributory class of Member States and their contributions for the period
2017-2020. This item was for information only.

7  Member States’ contributory classes and the
base contributory share for 2017-2020

Mr. Patoray said that this presentation concerned information that had already been made available to
delegates, so he did not consider he needed to go through it in great detail. He showed delegates a
slide and observed that the main areas of interest were the longer green lines that ran across the slide
which highlighted three Member States’ classifications. Looking a little closer, he said that delegates
would be able to see that, based on the requirements in the Convention, as well as on a review
conducted in 2016 on the basis of the World Bank GNI (Gross National Income) figures for 2014, the
following Member States were being reclassified, effective from 2017:

=  Greece would be moving from Class 2 to Class 1 because its population had decreased,
= Belgium would be moving from Class 1 to Class 2 because its population had increased, and
= Pakistan would be moving from Class 1 to Class 2 because its GNI had increased.

With regard to the new Member States of Thailand (which had already been admitted) and Cambodia
(for which the Organization was just awaiting payment for the admission process to be completed),
from 2017, the total number of contributory shares would be 144, and in 2018, 2019 and 2020 it would
be 146. This would of course, be exclusive of any changes due to the admission or resignation of
Member States. The total income that the Conference would be asked to decide was then divided by
these 146 contributory shares to determine the base subscription fee.

Mrs. Lagauterie asked if there were any questions about this presentation.

Mr. Mason commented that after the difficult conversations on this subject four years ago, it was good
to see that the Organization now had a clear process for determining the way the contributions are set.
He thought that the fact that there was not very much to discuss at this Conference was confirmation
of the correctness of the decisions taken four years ago to put the establishment of the contribution
classes onto a formal basis to enable decisions of a policy nature, namely that if a country were to have
its class reduced, it immediately enjoyed the benefit, whereas if it were to increase in class, it was
given a year’s notice of this adjustment. He considered that all these decisions had made this a very
smooth process, so from the point of view of his own delegation, there were no questions because this
was now something which was smooth and mechanical.

Mrs. Lagauterie said it was very good to see this tool in use, and the process was now clear. She told
delegates they would now move on to consideration of the budget, item 8 on the agenda.
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8 Budget for the 2017-2020 financial period

Mr. Patoray thanked Mr. Mason for his comments and reinforced them, saying that when things were
simple, it was easy to forget that a lot of work had taken place in the past to arrive at that point, and he
appreciated all the hard work that had taken place at the last Conference to make the question of
contributory classes so simple this year. He then started his presentation by indicating that he would
not dwell on his first slide as he said that delegates would be seeing it in more detail later. This was a
history of the base contributory share over the years of the Organization. He said that he would not put
too much emphasis on any particular time, as there had been times when inflation had been in double
digits, and there had been times when the Organization had been growing rapidly, so a lot of variables
had contributed to setting this value, but this was a way of looking back on the history of the
Organization and seeing how fees had changed over the years. His next slide gave the same basic
information, because this was what had been used in creating the budget itself. He showed delegates a
slide indicating the total number of base contributory shares for the various years, asking them to
remember that this budget was for the years 2017-2020. Mr. Patoray said that in the proposed
progression for this budget, there would be no change to the value of the base contributory share over
the period 2017-2020. There would also be no entry fee for new Member States. The Convention
defined this as one year’s subscription fee, to be paid at the time of joining the Organization, but the
policy for the last two budgets had been to set it at zero. Mr. Patoray continued that delegates would
have noted the small decrease in the subscription fee during the current financial period, and this value
would be maintained during the following four-year period. He reported that at the 13th Conference in
2008, the annual Corresponding Member subscription fee had been set at ten percent of the base
contributory share, or 1 400 euros over the whole of the current financial period.

Moving on to the OIML Certificate System and the MAA, Mr. Patoray indicated that the proposed
application fee for becoming an Issuing Participant in the current MAA system was set at 1 700 euros,
the same as the previous financial period. However, this was not reflected in the budget itself, because
there had not been a significant number of new applicants to become Issuing Participants, so he did
not consider this to be a significant part of the budget. The fee for registering certificates in the Basic
and the MAA systems was set at 350 euros, which would be the same as it had been in the previous
financial period. With the addition of the new OIML Certification System (OIML-CS), which had
been approved by the CIML at its 51st meeting, the registration fee for all certificates would be 350
euros. There would also be no application fee for becoming an Issuing Authority. The financial period
defined in Article XXIV of the OIML Convention was equal to the interval between sessions of the
Conference, and since this had normally been set at four years, he had done the same this time. He said
that the Conference needed to decide the overall amount of money necessary to cover the
Organization’s operating expenses, and the annual amounts to be placed into the reserves to meet
essential emergency expenses, and to ensure the execution of the budget in the event of income
proving insufficient. With regard to this particular wording, he considered that it came from a time
when the Organization had used cash accounting rather than accrual accounting, and that this had
produced a significant change in approach, but the Article was still in the Convention, and the
Conference still needed to be aware of it.

He remarked that his next slide would be a bit of a challenge to read, but it could be broken down into
different sections. He asked delegates to note that this slide had been based on the actual numbers
from 2015, so that it could be compared to the most recent audited budget year, and that could then be
used as a comparison for the new budget period. He repeated that the Organization had a new Member
State, Thailand, which affected the Member State line. There had also been a slight reduction in the
number of Corresponding Members since 2015. The certificate income in 2015 had been rather large,
and he did not think it would be possible to maintain this at the same level, but pointed out that the
income value increased during the budget period, because he believed that the new Certification
System would result in more certificates being issued.
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The Translation Centre had been a line in the 2015 budget, even though the Organization had not been
collecting any funds, and therefore a zero had been recorded against this, and it was now closed. The
financial income had been adjusted to more accurately reflect the current economic conditions. The
figure that was highlighted in blue was the total figure for the four years, which the Conference would
be considering.

As far as costs were concerned, Mr. Patoray said that staff costs accounted for a large part of this
value. He drew delegates’ attention to the fact that since the 2015 budget, the staff costs had not
changed very much at all. Small adjustments had been made during the year, and in 2017 there would
be a contracted individual from the UK, in the role of a senior engineer, working with the Bureau, but
this may potentially be replaced by a full-time position, depending on the decision made by the CIML
on the Assistant Director position. This position had been included, and in addition, Mr. Patoray
himself would be being replaced in 2019, and he would expect the salary to decrease at that time, so
the adjustments on his slide had been based on a lot of different things. He said he had allowed for an
increase in the pension outgoings to allow for inflation, and other possible variables from 2015, but
these did not have a significant impact on the budget itself. He also drew attention to the areas
highlighted in blue because they indicated the total costs.

He said that with regard to running costs, they were relatively similar, based on some minor changes
for low inflation and other minor changes since 2015.

In the case of the administrative costs, there were values for communication which related to the
running of the computer and phone systems. However, he pointed out that the meeting costs did
increase, and that was in order to cover fully the costs of the CIML meeting. These values were based
on the costs in 2015. He said that the figure was 83 000 euros, but that in reality, there had been a
50 000 euro winding-out because of the large contribution towards the CIML meeting from New
Zealand in the previous year, so that when the Organization had paid for the Arcachon meetings in
2015, it had been a little bit more than the 83 000 euros. He believed that the CIML meetings could be
organized for the amounts shown on the next slide, and he asked delegates to note that in 2020, this
figure would be larger, as that would be the year of the next Conference and there would be five days
of meetings instead of three and a half days.

The lines concerning travel and accommodation would remain basically the same, and he said they
were not trying to increase the level of the travel budget as it had been reasonably stable over the past
years.

