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The extraordinary COOMET Committee meeting was convened by the President Mr. Valery Hurevich and
held online on 26 October 2021.
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OUTCOMES
of the COOMET Committee meeting

The COOMET President Mr.Valery Hurevich opened the meeting and welcomed the Committee
members, their official representatives and other participants.

After the introduction of the participants, the COOMET Committee adopted the following agenda:
No Issue Speaker

Presentation of the results of the Survey to define the V.Hurevich,
positions of COOMET member countries on the issues of COOMET President
membership in COOMET, institutional status and funding of | N. Liakhova, Head of
COOMET activities COOMET Secretariat

2. | Discussion on possible further actions of COOMET
Discussion of possible changes in the format of membership in

! | cOOMET
Discussion of possible further actions on changing the | v Hurevich,

5o | institutional status of COOMET COOMET President
(based on item 64. (Ind-g.1.1) of the COOMET Development Program for COOMET Committee
ifguﬁﬁi) need for establishment of the permanent COOMET members or their official

) representatives

991 | Secretariat
(based on item 65. (Ind-g.1.2) of the COOMET Development Program for
2020-2022, Resolution 31W-14)

. , , , , V.Hurevich,
Discussion of possible further actions on funding of COOMET COOMET President
23, | activities COOMET Committee

(based on items 66. (Ind-g.1.3) and 67. (Ind-g.1.4) of the COOMET

Development Program for 2020-2022) members or their official

representatives
3 About the venue and date of the next COOMET Committee V.Hurevich,
" | meeting COOMET President

RESULTS OF THE AGENDA ITEMS CONSIDERATION

1 PRESENTATION OF THE RESULTS OF THE SURVEY TO DEFINE THE POSITIONS OF
COOMET MEMBER COUNTRIES ON THE ISSUES OF MEMBERSHIP IN COOMET,
INSTITUTIONAL STATUS AND FUNDING OF COOMET ACTIVITIES

On the instructions of the COOMET President, the Head of COOMET Secretariat Ms.
N.Liakhova presented to the participants the updated results of the survey to define the
positions of COOMET member countries on the issues of membership in COOMET, institutional
status and funding of COOMET activities (Annex COOMET-32/01). As part of the presentation,
conclusions and proposals of the WG for Strategy were submitted for each cluster of the survey
("Membership in COOMET", "Funding of COOMET activities", "Institutional status"), meanwhile
it was noted that under the survey no replies had been received from Cuba, DPR of Korea,
Lithuania and Romania.




An extended discussion took place during which the countries' representatives commented on
their position under that item of the agenda.

The Committee member from Armenia Mr.K. Movsisyan noted that it would be great if an
organization/country took the initiative of drawing up a draft new version of the Memorandum or
draft Charter based on the existing Memorandum in view of the results of the survey. If we only
deal with questionnaires, it will lead us nowhere, since only some figures and opinions will
change, but we will not have the final document. In a draft new Memorandum there should be a
note at the end of each article explaining why any decision was made. Then each article of the
draft Memorandum/Charter should be discussed in more detail. Moreover, if we have a draft
Memorandum/Charter, some countries will probably change or refine their opinion (as compared
to that in the survey results) and we can move forward.

The Committee member from Azerbaijan Mr. E.Abbasov said that in general he supported the
need to discuss the whole cluster of issues under item 1 of the agenda. In doing so, the
developed approaches, the position of COOMET and the integrity of the organization should be
maintained. One representative should be chosen from each country who will convey the
position of the institute/institutes and the country in general in order to provide a clear vision of
those issues.

Mr.V. Hurevich as the Committee member from Belarus noted that the country's position with
regard to the institutional status was in the appropriateness of discussing a potential transition to
an association of NMIs, which all other interested participants of cooperation could join. It would
also be appropriate to maintain the field of cooperation "Legal Metrology" in COOMET in the
form of "flexible participation" of specifically NMIs of COOMET member countries in that field.

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Germany Mr.F.Lienesch said that in
the PTB they had legal and industrial metrology. The Ministry is responsible for all that depends
on Directives, laws and so on, and the PTB has a mandate for the practical work to fulfil all
those requirements. The Ministry is a member of OIML and votes within OIML (discussion of all
issues with the PTB takes part). Regarding regional organizations, for instance, membership in
WELMEC: the Ministry agrees that the PTB is responsible for the activities within those
organizations — so in this case the PTB can act as the NMI within WELMEC. In COOMET
Germany is an associate member, but the PTB is interested in the support of COOMET; PTB
can be a member of COOMET, but the Ministry will never do it. Mr. F.Lienesch also said that he
supported that (1) COOMET activities in the field of legal metrology should be in the future
focused at the level of NMIs, (2) reorganization of COOMET into an association of NMIs/Dls
continued, (3) further participation of inactive COOMET members in the activities of the
organization should be decided.

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Georgia Ms. N.Mikanadze pointed out
that the whole cluster of issues was essential. However, if we prioritize, the major issue now is
that of the institutional status (the need and appropriateness of establishing a legal entity -
place of its registration and format). The authorities of the legal entity and funding of its activities
depend on the made decision. Establishment of a legal entity should be considered for a
country with the most favourable legal environment - Ms. N.Mikanadze mentioned that we had
had such a survey on that subject, but she didn't know whether specific proposals had been
formulated. COOMET does not deal with legal metrology in such a format as WELMEC or OIML



— the activities are gentler. Some countries harmonize their legislation within EEC, some
countries do it in view of the European directives. This does not prevent us from dealing with the
issues of legal metrology within COOMET; so even if we keep the status quo in legal metrology
now it will not be so critical. The existing format of work (preparation of recommendations on the
issues of legal metrology) is, in the opinion of Ms. N.Mikanadze, acceptable for all member
countries.

It is more important to elaborate the issues related to the organization of a legal entity (its
status, structure, who can and cannot participate, where to be registered etc.). The second
priority issue resulting from the above mentioned issue is the principle of setting membership
fees and their scale.

The COOMET President Mr.V.Hurevich highlighted that he agreed with the position of Ms.
N.Mikanadze in terms of a gentle approach to legal metrology within COOMET (preparation of
proposals which can be used by countries at their discretion).

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Kazakhstan Mr. Z.Begaydarov noted
that the existing practice showed that KazStandard as the NMI also dealt with the issues of legal
metrology. It is appropriate to preserve the area of activity "Legal Metrology" within COOMET,
given that we have a separate TC responsible for such issues. What concerns resigning of the
Memorandum or signing of other documents on behalf of the public administration body (which
is now a COOMET member) — Mr. Begaydarov is confident that they will reach consensus at the
national level and all necessary documents will be signed.

The representative of the Committee member from China Mrs. W.Gao pointed out that China
preferred that COOMET concentrated its activities in legal metrology at the level of NMs. In
China they have the governmental agency responsible for metrology, and that governmental
agency is a member of OIML and also of the Asia-Pacific Legal Metrology Forum. But as the
NMI of China, NIM also does a significant part of the technical work, so it would be appropriate
to have the membership within COOMET at the NMI level.

The representative of the COOMET Committee member from Cuba Mr. F. Arruza noted that the
public administration body dealt with legal metrology in the country (Bureau for Standardization
has a Directorate of Metrology, regulating the issues of legal metrology), and NMls only deal
with the issues of scientific and applied metrology. If further work within COOMET is undertaken
on behalf of NMIs, the Bureau can delegate discussion of the issues in legal metrology to
INIMET.

The Committee member from Kyrgyzstan Mr.A. Bayaliev said that the CSM fulfilled the functions
of the NMI and was an organization subordinate to the Ministry of Economy and Finance. There
is a separate directorate in the Ministry responsible for legal metrology and technical regulation.
All issues related to the legislation are resolved involving the Ministry of Economy and Finance.
Kyrgyzstan supports the possible new format of the membership (one full member from the
country, other participants of cooperation can have the status of an associate member).

The representative of the COOMET Committee member from Lithuania Mr.E.Naujalis pointed
out that in Lithuania the functions were divided between the NMI and the national body for
metrology. All issues of legal metrology are handled by the public administration body, which



has a small team of specialists in metrology. Given that all strategic issues, related to the policy
in metrology, fall within the competence of that body, Lithuania was not able to send the
completed questionnaire to the COOMET Secretariat, since there had been no reply from the
public administration body. From the NMI's perspective, they would like to continue cooperation
within COOMET. They do not have legal metrology in the NMI. Mr. E.Naujalis believes that for
some issues participation at the level of the NMI is possible. Mr. E.Naujalis also supports the
opinion of Ms.N.Mikanadze, that first the status of COOMET and criteria for the membership in
the organization should be decided. Funding issues should be decided at the next stage (the
issues will be easier to resolve and consensus will be easier to reach when a decision on the
status is made).

The COOMET President Mr.V.Hurevich requested clarification regarding the possibility for the
NMI of Lithuania to represent the area of legal metrology through a gentle advisory activity, if
COOMET was transformed to an association of NMIs.

Mr.E.Naujalis replied in the affirmative, since even in EURAMET those two area were getting
closer lately and that rather depended on the resources that the institutes had. The problem is
which organization will represent the country in COOMET in that case. As applied to Lithuania —
if it is the Ministry, most likely it will be decided to take part only in EURAMET activities (possible
reason — Lithuania is a small country and there is no special need to join both organizations);
the decision depends on officials! For this reason, if the decision is not made at the level of the
NMI, participation in COOMET will be most likely limited.

The representative of the Committee member from Moldova Mr.S. Ceapa noted that according
to the Law on metrology it was established that the Ministry of Economy, i.e. the national body
for metrology, represented Moldova in international and regional organizations. However, the
same law prescribes that in some cases that function can be delegated to the NMI of Moldova. It
is difficult to say now, whether the NMI can sign the updated Memorandum, still the institute has
legislative capabilities for it. It should also be noted that historically a representative of the
Ministry of Economy has always taken part in the TC 2 activities. This will likely continue in the
future, since the policy is defined specifically by the Ministry of Economy, and the NMI only
implements it. Mr.S. Ceapa believes that even exchange of information on the issues of legal
metrology will be very useful for NBMs so that they are aware of the situation in other countries
and how the legislation in metrology in different countries is being transformed.

The Committee member from Russia Mr.E.Lazarenko highlighted that in Russia it would be
difficult to shift to the regulation of issues in legal metrology through NMls (currently numbered
4). The legislation is rather tough in Russia - there is a public administration body (Federal
executive body), having a department of legal metrology in its structure. He said that for Russia
it would appropriate to preserve the status quo regarding the issues of legal metrology, given
that COOMET has TC 2 in its structure. All COOMET documents and recommendations are
perceived in Russia at a sufficiently high level, they are incorporated in their national documents.
Mr.E.Lazarenko believes that COOMET should review the publications that are currently under
development, and define priority areas for preparation of documents in legal metrology.