With regard to the extraordinary expenses, Mr. Patoray reported that these related to the search for a
new Assistant Director and Director, and would be one-time fees for this particular budget period.
With depreciation, he said that from 2015 this was starting to come down, although there were still
issues relating to the electricity in the Bureau, and some other problems with the building to take care
of, so delegates would observe some fluctuations in the depreciation value, but generally it was
reducing.

In the case of the provision for uncollected funds there was a possibility that some Member States may
not remain, so there needed to be something in the budget to protect the Organization. The budget
which was being proposed to the Conference was almost break-even over the four-year financial
period, and at the end of that time, there would be 4 000 euros as a surplus for the four years, so there
may not be the same issues and problems arising four years from now, because there would not be so
much money left over, and that would be due to the fact that there had been no increase in the base
contributory share for this year, and also due to the fact that the Organization would be paying for all
of its own CIML meetings.

The next slide he showed delegates concerned the accounts for the new Certification System. The
income arose from the 350 euros fee per registered certificate, and the costs represented half a BIML
staff member, plus a small percentage of a number of other staff-related costs, such as travel, space in
the BIML, paying a part of the building overheads, etc. These had been taken into account for the
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Certification System, which at the end of the four-year financial period, came out close to breaking
even, even using the current 350 euro certificate fee, so he thought that this was a good approach to
take. He insisted they were not trying to make money on the Certification System but they were also
trying not to lose money on it. As he had already mentioned, the extraordinary expenses arose from
the search for the Assistant Director and Director which would be taking place shortly. He underlined
that the figure on his slide was what he hoped was a conservative estimate, but also that the actual sum
would not exceed his estimate. Mr. Patoray indicated that the result for the particular budget he had
presented was almost break-even, giving a total result of 4 441 euros over the four years for a total
amount of credits for this period of 8 827 000 euros.

However, he said there had been a suggestion that the Conference looked at the potential for using the
reserves, as had been mentioned during the discussion on the surplus, and what might happen if they
carried out the proposed training of secretariats and conveners. The CIML would be able to discuss
this in much more detail, but he showed the Conference a slide which he described as front-loaded
spending on training on what he would call “technical work”. He said the Conference could rename
this if it wished, but “technical work” for him was the development of the Organization’s publications
by conveners directly and by secretariats indirectly. That training would take place for all the
conveners and secretariats in the most effective way possible, whether this was by travelling to them
or by bringing them to the BIML. It would also be done so as not to be a burden to the Member State,
the secretariat, or the convener. He said he would be relying on Gilles Vinet to assist in this, so there
would be an extra person to help in addition to Mr. Dunmill, who had carried out a training session
before. They knew that they would be working on B 6, so additional training would need to be carried
out when B 6 had been completed. What he intended to propose was that an initial training program
would be set up to understand what they were doing, and this would then be presented to the CIML at
its meeting, reporting on the necessary budget and forecast. It would then be possible to have a better
discussion at that CIML meeting on exactly how to complete this. In this way the Conference’s wish
concerning the reserves could be achieved, i.e. that the reserve money should not just remain
unproductive, but should help the Organization in its technical work. He was a bit unsettled about the
negative numbers in this budget, but this was the intent. There needed to be a negative result at the end
of the following four-year period because the Organization would be using its reserves to pay for the
training and for the extra work that they would be doing. Mr. Mason had suggested using this way of
accounting for it in a budget, and he thought it was an excellent approach. If there was agreement by
the Conference, then this is what he would do, but he would still try to maintain these numbers in a
way that they were not reflected elsewhere in the budget. Mr. Patoray asked if there were any
questions or comments.

Mrs. Lagauterie clarified that the document on the slide was not that on which the Conference had
been asked to vote for the budget, but it gave an idea of what could be done in the coming years if the
Organization spent the money from the reserves on support for secretariats and conveners.

Mr. Patoray added that the budget on the screen had been modified at the bottom but that the
Conference would be asked to vote on the total number at the top or the income to support the budget
and that number had not changed.

Mrs. Sukul thanked Mr. Patoray for reflecting the 2015 actual figure because that helped understand
and was more realistic for the purposes of comparison. As far as the other item on training was
concerned she wanted to ask whether it would only show as a deficit or could be shown as an income
from the reserves on the income side. She did not know whether this would be possible on not.

Mr. Mason interjected that given his experience he would answer this question and continued that he
did not think it would be possible to play with the income side. He considered that the Conference had
to recognize that that the consequence of using the reserves in the way that had been proposed
committed the CIML to running a deficit for at least three of the four years, and to an overall deficit.
He concluded that certainly from the Director’s private sector background it would be a difficult thing
to do, but most of the delegates were from a public sector background, and understood what it meant
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to deliberately run a deficit. He continued with a comment of his own, asserting that it was clear that
the preference was to use this money primarily to train the Organization’s conveners and secretariats
in the new systems and to improve their ability to operate, which was the biggest contribution the
OIML itself could make to the improvement of the technical work. The technical work itself was
primarily done by Member States, and what the OIML could do was to support that process by
providing systems and then by providing training. He wanted to suggest that the Conference might
wish to be a little wider in its wording of the resolution, and he noticed that the Conference President
had used the phrase “support for secretariats”, which he thought would be a better way of expressing
this line. He said it was clear that the main support that the Organization was going to supply was
indeed training, but he thought that if the instructions to the Bureau gave a little more flexibility to
come up with other ideas which would also support secretariats and conveners in doing their job, then
he considered this would still be in line with the comments that had been made yesterday, but would
give them a little more latitude and not force them to spend this money only on something which they
could call training.

Dr. Ehrlich wanted to reinforce what Mrs. Sukul had just proposed: perhaps not showing in the budget
that the money would come from the reserves, but perhaps the resolution could be a little more broadly
worded to indicate that it would be anticipated that any surplus would be covered by the reserves.

Mrs. Lagauterie pointed out that this implied that some work would have to be done on the wording of
the resolution, and this could be carried out during the pause.

Mr. Capuano had noted that the cost of the personnel was 63 % of the total revenue. He said that the
next time, he suggested that more information was provided, since this was a question of transparency.

Mr. Patoray replied that there were nine staff members at the Bureau, all of whom collected a salary
and had some form of either general or special relationship with the French Social Security System.
The personnel line basically took care of all of those parts, and he submitted that he was not sure how
much more detail he could go into without breaking it down to each individual salary or each
individual benefit, and he indicated that he did not understand the extent of the question. He asked Mr.
Capuano to rephrase his question.

Mr. Capuano said that on the slide, the cost of the salaries was 1 360 000 euros in a total of revenue of
2 545 000 euros, which amounted to 63 %, and he wanted to have more information on the total of the
salaries, and on the division of the salaries. If there was an international contract, it must have some
indication on how the salaries are calculated.

Mr. Mason clarified that if he had understood the question correctly, what was being requested was
detail at the level of salary, pension contributions, social security and other employer costs that were
related to staff costs. He underlined that that total was not all salary which was paid to the staff
members, but that this was the detail that Mr. Capuano was asking for. He commented that at the level
at which the Conference was being asked to take a decision, he found it easier if the numbers were not
broken down into too much detail because it was the overall shape of expenditure that he was
interested in. He stated that every year, accounts were produced which had a greater level of detail,
and Mr. Capuano would have seen the accounts that had been submitted. He added that the
Conference only saw those accounts ever four years, whereas the CIML saw them every year, the
Presidential Council reviewed the financial information, and the CIML President, together with the
Director, reviewed the financial information in much more detail throughout the year. The breakdown
was therefore available, but he concluded that it would be quite difficult to provide that additional
information at the present time for the purposes of the Conference discussion and asked Mr. Patoray to
confirm this assumption.