The issue of the institutional status is closely related to funding of COOMET activities. Since
comparisons are the major task of our RMO, the main requester for the work is Rosstandart,
which provides funding. The issue of signing of a new version of the Memorandum or statutory
documents on behalf of NMIs conflicts both with the legislation itself and the existing form of
allocation of funding, even in terms of forming the set of comparisons. The question immediately
arises what institute will represent Russia in COOMET and how payments will be made.



Negotiations on the chosen NMI will be long and complicated. Therefore there is a question of
global participation in funding of COOMET in general. Mr. E.Lazarenko said that currently there
were severe restrictions imposed to financial payments to other countries, for the case if the
Secretariat is not in the Russian Federation. The best option for Russia is conclusion of an
intergovernmental agreement in terms of signing the Memorandum. This is the option that will
allow paying official fees to COOMET without any problems. Mr. E.Lazarenko also mentioned
that he supported the proposal to make a decision on further participation of "inactive" COOMET
members in the activities of the organization, taking into account the requirements of the
COOMET Rules of Procedure.

The Committee member from Slovakia Mr. M. Kamensky proposes to prepare specific steps (in
alternatives. if needed) for the membership, funding and institutional status (based on the
majority of the survey results). These alternatives could be discussed and/or agreed via simple
voting.

The representative of the Committee member from Turkey Mr. E.Sadikoglu said that a special
department of the public administration body dealt with the issues of legal metrology. If we
speak about an RMO - this implies cooperation in the field of measurement standards
(comparisons, CMC) and cooperation in research (first at a minimum level and to be extended
further). Hence their institute supports the idea that specifically NMIs and Dls cooperate in
COOMET. For example, the Energy Agency can act as a DI on behalf of Turkey, and TUBITAK
can facilitate its participation. With regard to legal metrology Mr. E.Sadikoglu supported the
position of Mr. E. Naujalis that convergence took place in Europe between EURAMET and
WELMEC to provide a "single voice" of metrology in Europe. However, the process is tough and
quick solution cannot be expected. COOMET can continue the work of TC 2 as it was before,
still shift the focus towards the ways, how our NMIs/DlIs can contribute to the development of
legal metrology.

The Committee member from Uzbekistan Mr. L.Saidoripov pointed out that in Uzbekistan the
policy in legal metrology was provided by the public administration body ("Uzstandard" Agency),
so signing of the Memorandum was its prerogative. Participation of UzNIM as the NMI in
COOMET activities was also delegated by the Agency. They support maintaining the practice of
giving one voice to one country in the future. If the Agency takes part in the legislative part of
COOMET activities, and the NMI participates in the practical and scientific parts, the Agency as
the NBM will anyway have one vote from the country. For instance, the CIPM MRA was signed
on behalf of UzNIM.

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Ukraine Mr. P.Neyezhmakov reported
the reasons why Ukraine had submitted proposals on preserving the status quo under the
survey. In the law of Ukraine on metrology/metrological activities it is established that the
authorities of the central executive body (which ensures formation of the state policy in legal
metrology/metrological activities) include representation and participation on behalf of Ukraine in
the activities of international, European and other regional metrology organizations. Some
efforts have been made to change this provision in the law, but they have not yet been
implemented. Judging by the replies of Moldova and Russia, we can state that the former
republics of the USSR have similar legislations in this respect. This means that the executive
authority is a dominant, for this reason the COOMET Memorandum of Understanding was
signed on behalf of such bodies in 1991. The authorities of NMls in Ukraine are defined in the



orders of the Ministry of Economy — the right was delegated to the institutes to perform and
participate in the assigned activities of the corresponding organizations. Hence, the proposal to
change the Memorandum, which we are discussing, will conflict with the existing legislation in
Ukraine. In Ukraine they have the same problems with the transfer of money from the country to
other states about which Mr. E.Lazarenko spoke. This is exactly why, they believe, it would be
appropriate to preserve the status quo for COOMET and to find ways to enhance the efficiency
of COOMET within the existing capacities (until the national legislations of COOMET member
countries change and the political situation improves). Similar processes take place within the
framework of the Metre Convention (there have been debates for several years and the only
acceptable proposal and solution is not to change the status but to enhance the performance).

DISCUSSION ON POSSIBLE FURTHER ACTIONS OF COOMET

2.1 DISCUSSION OF POSSIBLE CHANGES IN THE FORMAT OF MEMBERSHIP IN
COOMET

2.1.1 The COOMET President Mr. V.Hurevich reported the results of the discussion on the
cluster "Membership in COOMET" under item 1 of the agenda:

1. The positions of countries regarding the need to respect the principle of making decisions in
COOMET ("one country — one vote — one official representative") coincide.

2. Signing of a new version of the Memorandum of Understanding at the level of an
intergovernmental agreement is a very good option that would solve many COOMET
problems. However, implementation of this option is extremely difficult in the current
situation and will require a lot of time, and it is not clear what document we will finally have
and what countries will continue cooperation within COOMET.

3. The option of reforming COOMET activities into an association of NMIs appears to be more
realistic (though also rather difficult to implement). Most participants of the meeting support
the idea of the need to further develop cooperation within COOMET specifically at the level
of NMls.