Mr. Patoray replied that that was a correct assessment. He added that there was more detail in the
yearly accounts which were available and had been distributed to the Conference. The fine level of
detail of each salary and benefits that the nine employees were receiving was quite extensive from the
standpoint of the Conference. He said that any of the detailed information he was asking for could be
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provided at another time as it was all readily available, and what he had created in the worksheets was
all open and accessible to any Member because that was part of their money, so if they could arrange
for a different time at which they could discuss the details then it would certainly be possible.

Mr. Mason added that as far as salary costs were concerned, they were set primarily by the salary
tables and by policy in the staff regulations which had been adopted by the CIML in 2013. The other
costs were largely determined by the French Government, so that if the French Government decided to
change their approach to social contributions, then those costs would change which again made it
difficult to be 100 % firm about these forecast figures. He stressed that those figures would be the best
judgment of what the costs were likely to be. Mr. Mason concluded that during a four-year period they
might change, and it was part of the Director’s responsibilities to adjust to those changes.

Mr. Dudle stated that clearly the Conference was not making any decision on the individual budget
position, as the Director of the Bureau had made it clear that they were just allocating the amount for
the next four years. Nevertheless, since they had started to discuss the issue of training, he said he had
spotted that there was a three-year period where money was allocated for training work, although none
was allocated in the fourth year. He underlined that this was obviously to absorb the surplus of the
current financial period, but asked whether it was the intention that this was just a limited initiative, or
whether the training work would go on afterwards. He asked Mr. Patoray to elaborate on this.

Mr. Patoray maintained that from his perspective he believed that the Organization should look to the
future and continue such work. This was a not a new idea, and had been done in the past, but he
indicated that when he arrived at the BIML, there had been concerns about the budget itself and that
spending was not under control, so one of his main tasks when he had arrived had been to change that.

Fortunately this had been resolved, and there was now a surplus. Consequently, he did not expect the
good work that was planned over the next three years to stop, but after that it would hopefully not be
so intense. He observed that training was now needed for the new systems on the website, but as this
became more ingrained into the Organization, the training itself would not be so intense, and the
training budget would decrease substantially, but the intention of his estimate would be for a yearly
follow-up of training, and he would expect to give his successor that information when he talked to
him or her before he left his post. He would expect that his successor would continue this, and set up
plans for the future so that there would be yearly refresher courses as well as training for new people
coming into the technical work. The Bureau would have a list of those people who had not been
trained and courses could be arranged on a yearly basis.

Mr. Mason added that the question of whether there should be a continuing expenditure line over an
indefinite period was a very important question, and he remarked that he would have concerns about
taking a decision of that nature at a meeting like this, when the Organization had not had the
opportunity to think in the longer term about whether they wanted to commit to the Organization
providing this level of support. He maintained that for him it was better that this was shown as a one-
off arrangement, which gave the Organization the ability in four years’ time to decide in the light of
the experience they would have gained whether this was something they would wish to see as a budget
line in the future. He suggested they would be able to have a discussion like they had had four years
ago on the special CEEMS fund, but that it would be on the basis of material that had been distributed
three months in advance of the Conference, so that delegates would have had the opportunity to
consider the matter. He concluded that he would be uncomfortable if the Conference, on the basis of
just a single day’s discussion, effectively committed itself to carrying out this sort of expenditure for
the foreseeable future.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Mason, and stated that consideration also needed to be given to the rules
on how much time the Conference needed to be allowed to consider draft resolutions.

Mr. Birch (Member of Honor) referred back to the issue of clarifying the bottom line deficits and
suggested that a note might be added to the budget explaining that the deficit arose from the
expenditure on training which would be funded by draw down from the reserves. This would mean it
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could stand alone, and another resolution would not have to be considered to determine what was
going to happen next.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Birch for his suggestion and invited the delegate from Austria to express
his point of view.

Mr. Edelmaier commented that he was uneasy about deciding to have a negative budget and suggested
it would be a good idea to have at least a note, but even better from his point of view would be that a
close connection was made between the spending of the reserve fund and the money to be spent on
training. If he knew that there would be a negative budget at the end of the next financial period, he
would have to vote against it unless it had been clearly decided by the Conference where that money
would come from. He asked that further consideration be given to the wording of the resolution that
concerned the money to be put into the reserve funds, so as to make a clear and close connection. He
told the Conference that if a negative budget was to be run then he would be asked by Austrian
accountants whether the Organization was planning to raise the yearly Member State contribution.

Mrs. Lagauterie felt this coincided with the previous comment and invited the delegate from India to
speak.

Mrs. Sukul pointed out that the figures for the training on technical work had been front-loaded, and a
higher amount had been proposed in 2017. She wondered whether it would be better to do this the
opposite way round by reducing the amount for the first year, seeing how it went, and then deciding
how the amount should be adjusted. She suggested this could be done by the CIML on an annual basis.

Mr. Mason thought it was important to clarify that these were budget figures which represented the
Bureau’s expectation of how this expenditure would be dealt with, and this arose from some things
that had already happened. They had already identified some training events that they wanted to run in
2017. However, this did not commit the Organization to this level of expenditure. He reiterated that
due to the way the budgets were set over a four-year period, if it turned out that actually only 50 000
euros could be spent in that first year, then the budgetary approach would still allow the Organization
to move that money into later years without committing a financial irregularity. He concluded that the
budget provided the best guess, but did not commit the Organization to carry out the work on the level
of the profile stated.

Mr. Mason added a technical point. He stated that a later agenda item would decide on the date of the
next Conference, and he emphasized that the Conference needed to understand that it was at this point
that it would decide that the next Conference would be in four years’ time, because if it set a four-year
financial period, this committed delegates to a meeting in four years’ time. He judged that this was the
right decision, as it seemed to be the right sort of cycle, but insisted that the Conference needed to
recognize that it was by passing the current resolution that they committed themselves to meet again in
four years, and if there was anyone who wanted to suggest that it should be three years or five years
(and it could be as many as six years), then this would be the point at which to raise that.

Mr. Patoray stated that the Convention did contain a provision for the Conference not meeting by the
end of the budget period. It stated that the current budget would continue until such time as the
Conference met. This meant that, for example, with regard to the next financial period if there was
some unforeseen reason why the Conference could not meet in the last year of the financial period,
2020, then that year’s budget would continue until the Conference met. He concluded the Convention
only required the Conference to meet every six years; there was not an absolute requirement to meet
every four years. However he agreed with Mr. Mason that if the Conference did not intend to meet in
four years’ time, it would make things a lot easier to have the budget reflect this. He drew attention to
the fact that the Conference had been meeting every four years for a long time and that had come to be
the standard practice.

Mrs. Lagauterie said she could not see anyone else wishing to comment and so she asked Mr. Patoray
to read out the new version of the resolution, which had been re-worded during the break following
that morning’s discussion. She said she had checked the delegations, and everyone appeared to be
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present, so she did not consider it would be necessary to repeat the roll call, unless one of delegates
expressly asked for it to be called. She asked delegates directly if any of them wished a roll call to be
called, and as there was no response, she indicated that the resolution would be presented to them and
voted on.

Mr. Dunmill said that the resolution that had been amended during the break was worded:
“The Conference,
Having regard to Article XXV, final paragraph, of the Convention,
Resolves:
1 that the budget surpluses net results from the 2013-2016 financial period shall be added to the reserve funds,

2 during the financial period 2017-2020, these reserve funds should be made available to provided time-limited support
to secretariats and conveners in developing their capability, in particular through training, to deliver the technical
work of the OIML.

The Director is requested to prepare budgets to be presented to the CIML for the years 2017, 2018, 2019 and 2020 which
reflect this expenditure.”