4. Legal metrology: all COOMET members are national metrology institutions, in each country
the implemented scheme is roughly the same: there is a public administration body that sets
and resolves tasks in legal metrology according to its rules, and an NMI having the rights of
an implementer. For this reason NMI experts, for example, take part in the activities of TCs
for standardization in different organizations. The same experts express their opinions in the
field of legal metrology, based on which recommendations are generated that are further
transformed into documents of international and regional metrology organizations. Actually
those international documents de facto become documents to be introduced in the national
legislation. Hence Mr. V.Hurevich considers gentle participation of NMls in the field of legal
metrology within COOMET to be feasible and reasonable. We currently deal with solely
technical issues within COOMET, not with the issues of global harmonization of countries'
legislations. So an association of NMIs will not prevent us from continuing work in the field of
legal metrology (with possible involvements of interested public administration bodies
working in the field of metrology (NBMs). Such a decision will mostly affect Russia, Ukraine
and Belarus.



Mr. V.Hurevich called on all COOMET members to consider the proposal on a potential
reorganization of COOMET into an association of NMIs and to have preliminary discussions, as
required, with NBMs of their countries before the COOMET Committee meeting in 2022.

Given that the exchange of countries' opinions on the issue of changing the format of
membership actually took place under item 1 of the agenda, no additional discussion was held
under this item. The proposal was endorsed to continue discussion on creating an association of
NM s for the purposes of COOMET within the WG for Strategy.

2.1.2 The COOMET President Mr. V.Hurevich noted that there were currently members in
COOMET who did not actually take part in the activities of the organization — the National
Metrology Institute of the DPR of Korea and the National Metrology Institute of Romania.

Mr. V. Hurevich also reported that as part of preparation to this meeting negotiations had been
held with the representatives of the Romanian NMI, following which a letter of intent was
received concerning withdrawal from COOMET (the main reason is that the institute's activities
are focused within EURAMET).

COOMET Committee members or their official representatives unanimously endorsed the
resolution on termination of the membership of the National Metrology Institute of Romania in
COOMET (based on the received notice).

Head of COOMET Secretariat Ms. N.Liakhova informed the participants that there had been no
feedback from representatives of the DPR of Korea for many years. There is a provision in the
COOMET Rules of Procedure (document COOMET D2/2021):

1. COOMET MEMBERS AND COOMET COMMITTEE MEMBERS

1.4. A COOMET member, not represented at two consecutive Committee meetings without
giving a reason for the absence, shall be considered as having terminated his/her participation
in COOMET.

Decision on the termination of participation of a COOMET member in COOMET is to be made
by open voting based on a simple majority of votes at the next COOMET Committee meeting.

COOMET Committee members or their official representatives unanimously voted for
termination of the membership of the National Metrology Institute of the DPR of Korea in
COOMET in view of the provisions of COOMET D2/2021 (number of voters -17, voting results:
FOR -17, AGAINST - 0).

2.2 DISCUSSION OF POSSIBLE FURTHER ACTIONS ON CHANGING THE INSTITUTIONAL
STATUS OF COOMET

2.2.1 About the need for establishment of the permanent COOMET Secretariat

Before further discussion, the COOMET President Mr. V.Hurevich highlighted that COOMET
today was a voluntary organization without a legal status, where will was freely expressed and
the operation of the COOMET Secretariat was provided by the country holding the presidency in
COOMET. The toughest issue to date is giving the status to the regional organization COOMET.
A more flexible issue is giving the legal status to the Secretariat. The third way is to preserve the
status quo. Most respondents to the conducted survey support the idea of the need to register a
legal entity for the needs of COOMET or a legal entity for the permanent COOMET Secretariat.
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We realize that at this stage it is hard to say "where, how and by what right" the legal entity
should be registered, because first and foremost it depends on the adopted scheme for
changing the institutional status (which has not yet been decided). NMI capabilities in case of an
association and capabilities of public administration bodies following signing of interstate
agreements at the governmental level differ a lot. So at this point Mr. V.Hurevich called on to
exchange preliminary views on a general possibility to register a legal entity.

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Ukraine Mr.P.Neyezhmakov pointed
out that it would be preferable if a separate body was established for the permanent secretariat.
However, taking part in the funding of such a legal entity registered outside Ukraine cause a
whole lot of trouble for the country. It would be appropriate to remain the practice of paying
indirect fees through information service agreements for COOMET activities.

Mr.V.Hurevich said that the problem with information service agreements was that the
contractor (NMI supporting the operation of the secretariat) could not move beyond the subject
matter of the agreement and spend the received funds on behalf of the COOMET Secretariat.
Similarly, the customer (another COOMET NMI) cannot offer to the COOMET Secretariat, which
is now located in Minsk, for example, to assist CEEMS by organizing a seminar funded through
COOMET. These are basically not COOMET funds de jure! Therefore, the scheme with
information service agreements is easy to implement, but the opportunities to manage the funds
on behalf of COOMET are limited. Moreover, not all COOMET members conclude such
agreements and conduct payments now.

The Committee member from Uzbekistan Mr.L.Saidoripov said that establishment of an
independent legal entity for the secretariat would be appropriate, inter alia in view of the
international practice, since that would enhance the efficiency of the organization in general.

The representative of the COOMET Committee member from Turkey Mr. E.Sadikoglu confirmed
that Turkey unequivocally supported the need for establishing the permanent secretariat and its
possible form of a legal entity. He also pointed out that in EURAMET the situation is different —
the RMO itself has the status of a legal entity, while the EURAMET Secretariat is one of its
bodies.

The representative of the COOMET Committee member from Tajikistan Mr.J. Rahimzoda also
supported the idea that registration of the secretariat as a legal entity would improve the
performance of COOMET. He highlighted that Tajikistan received a lot of documents from the
Secretariat. COOMET as a whole may not have the status of a legal entity, but the Secretariat
should certainly have it, since specifically the Secretariat performs major work in COOMET.

Given that the COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Russia Mr.E.Lazarenko had
to leave the meeting for a valid reason, the Head of COOMET national secretariat in Russia
Mr.S. Komissarov said that Russia would maintain the position mentioned in the questionnaire
(Annex COOMET-32/01).

The representative of the COOMET Committee member from Moldova Mr.S.Ceapa said that
Moldova would support the idea of giving a legal status for the COOMET Secretariat if that fact
was mentioned in a new version of the Memorandum of Understanding (so that it could serve as
a basis for transferring fees).
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The representative of the COOMET Committee member from Lithuania Mr.E.Naujalis noted that
he could not express the official position of his country, since no reply had been received from
the Ministry of Economy. His personal position is that it will be appropriate to establish a legal
entity; however, a well-considered decision should be made whether COOMET or only the
Secretariat should be a legal entity.

The Committee member from Kyrgyzstan Mr.A.Bayaliev confirmed his consent to the option to
register a legal entity for the COOMET Secretariat.

The representative of the Committee member from Cuba Mr.F.Arruza said that Cuba also
supported the idea of registration of a legal entity for the COOMET Secretariat.

The representative of the Committee member from China Mrs.W.Gao said that China would
prefer to establish a legal entity for COOMET on the whole, since it would be good for the
sustainability of the organization. However, if it is too difficult to fulfil the target at present, China
can support the idea to establish a legal entity for the COOMET Secretariat subject to
clarification of the terms for such a legal entity.

Mr.V.Hurevich highlighted that it would definitely be done (probably in the form of amendments
to the Memorandum of Understanding), and the COOMET Committee would resume discussion
of that issue when making a decision on the implementation of that scheme.

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Kazakhstan Mr.Z.Begaydarov said that
he fully supported the idea of registration of a legal entity for COOMET. He also reported that
KazStandard was elaborating on the possibility of registration of COOMET as a non-profit
organization at the International Financial Center "Astana", Kazakhstan. They already have a
draft Charter for the organization that needs further development.

The COOMET President Mr.V.Hurevich asked whether it was about registration of a legal entity
for the needs of COOMET in general or only for the permanent COOMET Secretariat.
Mr.Z.Begaydarov said that both options could be considered. Mr.V. Hurevich suggested a more
detailed discussion of that issue within the WG for Strategy.

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Georgia Ms.N.Mikanadze said that the
experience of Georgia showed that in no official organization for standardization/metrology (ISO,
CEN, CENELEC, BIPM etc.), where GEOSTM or the country in general took part, there were
another mechanism for paying for participation except for official membership fees. The Ministry
of Economy receives information from them and then pays fees from the budget on a centralized
basis. When paying under an agreement for services between organizations they also
experience problems since the legislation on public procurement is very stringent and GEOSTM
activities fall under the legislation (any amount over the limit of $1000 should be formalized
though a tender, exceptions are possible only by government decrees). Therefore, an
agreement for services is an option that is difficult to implement for Georgia. The best option is
an official membership fee. Nevertheless, the mechanism for implementing this approach is not
totally clear.

Mr.V.Hurevich noted that it should be recognized that the existing information service agreement
was actually a palliative (partial compensation of the salary of BelGIM staff members working in
the COOMET Secretariat is provided for the needs of all participants of cooperation). Today it
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does not address and cannot address in general the tasks which lie ahead of COOMET, as well
as it does not allow developing new fields of cooperation.

Ms.N.Mikanadze agreed that a legal entity for the needs of COOMET would be a perfect option,
if that issue was feasible to tackle. Registration of a legal entity for the needs of COOMET as an
organization with its Secretariat is preferable, but as an alternative, only the Secretariat can be
registered as a legal entity.

Given that the COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Germany Mr.F.Lienesch had
to temporarily leave the meeting for a valid reason, the representative of the national secretariat
Mr.M.Ackermann noted that so far we had focused the discussion on the legal status of
COOMET as an organization, then the additional option of the legal status for the Secretariat
was part of the discussion. In Mr. Ackermann's view the option of the legal status for the
Secretariat sounds like an option to have a legal entity without having the membership of
participating countries. This may be an option for some time that can solve certain problems, but
there would likely be difficulties with the management of membership fees of COOMET though a
LE where the countries are not directly members. The concept of supervising the activities of the
LE should be elaborated with the following decision of the COOMET Committee. We should
assess it and may be try for it. Mr.M.Ackermann believes that we cannot continue the
development of COOMET without having a LE for the needs of COOMET in general (with the
membership of participating countries).

Mr.V.Hurevich noted that in that case the legal burden in terms of establishing a mechanism for
paying fees lied on the Memorandum and those wordings should also be worked on. As far as
Mr.Hurevich knows, such an option is only implemented in EASC. Basically the Council itself is
a virtual organization, within which the Bureau for Standards has been organized as a legal
entity, to which all EASC members transfer the fees. However, for that purpose an
intergovernmental agreement was concluded.

Mr.V.Hurevich as the Committee member from Belarus noted that the country's position at the
moment regarding the institutional status of COOMET was to establish a legal entity for the
Secretariat. The option of a legal entity for the needs of COOMET in general can also be
considered as an alternative scheme.

The Committee member from Armenia Mr. K.Movsisyan also supported the proposal on
establishing a legal entity for the Secretariat.