Mr. Mason wanted to make a correction to his drafting of the resolution. He judged that the resolution
should talk about the increase in the reserve funds, because as currently drafted, it would suggest that
everything in the reserve funds should be being used for this time-limited support, and he emphasized
that of course that was not correct. He asked that the wording be changed to “this increase in reserve
funds should be made available ...”.

Mr. Marneweck (South Africa) asked that, in line with all the other resolutions, in the third to last line,
where it said “the Director is requested ...” it should say “Instructs the Director ...”. He submitted that
it should be made separate from parts one and two, and should read “and instructs the Director to
prepare budgets to the CIML ...”. He considered that this would be more in line with previous
resolutions that had been taken.

Mrs. Lagauterie signified that this modification had been taken into account and asked if there were
any other suggestions of modifications to the resolution.

Mr. Khedir asked whether it was only the surplus for 2016 which would be used for training, or
whether it was the surplus for the whole period.

Mrs. Lagauterie replied that for her the text made reference to the increase as indicated in point 1. She
said it was clear to her that it came from the increase over the period 2013-2016. She indicated that she
did not think it was necessary to modify the wording further but this could be done if it was deemed
necessary by the Conference and she asked if anyone else thought it was necessary.

Mr. Sanders (United Kingdom) observed that paragraph 2 quite specifically limited training to
conveners and he wondered whether this would prevent any other training. Here he said he was
thinking specifically of training on the new Certification System, which he considered was really quite
complicated, and he asked if it would be possible to rearrange the paragraph to reflect that. He
suggested it could say “time-limited support to deliver the technical work of the OIML, for example
by secretariats and conveners”. He considered that this would allow the option of extending it to other
areas if the Bureau thought it was a worthwhile cause.

Mr. Mason replied that at the moment this was an instruction to spend the whole amount by running
budget deficits in support of secretariats and conveners, and particularly training for secretariats and
conveners, if possible. He said it would certainly be possible to amend the resolution to broaden the
instruction, but he remarked that once the Conference started broadening this beyond the discussed
training of secretariats and conveners, it opened up all sorts of avenues and all sorts of other uses.
However he emphasized that an instruction of this kind still left open the possibility for the surplus to
be used for other things if they could not be used in their entirety. If it was not possible to spend all of
the money on support to secretariats and conveners in this financial period to implement this
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resolution, then the objective should be to avoid surpluses in the next financial period. He thought Mr.
Sanders was correct that training on the new Certification System would be a very high priority, and of
course the Conference also had to bear in mind there could be other sources of surplus during the
course of this financial period. He then repeated that these were the sort of things the Organization
now understood it should consider spending money on in preference to presenting another surplus to
the Conference in four years’ time.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Mason for this clarification.

Mr. Marneweck pointed out that in the paragraph discussing the “resolves”, the full stop at the end of
item 1 should be replaced with a semicolon. He suggested that to clarify that item 2 referred to
paragraph one, then perhaps after the first comma it should say “this increase in the reserve funds, as
mentioned in 1 above, should be made available to provide time-limited ...”. He thought this made it
clearer.

Mrs. Lagauterie thought this would help to clarify the situation from Mr. Khedir’s point of view and
others that may ask similar questions later. She thanked Mr. Marneweck for his suggestion.

Dr. Ehrlich observed that the US welcomed the change to the draft resolution and could support it, but
he added that they would like to encourage further action on the additional discussion that had taken
place on a future enquiry to the CIML and the Conference about setting an appropriate level for the
reserves, so he would like to see that activity in the future. However, he concluded they could support
the resolution.

Mrs. Lagauterie believed his request had already been taken into account because there was another
separate resolution on this subject.

Mr. Mason clarified that after they had completed this resolution, there was another one which would
address the United States’ point directly.

Mr. Patoray remarked that with regard to some of the other points that had been made, and his re-
education on the thinking of the Organization regarding surpluses, the Conference would note from a
second resolution they would see shortly that it would be his intention to come to the CIML with
additional areas of possible need which the CIML could address on a yearly basis, and that could again
possibly be taken from the reserve funds, but this would be a CIML decision to make specific
expenses on specific items. As an example, he pointed out that the Certification System had been
mentioned, but the Conference did not know what might be needed right now. He said that such a
suggestion might be made to the CIML in the future. He added that the Bureau would do its best to
spend the surplus as requested, but it might not be possible to spend that much money. Therefore he
concluded that the CIML could have a thorough discussion on alternative expenses, so that the spirit
of this resolution could be addressed. He realized that this was in contrast to what the resolution
specifically said, but did not think that it should limit the CIML’s decision making in the following
budget period on what might be important for the operation of the Organization and what would be
needed for it to make progress in the future.

Mrs. Lagauterie summarized that the ideal would be not to have a surplus at the end of the financial
period so as to avoid having to make a decision on whether the surplus would be put into the reserves
or spent on something else. She added that she could see nobody else who wished to comment on the
wording of this resolution, so she considered that everyone understood, and said it could now be voted
on. She repeated that none of delegates had asked her to proceed with another roll call, which she did
not think was necessary since all delegations were still present. She proceeded directly to the vote.
There was one abstention from Austria. There were no votes against the resolution, so it was passed
with one abstention.

Mr. Dunmill said that the following resolution was specifically to address the concern which the
United States raised during the discussion on the last resolution. He read:

“The Conference,
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Having regard to its discussions on the level of reserves appropriate to its operations,

Requests the Committee to consider the policy it should adopt towards the long-term level of the reserve funds and the
purposes for which it should be used, and to report on its recommendations to the 16th Conference.”

Mr. Dunmill noticed that whilst reading the resolution he had used the words “it should be used ...”
and judged that since “it” referred to the “funds”, the resolution wording should be changed to “they
should be used ...”. Having made this change he asked if there were any other comments on the
resolution.

Mrs. Sukul wanted to make a small modification to refer to the purposes for which the excess beyond
the determined level of the reserve fund should be used because some reserves would need to be
maintained. Once the Conference had determined the appropriate level of reserves which would need
to be maintained, whatever was beyond that particular level would be used for various purposes.

Mr. Mason thought that the request from the US went beyond that, and submitted that the Conference
should ask itself what the total level of reserves should be. He reminded delegates about the debate
they had had as to whether the reserves should be a month’s expenditure, six months’ expenditure, and
so forth. This was the first question to be asked, and he considered that if the Conference was going to
ask itself that question, then at the same time it should be asking itself for what purposes the reserves
should be used. He thought that the conclusion was probably that most of those reserves should be
used for contingency purposes; smoothing out the Organization’s operations and reducing the risk of
financial difficulties if subscriptions were late in being paid. He thought the question was wider than
just how the Organization should use increases in the reserves, and considered it was a review of
everything for which reserves might be used. He concluded that the wording of the resolution was
broader and better, as it would give the Organization the opportunity to consider the policy for
increases in the reserves as well, and he emphasized that the Organization needed to ask itself what the
total reserves should be used for.

Mr. Dunmill interjected that the question Mrs. Sukul was asking about the excess had been covered
entirely in the last resolution, which had been to do with the plans for the excess in the reserves. The
current resolution explained what the Organization wanted to use the reserves for, subject to some
eventualities, without saying they were going to spend them.

Mrs. Sukul explained that the intent of her question had indeed been that they needed to decide on the
long-term level of reserve funds, so there was no issue there, but the second part concerned the
utilization of the reserves, or of any amounts of any surpluses which were generated and which would
otherwise go into the reserves.