The Committee member from Azerbaijan Mr.E.Abbasov said that Azerbaijan supported the
proposal on the establishment of a legal entity for the Secretariat and did not rule out registration
of a legal entity for the needs of COOMET in general in the future. He also pointed out that if we
changed the format of membership in COOMET, it would be appropriate to conclude a new
Memorandum of Understanding. Mr.E.Abbasov supported the idea of the need to pay
membership fees in COOMET.
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The COOMET President Mr.V.Hurevich summed up the results of the discussion on the item
"Discussion of possible further actions on changing the institutional status of COOMET":

1. The appropriateness of giving the status of a legal entity for the COOMET Secretariat was
generally supported. However, discussion of the issue of giving the status of a legal entity
to the organization should continue, since this model will allow to resolve the issues of
transferring and managing official COOMET fees in the best possible way.

2. To request the Committee member from Kazakhstan Mr. Z.Begaydarov to present detailed
information about the conditions of possible registration of COOMET as a non-profit
organization at the International Financial Center "Astana", Kazakhstan, at the meeting of
the WG for Strategy.

Ms. N.Mikanadze added that discussion of a possible change in the institutional status had
reached the stage when we should involve lawyers, because the competence of COOMET
Committee members was not enough to make final decisions.

Mr.V.Hurevich said that we would not be able to make the final decision on one item at present
without any relation to all other items. However, today we can make the following conclusions:
(1) the status of COOMET should be changed and (2) the status of a legal entity should be
obtained (the matter of founding members is open). That is why we cannot make the final
decision today whether we should confine only to making amendments (and what
amendments?) to the Memorandum or we should prepare a completely new version of the
Memorandum and/or Charter. The most important outcome of today's debates in view of a
compromise among individual countries is that we should have a legal entity for the COOMET in
the nearest future.

Ms.N.Liakhova emphasized that some countries spoke about the appropriateness of concluding
an intergovernmental agreement.

Mr. V.Hurevich said that an intergovernmental agreement was a vector of possible development
of COOMET in the future, but at the moment it was appropriate to concentrate efforts specifically
on the establishment of a legal entity.

The results of work of the WG for Strategy on the issues of changing the institutional status of
COOMET will be presented at the COOMET Committee meeting in 2022.

2.3 DISCUSSION OF POSSIBLE FURTHER ACTIONS ON FUNDING OF COOMET
ACTIVITIES

2.3.1 Given that as part of presentation of the results of the survey among COOMET Committee
members, Head of COOMET Secretariat Ms. N.Liakhova presented to the participants
proposals on setting the expenditure side of the COOMET budget (given as Annex COOMET-
32/02), the COOMET President Mr. V. Hurevich requested the participants to comment on the
budget items.

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Georgia Ms. N.Mikanadze said that in
her opinion it was too soon to discuss the expenditure items of the budget since there was no
decision regarding the legal entity and no assessment of what fees countries were ready to pay.

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Ukraine Mr. P.Neyezhmakov supported
the position of Ms.N.Mikanadze and stated that it was impossible to form the expenditure side
without setting the revenue side of the budget.
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The Committee member from Armenia Mr.K. Movsisyan expressed the view that compulsory
expenditure items (their titles) should be approved, excluding the items "Conduct of
comparisons" and "Innovative scientific projects" from the list; in the future percentage of each
item in the total budget should also be discussed.

The representative of the Committee member from Turkey Mr.E.Sadikoglu also supported the
appropriateness of excluding the expenditure items "Conduct of comparisons" and "Innovative
scientific projects” from the COOMET budget.

The Committee member from Uzbekistan Mr.L.Saidoripov also agreed with the need to
negotiate the list of expenditure items of the budget (since these are standard expenses for any
legal entity) subject to further discussion of actual amounts allocated for each item.

Mr. V.Hurevich suggested taking the list of expenditure items of the COOMET budget as a basis
and continuing their discussion within the WG for Strategy. The participants supported the
proposal.

2.3.2 Ms. N. Liakhova also presented to the participants options for calculating the revenue side
of the COOMET budget for different funding models (Annex COOMET-32/03):

- a model entailing establishment of fees depending on the population of a COOMET
member country;

- a model entailing retention of the existing format of membership in COOMET (full and
associate members) taking into account the UN coefficients;

- amodel based on the GDP and GDP per capita of COOMET member countries;

- amodel geared towards submission of CMCs through COOMET by NMIs/DIs of member
countries taking into account the UN coefficients.

Mr.V.Hurevich noted that the amount of the possible COOMET budget given in the calculations
($150000) was indicative and was only used to demonstrate the apportionment of possible fee
amounts among the countries in various models.

A brief discussion on the proposed options took place:

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Kazakhstan Mr.Z.Begaydarov
supported the proposed model for calculating the fees, geared towards submission of CMCs by
NMIs/DIs of member countries through COOMET taking into account the UN coefficients,
subject to discussion of the amount of the base rate.

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Russia Mr.E.Lazarenko also pointed
out that the model for calculating the fees in view of submission of CMCs through COOMET
taking into account the UN coefficients was the most appropriate. The fee amount in general is
rather significant for the country, so they will have legal difficulties. If eventually COOMET turns
to the scheme of an association of NMls, the amount will be distributed among all the institutes.
For Russia the payment mechanism is hard to implement. Currently all fees are paid on behalf
of the Federal executive body. If a new version of the Memorandum is signed on behalf of NMIs,
the question will arise — from what sources will the payments be made? In Russia the legislation
is rather strictly integrated vertically, the core funding is given for NMIs from the public
administration body. Alternatively, the public administration body directly pays the fees.
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The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Georgia Ms.N.Mikanadze said that in
COOMET the issue of dividing its members into full and associate ones was purely theoretical.
A number of countries submits their CMCs through COOMET, other countries — through other
RMOs. The COOMET Secretariat provides the same services to full and associate COOMET
members, so the question arises — why should we establish different fees? For instance, in
BIPM full members pay a larger fee, and they have greater opportunities of technical support as
compared to the associate members of CGPM. We do not use such an approach in COOMET
now! We should consider what difference will be between full and associate COOMET members
What privileges the full members should have while paying more is what we should consider at
the level of the Memorandum. An important criterion for Georgia will be the fact that the fee to
COOMET shall not exceed the fee to the BIPM (particularly at the stage of negotiation with
higher authorities). We all should also realize that some members can withdraw from COOMET
owing to large fees.