Mrs. Lagauterie said there would be two considerations to take into account. Firstly there would be the
legal or diplomatic recommendations on the appropriate level of the reserves that must be must be
maintained, as well as clarification on what that reserve could be used for, since there would in any
case be some reserves. The other subject for consideration was the possible surplus that the
Organization would have at the end of the financial period ending in 2020, and which was in the
current budget. This would require further discussions by the Conference as to whether the
Organization should put it into the reserves or whether it should be spent, in which case it would have
to decide on what it was going to be spent. She concluded that as far as she was concerned, the way in
which the resolution had been written was sufficiently wide-ranging that it would allow for
clarification of these considerations, but the Conference should be clear that it did not talk about the
surpluses, which the Conference had just agreed should go into the reserves.

Ms. Van Spronssen said she agreed with Mrs. Lagauterie because the Organization needed to be clear
why it had reserve funds and for what purposes, as well as setting the level of these funds. Surpluses
or deficits needed to be dealt with at the time they arose, because the Organization could not know
what the need would be in four or eight years’ time, so if the reserve was fixed in the resolution, the
Organization was tied down, which she thought was not desirable.
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Mrs. Lagauterie observed that there were no more comments and suggested the Conference voted on
the resolution. There were no abstentions or votes against, so the resolution was passed unanimously.

Mrs. Lagauterie introduced the next resolution regarding the budget which she said concerned item 8.

Mr. Dunmill said this was a rather long resolution, and was spread over several slides. He read:
“The Conference,

Having regard to Article XXIV first paragraph, Article XXVI 1, and Article XXVIII second paragraph of the Convention,
Noting resolution number [not yet allocated] of the 51st CIML meeting, and

Considering that the total number of base contributory shares, taking into account the classification of Member States as
reviewed in 2015, is 144 for the year 2017 and after re-classification of some Member States is 146 for the remaining years
of the 2017-2020 financial period,

Resolves:

1 the overall amount of credits necessary to cover the Organization's operating expenses shall be 8 827 000 euros for
the 2017-2020 financial period.1

2 The annual base contributory share for the 2017-2020 financial period is 14 000 euros.

This results in a total contribution for a Member State classified according to Article XXVI 1 of the Convention in
class 1, class 2, class 3, or class 4, of 56 000 euros , 112 000 euros, 224 000 euros or 448 000 euros respectively.

3 In case of the admission of a Member State during the financial period, the overall amount of credits mentioned in 1
is increased with the contributory share of that Member State calculated from its classification and the base
contributory share proportionate to the period from its admission to the expiry of the financial period.

4 For the 2017-2020 financial period newly admitted or re-admitted Member States shall not pay an entry fee.”

Mrs. Lagauterie stated it was a long resolution, but that the reading would have allowed delegates to
take it in. She asked delegates if they had any comments on it and confirmed they would consider it
point by point. There were no comments on the first point.

On the second point, Mr. Marneweck apologized for the interruption but asked that for consistency
there should be semicolons in all cases.

Mrs. Lagauterie joked that there was no need to apologize and that it was good to strive for perfection
in the resolution since they would be using it for several years. She asked whether there were any
comments on the last page.

Mr. Schreier (Slovakia) thought that on the third slide, the number of the resolution should be 2016/6.
Mrs. Lagauterie thanked him for being so attentive.

Dr. Ehrlich proposed that something should be added to reflect the change in the budget that had been
submitted regarding the new item about the spending on training. He emphasized that there should be
some indication that the budget as submitted had been amended, and that a note should be added to
point out that the money would be drawn down from the reserves, for instance.

Mr. Patoray asked that delegates be shown the first page again and said that it stated that the
“resolves” in this resolution referred to the income not to the expenditures, so this set the overall
income level and the annual contributory share. It did not discuss the budget results, nor other aspects
of the budget. This was the income section of the budget, and he repeated that, as he had noted in his
slide, the main purpose for the Conference was to oversee the income needed for the operation of the
Organization. He said it was very good that they had discussed the surplus, which was another of their
responsibilities, but this particular resolution related to income.

Dr. Ehrlich stated that if this resolution was just about the income then he had no objections, but he
wanted reassurance that there would be something further that discussed the budget in total and which
would mention the change to the budget.

Mr. Mason clarified that this was a constitutional issue relating to the Convention. The Conference
had the responsibility for setting the credits, because the Conference decided on the level of the
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contributions and fees. Under the Convention, the responsibility for determining expenditure lay with
the Committee, so he thought it would be improper for the Conference to start passing resolutions
about expenditure. He emphasized that delegates should be prepared to give instructions and
indications about what their understanding was on how the expenditure was going to be made,
especially where they had had to consider the use of surpluses that had been generated in previous
years, but he thought this was adequately covered by the resolutions they had already passed. He
insisted that they could be getting into difficult constitutional areas if they attempted, in the
Conference, to pass resolutions on other elements of expenditure.

Mrs. Lagauterie judged that the Conference needed to adhere to the terms of the Convention, and that
future discussions within the CIML would take note of this Conference’s discussions on this subject.
There were no further comments about the wording of this draft resolution, so she asked that the vote
on the resolution be taken.

Austria abstained, but there were no votes against. The resolution was therefore passed with one
abstention.

9 Examination of the situation of Member States in arrears

Mrs. Lagauterie asked delegates to move onto agenda item 9, which concerned the examination of the
situation regarding Member States who were in arrears. She asked Mr. Patoray to update the
Conference on this subject.

Mr. Patoray pointed out that this had already been discussed at the CIML meeting. His information
was dated 12 October, which had been the latest date he had been able to update his preparations for
the meeting, and delegates had received some additional information since then, but since this only
affected the percentages in a small way he would provide a brief summary.

He said the Convention indicated that Members “shall pay their contributions at the beginning of the
year to the Director of the Bureau”. He continued that many countries had been Members for a very
long time, and should have been able to adjust their budgets so that they could have the necessary
funding available early in the year. However, he understood that there could always be financial
issues, and he asked that if any country did run into those kinds of issues they should notify the
Bureau. Members of the Organization received their invoices in November each year by post. They
were sent to the Embassies as well as to each CIML Member and to Corresponding Member
Representatives. Following this, the administrator sent out a reminder each quarter, and he said that
this year, he had sent out a personal reminder to all CIML Members and Corresponding Member
Representatives whose countries had not paid.

One of the reasons why the Organization needed to have more than one month’s reserves, and why
according to his training he would expect to have six months’ reserves, was that currently 24 % of the
annual budget had still not been paid, which represented over 500 000 euros. He said that the
Organization did not have the ability to take a loan from the bank to cover a shortfall in cash, so it
needed funds to be available to handle situations like this. He declared that no Member State was in
danger of being struck off, but pointed out that three Member States were into their second year of
being in arrears. Some countries had a good record of payments, but some were very slow to pay. At
the moment, there were adequate reserves that could handle this amount of shortfall, however he said
he was very concerned that, at this point in the year, 24 % of the payments were still outstanding. He
said that the Bureau would continue to work with Member States to try to resolve this situation before
the end of the year. In the case of Corresponding Members, 35 % had not yet paid, and although the
sum involved was much less because Corresponding Member fees were much lower, this was still a
concern. It meant that 35 % of Corresponding Members had not yet paid, because their fees were all
the same. He said there was a long list of countries that had not paid but that his intent was not to
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“name and shame”, but that delegates would find that the Member States and Corresponding Members
in arrears were mentioned in the auditor’s report. He concluded that if CIML Members had not
received a personal e-mail from him, it meant they were not in arrears. Those Corresponding Members
who were two years or more in arrears would have received a personal e-mail from him. Mr. Patoray
indicated that on returning from this meeting, he would be sending a personal e-mail to all
Corresponding Members who had any arrears. He asked if there were any questions or comments.

Mrs. Lagauterie underlined that the suggestion had been to stop the presentation here unless someone
wanted more details on which countries were implicated. She asked if there were any comments on
Mr. Patoray’s presentation, and reiterated that it had been just for information since there was no
resolution attached to it. There were no comments.

10 Interpretation of the OIML Convention

Mrs. Lagauterie asked that the Conference move on to item 10 on the agenda concerning the
interpretation of the OIML Convention, on which Mr. Mason would make a presentation.

Mr. Mason stated that because of the extensive overlap of membership between the CIML and the
Conference, many delegates would be aware of the issue he was going to raise already, because they
had been discussing it in CIML meetings for a few years before a resolution had been agreed on. He
observed that it seemed slightly strange at this meeting, with the record levels of attendance, to recall
that the question of the required quorum and of how many people were eligible to vote had in recent
years been a very important one. Whilst obviously he hoped that the level of engagement and the level
of enthusiasm they could see from the number of people who had attended the meetings this week
would be maintained, he did not think they could always guarantee that. Moreover, as the
Organization moved increasingly towards decisions made by electronic voting (particularly by the
CIML), again the question of how many people were eligible to vote, and therefore what counted as a
majority or as a qualified majority was an important question.

In the case of the Committee, according to the Convention Member States’ governments designate
their Members of the Committee. There was a requirement that they were serving officials in the
department concerned with measuring instruments or had active official functions in the field of legal
metrology. The quorum for decisions taken by the Committee by correspondence was three quarters of
the number of people designated as Members of the Committee. Therefore, if there were vacancies on
the Committee, it was important that it was understood how the voting rules should be applied.
Moreover there were actually two situations. There were some situations where it was known there
were vacancies, and here Mr. Mason pointed out that some Member States had been very good,
particularly in recent years, at notifying the Organization when a CIML Member had retired, or when
they were still considering who should be the successor, so the Organization knew that there was a
vacancy. However, sometimes it was not always so clear - the Organization contacted the CIML
Member and got no response. Rumors may be circulating that the given CIML Member was no longer
in an official position, but the Bureau was sometimes unable to confirm this. He pointed out that these
matters made it more difficult on two counts: first of all to achieve the quorum for decisions, and then
also to obtain the necessary majority. Obviously if a person was counted as a Member of the
Committee but did not actually participate, and was incapable of participating because he or she did
not consider themselves to be a member of the Committee, they would not vote. When the Committee
had looked at this, they had taken the view that the proper approach was that if a person designated as
a Member of the Committee no longer satisfied the conditions for Membership of the Committee, this
person should be considered to have ceased to be a member of the Committee for the purposes of
calculating any quorum. He stated that if they did that, they were deemed to be part of a vacancy,
which meant that the quorum fell and the threshold for the three-quarters majority decision would be
reduced.
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Mr. Mason moved onto his next slide and continued that, in trying to decide what to do, the
Committee had felt that although it had an opinion, the approach it intended to adopt on something as
important as voting rules was to ask the Conference to give a final view on the proper procedure for
the purposes of the fourth paragraph of Article XIII. The procedure it would like to follow was set out
in the draft resolution which the Committee had agreed to propose to the Conference. This draft
resolution referred to Article XIII of the Convention, and delegates were invited to note the
discussions that had already taken place, most particularly during the 50th CIML Meeting, and the
resolution that it had adopted asking the Conference to take a resolution which covered several issues:

1 That if a designated representative of a Member State is known to no longer satisfy the
conditions for Membership of the Committee, and the Member State has not yet designated a new
representative, this person shall no longer be taken into account when establishing the quorum for
decisions of the Committee. Mr. Mason explained that this meant that in effect if there was a vacancy,
the number of people regarded as being Members of the Committee would be reduced. He observed
that this was a straightforward issue, and reiterated that in recent years, Member States had been quite
good at notifying the BIML when there was a vacancy.

2 However, as he had pointed out there was the second problem of someone simply
disappearing; what he would call “radio silence”. So the second element of the resolution was that if a
designated representative of a Member State has not responded to any communication from the
Bureau for more than six months, and the Bureau had made all reasonable attempts to contact the
designated representative, the Bureau shall seek confirmation from the Member State as to the status
of its representative in the Committee, according to a procedure decided by the Committee. He
explained that this would give the Organization the ability to contact higher government levels, which
he imagined would often be the embassy in France, to clarify whether the person was indeed still
intended to be that Member State’s representative on the Committee.

3 The third element of the resolution stated “if after following that process it was not possible
within a reasonable period of time, to be decided by the Committee,” (although he considered the
Conference should be clear it was likely to be several months) “it was not possible to obtain
confirmation from the Member State as to the status of its representative on the Committee” (so this
applied to the situation where there was “radio silence”.

Mr. Mason concluded that this was the proposal that was being put to the Conference, and he hoped he
had expressed it clearly enough. He indicated that he was happy to take questions.

Mrs. Lagauterie thanked Mr. Mason for his presentation and said that as Mr. Mason had stressed, this
text was not new, as it had already been examined by the CIML, but nevertheless she wanted to
formalize the request for comments on the wording of the resolution.

Mr. Mikiel appreciated the efforts that were being made to obtain a quorum to vote, but said that in
Poland’s opinion, this was not in line with the provisions of the Convention. It could reduce the power
of the Member States to nominate a “full powers” CIML Member. In his opinion, the nominated
CIML Member should be treated as a “full powers” Member until his or her Member State officially
notified the BIML that they had lost this status. He suggested that, rather than the formal resolution,
maybe a statement could be made directed at Member States, to encourage them to work more actively
and to make the situation of their CIML Members more clear. He concluded that Poland would not be
able to support this resolution.

Mr. Bjorkqvist (Sweden) supported the procedure. He said that as it was written at present, the
Conference was not discussing an interpretation but deciding on a procedure. He concluded that they
should not be interpreting the Convention, but rather finding a solution to handle the problem
procedurally, so he accepted the resolution.

Mr. Dixit asked why the Conference was responsible for this.
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Mr. Mason replied that this was because they felt they should act in a situation where frankly the
business of the Committee itself could be under threat. If someone who had been at least designated a
Member of the Committee ceased to take any part whatsoever, even to the extent of failing to respond
to correspondence trying establish whether they were still active members, in circumstances where
both they and their member Governments were unwilling to respond to the OIML, then this was a
threat to the way in which the Committee operated. He did appreciate that this was an important
question if they were in effect taking away representation from a Member State, and a Member State
who was almost by definition still making a contribution. Although they had not asked for details of
the Member States which were in arrears, he suspected there was probably a close relationship
between the Member States that were in arrears and the Member States that did not designate an active
person to take part in the CIML. He added that there were some countries in the CIML that he had
never seen at any of the meetings, in his ten years of attendance, and insisted that the OIML had to
recognize that there was a problem if these countries were counted in the quorum but did not produce
active abstentions. Here he reassured Mr. Dixit that he was talking about “active abstentions”, which
he did not consider a problem at all. He said that if someone actually said they did not want to vote
“yes” and did not want to vote “no”, but they were still present and taking an active part, then it was
clear that they had thought about the given issue and had decided to abstain, which was not a problem.
In this case, the OIML recognized that they were part of the quorum, and the voting rules provided for
that. However, what they were faced with was a situation where, in some cases, there would be
members of the Committee who had to be regarded as abstaining for the purposes of the voting rules,
but who were actually not abstaining, but rather were just absent. He concluded that this was why they
believed it was necessary to do something, and why the Conference was being asked to approve this
procedure which had been very carefully thought through in order not to remove a Member State’s
right to take part in the OIML’s activities, which was why there was what he referred to as a “double
lock” on this. There would be an attempt to contact the CIML Member, then there would be an attempt
to contact the Member State at an official level.