The representative of the Committee member from Turkey Mr.E.Sadikoglu commented on the
policy of EURAMET in terms of fees. Last year the membership fee mechanism was revised — a
base rate in the amount of 2300 euro and a range factor from 1 to 6 were established, the UN
coefficient was also taken into account with restrictions imposed. The parent metrology
organization pays the membership fee, all designated institutes pay equally (1000 euro). He also
highlighted that there should not be wide variations among fees for countries and supported the
position of Ms.N.Mikanadze that if the financial burden of COOMET is comparable to the fees
for full membership in the Meter Convention, COOMET can lose some members including
Turkey.

Mr.V.Hurevich pointed out that the idea was rational and should be elaborated with regard to
COOMET realities.

The COOMET Vice-President, Committee member from Germany Mr. F.Lienesch noted the
reasonableness of the question why the PTB or Germany should pay a large fee to COOMET if
they were a member of another organization, where they had the status of a full member (e.g.,
WELMEC, EURAMET etc.). There is really high PTB and Ministry interest to support COOMET
as a regional organization. However, Mr.F.Lienesch considers it unacceptable for Germany to
have the highest rate as compared to other countries (Germany is willing to pay a membership
fee, since it is fair, but not at the highest rate).

The representative of the Committee member from China Mrs.W,Gao said that she had learnt a
lot from the discussion and realized that the Secretariat had made much effort to prepare
different funding models. All advantages and disadvantages should further be discussed. She
also spoke about the experience of APMP in terms of membership fees: the fees are classified
into several categories, each having its fixed fee amount. The categories are determined based
on the UN scale, just like the membership fees in the BIPM. Mrs.W.Gao would like to suggest
introducing the highest limits for membership fees, for example, for the highest class/category
they should be less than 10% of the total amount of membership fees. If one member pays more
than 10% of the total membership fee, it is not appropriate.

The Committee member from Uzbekistan Mr.L.Saidoripov said that the best option was to
calculate fees with reference to the UN coefficient. He also noted the importance of the fact that
the fee to COOMET should not exceed the fee of countries to the BIPM (if the difference is
insignificant, it would be difficult to agree on the fee amount within the state).
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The Committee member from Slovakia Mr.M.Kamensky considered it appropriate to learn from
the experience of other organizations (e.g. EURAMET, European Union or United Nations) and
to use it particularly in terms of determining approaches to calculating the fees for countries with
different economic capacity.

Mrs. N.Mikanadze additionally suggested creating several options to calculate the fees focusing
on the minimum budget (required to cover only the basic expenditures), the middle option and
maximum option. She also noted that the EURAMET's budgeting principle works well because
they have many members in the organization.

Mr.V.Hurevich highlighted that the suggestion of Mrs.W.Gao (a country's contribution to the total
fee amount should be less than 10% of the total amount) was a good idea and it should be
taken into account in calculating the fee scale. It is also appropriate that public administration
bodies (if they will participate in COOMET activities as members along with NMIs) do not pay
the fees.

Mr. V.Hurevich suggested taking into account the results of the debates and continuing the
discussion of COOMET funding models within the WG for Strategy. The participants supported
the proposal.

The outcomes of work of the WG for Strategy on the funding issues will be presented at the
COOMET Committee meeting in 2022.

3 ABOUT THE VENUE AND DATE OF THE NEXT COOMET COMMITTEE MEETING

Mr. Valery Hurevich noted that previously two proposals had been received on holding the next
COOMET Committee meeting in 2022 (if restrictions related to the Covid-19 pandemic are
removed):

1) in Kazakhstan (from Mr.Z.Begaydarov, Committee member from Kazakhstan)

2) in Uzbekistan (from Mr. L.Saidoripov, Committee member from Uzbekistan).

The COOMET Committee endorsed holding of the 33 COOMET Committee meeting in Nur-
Sultan, Kazakhstan, from 7 to 9 June 2022 (in the absence of restrictions related to the Covid-
19 pandemic).

The COOMET Committee requested the COOMET President to make the final decision on the
possibility to hold the meeting in Kazakhstan or on holding it online (using the Zoom platform)
by 01.03.2022 at the latest.

THE AGREED RESOLUTIONS ARE ATTACHED TO THESE MINUTES.

CLOSING OF THE MEETING

The COOMET President, Mr. Valery Hurevich, thanked all the participants of the COOMET
Committee meeting for their active and fruitful work and expressed hope that the next COOMET
Committee meeting will be held in the conventional format.

17



of the 32nd

RESOLUTIONS
online COOMET Committee meeting

Agenda
item

Resolution number

Content

1

2

3

1

Presentation of the results of the Survey to define the positions of COOMET member
countries on the issues of membership in COOMET, institutional status and funding of

COOMET activities

RESOLUTION 32-1

To take note of the Summary results of the survey among COOMET
Committee members to define the positions of COOMET member
countries on the issues of membership in COOMET, institutional
status and funding of COOMET activities (Annex COOMET-32/01)
and the results of the held discussion.