Mrs. Lagauterie added that France could also help diplomatically when the embassies needed to be
contacted.

Mr. Kopac (Slovenia) said that Slovenia would support a procedure that would encourage more
activity from members, but he thought that item A in this proposed resolution seemed to be slightly
vague and maybe even redundant because everything seemed to be repeated in items B and C, unless
he had not understood the meaning of item A.

Mr. Mason clarified that item A was the situation where the Member State had informed the OIML
that there was a vacancy. In this case, they have told the OIML that they are not in a position to vote
on anything because they did not have a CIML Member, and this was different to the other situation
where the OIML had no contact. In many ways it was the easier situation, and actually when this
happened, it tended to be very short-lived. He said he could think of at least two instances in the past
year where a Member State had notified the OIML that there was a vacancy. This allowed their
situation to be taken into account, and the OIML had been aware that they were not going to vote on
anything which had been put forward for electronic voting. With this resolution the OIML would be
able to take account of that vacancy, and on both occasions he could think of, the Member State had
been very helpful in telling the OIML there was a vacancy because they had not decided who the
CIML Member was going to be. In some cases they appointed a temporary CIML Member so that
there was no gap, but in other cases where there had been notification of a vacancy, it had only been a
matter of weeks or months before the successor was communicated to the BIML and smooth
operations could be resumed.

Mr. Kopac thanked Mr. Mason for his explanation but said that the wording “is known to no longer
satisfy the conditions” was a bit vague, and suggested that it could be rephrased in the way that Mr.
Mason had just explained, as he thought it was not clear who could decide that it was “not known”.
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Mr. Mason asked whether expressing it as “the Bureau has been notified” perhaps that would address
this point.

Mr. Kopac agreed this was satisfactory.
Mr. Mason asked Mr. Dunmill to begin redrafting the resolution while other comments were taken.

Mr. Golubev thought that in cases B or C when the Committee decided, because of the silence, not to
take the Member State involved into account in a quorum, the Committee or perhaps the Director of
the Bureau should inform the government of the Member State or the Federal body of that Member
State by means of a letter. He thought that this procedure should be written into the resolution as it
may be important in the country for them to know about the situation at a higher level.

Mr. Mason replied that the reason why the resolution had been drafted in the way it was anticipated
the fact that if more precise drafting was needed, this was not easy to do at a Conference, especially at
a Conference that was only held every four years. What was being proposed would be a procedure
which would be exactly as Mr. Golubev was describing, but this would be decided and set out by the
Committee. He concluded that it would still be very formal, and he thought Mr. Golubev was correct
in pointing out that the first thing that should be done was to contact the known employer of the CIML
Member. Just sending it to the embassy was the last resort. It would be difficult, especially if they
were going to close this session by 12:30, to redraft this in a way that did not then cause other Member
States to amend it again. He reported that this had been extremely difficult to draft, both within the
Bureau and when it had been discussed at the CIML, and it was even more difficult in the Conference!

Mrs. Lagauterie noted that there were no more comments on this resolution and that Mr. Dunmill had
corrected various punctuation marks.

Mr. Dunmill added that to address the point made by Mr. Kopac the resolution could say that “if the
Bureau is aware that the designated representative” and asked if that was satisfactory.

Mr. Mason interjected that he would prefer the word “notified”. He insisted that the resolution was
referring to a situation where either the CIML Member themselves “has notified” or “the government
has notified”. He considered at least some notification was where the CIML Member said that he or
she had “resigned his position”, or “had retired”, which was the sort of situation they were describing
here. The other situation was where the authority for which that person worked had written “X had
retired” or “X had moved to another post and was no longer the CIML Member”, which was slightly
more vague, and would lead to a situation where some could say “well I saw him last week and he said
he was going to be retiring in three months’ time”. He judged that the Organization could not rely on
that sort of notification.

Mrs. Lagauterie noted that Saint Lucia wanted to speak, but she stated that unfortunately they could
not as they were only an observer at the Conference, so she suggested that made their comment to the
BIML or the CIML President. She thought they should now vote on this resolution. There were no
abstentions. Poland voted against the resolution. The resolution was passed with one vote against.

11 Date and venue of the next Conference

Mrs. Lagauterie considered that it had been practically decided that the next Conference would be in
four years’ time because the budget had been voted for a four-year period. She asked Mr. Patoray if he
added anything to add.

Mr. Patoray replied that he was not sure he had anything to add except that standing practice was for
the Conference to meet every four years, and he thought the resolution was clear that the Conference
was normally organized in conjunction with that year’s CIML meeting. However, at this point he did
not know the venue or the exact date for the meeting in 2020.
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Mrs. Lagauterie said if there were no other propositions it would be held in France again, but that there
was still time to find another country that would be willing to host the Conference. She verified that
everyone was in agreement with the text that had been displayed on the screen. There were no
abstentions or votes against, so the resolution was passed unanimously.

12 Any other business

The next agenda item concerned “Any other business”; Mrs. Lagauterie noted that none had been
raised when approving the agenda, but she checked that this was still the case. There were still none.

13 Review of Conference resolutions

Mrs. Lagauterie suggested they reviewed the resolutions of the Conference.

Mr. Dunmill stated that the resolutions had been approved as they had come up on the agenda, and this
formality was just to review them. He said he would go back through the slides covering the
resolutions. This was partly to clarify that a couple of these resolutions had been taken out of order
since the Conference had been split over two days, so he said they would number the resolutions in the
order that they appeared on the agenda. He added that the Bureau would look at these for any editorial
changes that needed to be made to harmonize punctuation and so on.

The first resolution had concerned the approval of the minutes of the 14th Conference.

The second resolution under item 4.2 had concerned the surpluses. This had been the resolution that
had been taken in two parts, the first concerning what to do with the existing surpluses being added to
the reserve fund, and the second covering what they would be used for during the coming four-year
financial period.

The third resolution had concerned the intention to examine the level of the OIML’s reserves in the
future and to report on that to the CIML.

Resolution number four accepted the accounts for the last four years since the 14th Conference.

Resolution number five accepted the report on publications which had been approved by the CIML
since the last Conference, and therefore the Conference sanctioned that list of publications. A point
had been made about an editorial error in the document, which was not listed in this resolution, but he
wanted to reassure delegates that the correct information would go out with the resolutions. This error
just concerned the fact that one of the Recommendations referred to only part one, when in fact it
should have referred to parts one, two and three.

The sixth resolution under agenda item 8.4 had concerned resolution 2016/6 fixing the base
contributory share and the number of shares to be used as the income for the Organization over the
coming four-year financial period.

Resolution seven was the one they had just discussed, which concerned the interpretation of the
Convention article concerning unknown or uncontactable Member State representatives.

Resolution eight concerned the next Conference.

Unless there were any other comments on the texts that had been presented, all these resolutions had
already been approved by the Conference.
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Concluding remarks

Mrs. Lagauterie submitted that this concluded all the items on the agenda. She wanted to close the
meeting by thanking everyone for their active participation. She wanted to thank the Conference Vice-
Presidents for their support. There was also something she particularly wanted to mention, and to have
the Conference acknowledge, which was the work that had been accomplished by the Director of the
Bureau and his team in difficult circumstances, and similarly the work that had been accomplished by
the CIML President. As delegates already knew, this would be the last Conference for Mr. Patoray and
Mr. Mason, and she suggested that they thanked them for all the work they had done to the enormous
satisfaction of the Organization. She asked delegates to show their appreciation by giving them both a
round of applause. She also wanted to thank the interpreters who had had more work to do than
normal as she had conducted the meeting in French whereas normally it was conducted in English.
She also wanted to thank the technicians who had helped delegates throughout the meeting. She
thanked the delegates themselves for giving her their support and wished everyone who was not
participating in the CIML the following day a safe journey home, and reminded them about the
reception that evening, which would be another chance to celebrate together the end of the
Conference. She also reminded them that the CIML would meet the following day. She then closed the
meeting.
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Resolutions

Resolution no. 2016/1 (Agenda item 1)
The Conference,

Approves the minutes of the 14th Conference in 2012.

Resolution no. 2016/2 (Agenda item 4.2)
The Conference,

Having regard to Article XXV, final paragraph, of the Convention,

Resolves:

a) The budget surpluses (net results) from the 2013—-2016 financial period shall be added to the
reserve funds;

b) During the financial period 2017-2020, the increase in the reserve funds mentioned in a)
above should be made available to provide time-limited support to secretariats and
conveners in developing their capability, in particular through training, to deliver the
technical work of the OIML.

Instructs the Director to prepare budgets to be presented to the CIML for the years 2017, 2018, 2019
and 2020 which reflect this expenditure.
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Resolution no. 2016/3 (Agenda item 4.2)
The Conference,
Having regard to its discussions on the levels of reserves appropriate to its operations,

Requests the Committee to consider the policy it should adopt towards the long-term level of the
reserve funds and the purposes for which they should be used, and to report on its
recommendations to the 16th Conference in 2020.

Resolution no. 2016/4 (Agenda item 5)
The Conference,

Having regard to Article XXV, penultimate paragraph, of the Convention,
Noting CIML Resolutions nos. 2013/7, 2014/6, 2015/5 and 2016/6,

Resolves:

The audited accounts for 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015 are hereby approved. The CIML President and
the BIML Director are finally discharged for the financial management during these years.

Resolution no. 2016/5 (Agenda item 6)
The Conference,
Having regard to Article VI, first and fifth paragraphs, of the Convention,

Noting the report on publications approved by the Committee since the 14th Conference in 2012
in Annex D,

Resolves:

The OIML publications listed in the report in Annex D are hereby sanctioned. Member States are
reminded of their obligation to implement OIML Recommendations as far as possible.
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Resolution no. 2016/6 (Agenda item 8.4)
The Conference,

Having regard to Article XXIV, first paragraph, Article XXVI (1), and Article XXVIII, second paragraph,
of the Convention,

Noting Resolution no. 2016/10 of the 51st CIML Meeting,

Considering that the total number of base contributory shares, taking into account the classification
of Member States as reviewed in 2016, is 144 for the year 2017 and, after reclassification of some
Member States, 146 for the remaining years of the 2017-2020 financial period,

Resolves:

a) The overall amount of credits, necessary to cover the Organization’s operating expenses shall
be €8 827 000 for the 2017-2020 financial period;

b) The annual base contributory share for the 2017-2020 financial period is €14 000. This
results in a total contribution for a Member State classified according to Article XXVI (1) of
the Convention in Class 1, Class 2, Class 3 or Class 4 of €56 000, €112 000, €224 000 or
€448 000, respectively;

¢) Inthe case of the admission of a Member State during the financial period, the overall
amount of credits mentioned in a) above is increased by the contributory share of that
Member State, calculated from its classification and the base contributory share,
proportionate to the period from its admission to the expiry of the financial period;

d) Forthe 2017-2020 financial period, newly admitted or readmitted Member States shall not
pay an entry fee.

Resolution no. 2016/7 (Agenda item 10.1)

The Conference,

Having regard to Article XlIl of the Convention,

Noting the discussions at the 50th CIML Meeting in 2015 and its Resolution no. 2015/19,
Resolves:

a) If the Bureau has been notified that the designated representative of a Member State no
longer satisfies the conditions for membership of the Committee and the Member State has
not yet designated a new representative, this person shall no longer be taken into account
when establishing the quorum for decisions of the Committee;

b) If the designated representative of a Member State has not responded to any
communication from the Bureau for more than six months and the Bureau has made all
reasonably possible attempts to contact the designated representative, the Bureau shall seek
confirmation from the Member State as to the status of its representative in the Committee,
according to a procedure decided by the Committee;

c) Ifitis not possible, within a reasonable period of time to be decided by the Committee, to
obtain confirmation from the Member State as to the status of its representative in the
Committee, this person shall no longer be taken into account when establishing the quorum
for decisions of the Committee.
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Resolution no. 2016/8 (Agenda item 11)
The Conference,

Having regard to Article X of the Convention,

Considering the standing practice to organize a Conference once every four years,
Resolves:

The Committee is hereby charged to organize the 16th Conference in 2020, the venue and dates to
be decided by the Committee.

*kkk
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Annex D
15th International Conference on Legal Metrology
Item 6

Sanctioning of OIML publications

Below is a list of all OIML Documents, Recommendations and Vocabularies that were either:

= approved by the CIML at its 48th Meeting (2013), 49th Meeting (2014) and 50th Meeting (2015),
or

=  submitted to the 51st CIML Meeting (2016) for approval.

2013

Approved at the 48th CIML Meeting (Resolutions 2013/11 and 2013/19)

= R46-3 Active electrical energy meters — Part 3: Test report format
= R49-1 Water meters for cold potable water and hot water— Part 1: Metrological
and technical requirements
= R 49-2 Water meters for cold potable water and hot water — Part 2: Test methods
= R49-3 Water meters for cold potable water and hot water — Part 3: Test report format
= R144 Instruments for continuous measuring CO and NOx in stationary source emissions
= R100 Atomic absorption spectrometer systems for measuring metal pollutants
= D11 General requirements for measuring instruments — Environmental conditions
= Vi International vocabulary of terms in legal metrology (VIML)

2014

Approved at the 49th CIML Meeting (Resolution 2014/15)

= Amd R 35-1 Material measures for length for general use — Part 1: Metrological
and technical requirements

= R50-1 Continuous totalizing automatic weighing instruments (belt weighers)
— Part 1: Metrological and technical requirements

= R50-2 Continuous totalizing automatic weighing instruments (belt weighers)
— Part 2: Test procedures

= R50-3 Continuous totalizing automatic weighing instruments (belt weighers)

— Part 3: Test report format
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= R117-2

= R117-3

= R139-1

= R139-2

Dynamic measuring systems for liquids other than water
— Part 2: Metrological controls and performance tests
Dynamic measuring systems for liquids other than water
— Part 3: Test report format

Compressed gaseous fuels measuring systems for vehicles
— Part 1: Metrological and technical requirements
Compressed gaseous fuels measuring systems for vehicles
— Part 2: Metrological controls and performance tests

Direct CIML online approval in 2014

= R137-3 Gas meters — Part 3: Test report format

= Amd R 137-1 Gas meters — Part 1: Metrological and technical requirements

= Amd R 137-2 Gas meters — Part 2: Metrological controls and performance tests
2015

Approved at the 50th CIML Meeting (Resolution 2015/14)

= R79 Labeling requirements for prepackages
= R139-3 Compressed gaseous fuels measuring systems for vehicles
— Part 3: Test report format
= R145 Ophthalmic instruments - Impression and applanation tonometers
2016

Submitted for approval at the 51st CIML Meeting (See CIML Item 9.1)

= R59
= R87
= NewR
= NewR

Moisture meters for cereal grains and oilseeds

Quantity of product in prepackages

Protein measuring instruments for cereal grains and oilseeds

Standard blackbody radiator for the temperature range from =50 °C to 2500 °C

Version 1 —-2016-07-19
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