Discussion on possible further actions of COOMET

Discussion of possib

le changes in the format of membership in COOMET

RESOLUTION 32-2

To note the appropriateness of continuing discussion of the format of
membership in COOMET within the WG for Strategy (in view of the
possible change in the institutional status).

RESOLUTION 32-3

To note the appropriateness of maintaining the principle for making
decisions in COOMET activities ("one country — one vote — one
official representative") and its  implementation in
fundamental/founding documents of COOMET regardless of the
decision made on changing the institutional status of COOMET.

RESOLUTION 32-4

To request the COOMET President to organize discussion within the
WG for Strategy on refining the tasks and fields of cooperation of
COOMET in legal metrology, provided for in document COOMET
D1/2021 "COOMET Memorandum of Understanding".

RESOLUTION 32-5

To endorse the decision on termination of the membership of the
National Institute of Metrology of Romania in COOMET (based on the
received notification of the country's position on that issue).

RESOLUTION 32-6

Based on the voting results (paragraph 1.4 of Section 1 of document
COOMET D2/2021 "COOMET Rules of Procedure") to endorse the
decision on termination of the membership of the National Institute of
Metrology of the DPR of Korea in COOMET.

2.2

Discussion of possib

le further actions on changing the institutional status of COOMET.

About the need for establishment of the permanent COOMET Secretariat

RESOLUTION 32-7

To note that signing of a new version of the Memorandum of
Understanding at the level of an intergovernmental agreement is a
vector for possible development of COOMET in the future, since
currently this option is difficult to implement owing to the lack of single
economic space for COOMET member countries, significant
difference in the countries' national legislations and current
geopolitical situation.
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2

3

RESOLUTION 32-8

To consider it possible to reorganize COOMET by establishing an
Association of NMIs of COOMET member countries if the status of a
"full member" is given only to one organization from the country
(status of an "associate member" for others) and if the format "one
country — one vote" is retained in making decisions within COOMET.

RESOLUTION 32-9

To request COOMET Committee members to have preliminary
consultations with public administration bodies of their countries, if
required, on possible reorganization of COOMET to an Association of
NMIs/Dls before the 33 COOMET Committee meeting (in 2022).

RESOLUTION 32-10

To consider it appropriate to register a legal entity for COOMET to
provide for a possibility for COOMET members to transfer official fees
and to manage the budget of the organization.

To request the COOMET President to continue discussion of
strengths and weaknesses of the models for registration of a LE for
the needs of COOMET in general and a LE for the COOMET
Secretariat.

RESOLUTION 32-11

To request the Committee member from Kazakhstan
Mr.Z.Begaydarov to present detailed information about the conditions
of possible registration of COOMET as a non-profit organization at
the International Financial Center "Astana", Kazakhstan, at the
meeting of the WG for Strategy (November 2021).

RESOLUTION 32-12

To request the COOMET President to organize preparation of a draft
Charter of COOMET and/or a new version of the COOMET
Memorandum of Understanding in view of the discussion results
regarding the issues of changing the institutional status of COOMET
within the WG for Strategy.

RESOLUTION 32-13

To present proposals of the WG for Strategy on changing the
institutional status at the 33 COOMET Committee meeting in 2022.

23

Discussion of possib

le further actions on funding of COOMET activities

RESOLUTION 32-14

To take preliminary proposals on setting the expenditure side of the
COOMET budget (Annex COOMET-32/02) as a basis and continue
their discussion within the WG for Strategy.

RESOLUTION 32-15

To take note of the options for calculating the revenue side of the
COOMET budget for different funding models (Annex COOMET-
32/03) as a basis for setting official fees in COOMET.

To request the COOMET President to organize finalization of the
funding models based on the debates and continue their discussion
within the WG for Strategy.

RESOLUTION 32-16

To present proposals of the WG for Strategy on funding at the 33
COOMET Committee meeting in 2022.
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2

3

About the venue and

date of the next COOMET Committee meeting

RESOLUTION 32-17

To express gratitude to the COOMET Committee member from
Kazakhstan Mr.Z.Begaydarov and to endorse holding of the 33t
COOMET Committee meeting in Nur-Sultan, Kazakhstan, from 7 to
9 June 2022 (in the absence of restrictions related to the Covid-19
pandemic).

RESOLUTION 32-18

To request the COOMET President to make the final decision on the
possibility of holding the meeting in Kazakhstan or on holding it online
(using the Zoom platform) by 01.03.2022 at the latest.

To request the COOMET Secretariat to inform COOMET Committee
members about the decision in due course.

RESOLUTION 32-19

To express gratitude to the COOMET Committee member from
Uzbekistan Mr. Lazizbek Saidoripov for the invitation to hold the
COOMET Committee meeting in Uzbekistan.

To endorse holding of the COOMET Committee meeting in
Uzbekistan in 2023.

—

—— > Valery Hurevich,

. COOMET President
.t /" Nadezhda Liakhova,
7 Head of COOMET Secretariat
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DOCUMENTS OF THE 32ND COOMET COMMITTEE MEETING

(ANNEXES TO THE MINUTES)
Annex to the Minutes Document code

Summary results of the survey among COOMET Committee members to

define the positions of COOMET member countries on the issues of

membership in COOMET, institutional status and funding of COOMET COOMET-32/01
activities

Preliminary proposals on setting the expenditure part of the COOMET budget | COOMET-32/02
Options for calculating the revenue part of the COOMET budget for various COOMET-32/03

funding models
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