US Comments on Proposal 2 (to approve a new project within TC 6 to develop an OIML Guide on a certification system for prepackages)

The US “NO” vote on Proposal 2 is based on the following: 
TC6 has devoted more than 5 years of its Member States’ time and resources to project p1. In the latest vote on p1, 9 members voted “no” and 6 voted “yes.” Our belief is that the expectation of Member States who voted “no” is that project p1 should be cancelled, and that no further work in this area by TC6 (or OIML) is justified.  
Justification given for this new project in the Memo from the BIML is based in part on the claim that “none of the negative votes were because of technical deficiencies in the document,” and that some Member States of TC6 expressed interest in such a program.  The dissection of a vote into technical or non-technical facets, and then justifying continuation of a project on this basis, undermines the OIML system of voting. We are concerned that this may be used to set a precedent that could undermine the operation of the Technical Committees, Subcommittees and Project Groups.  The more likely explanation of the “no” votes for other than technical reasons is that those Member States voting “no” considered it to be a waste of time and resources to devote any time to performing a technical review and providing technical comments on a proposed certificate system for prepackages if the Member State did not support the concept of the system from its inception.
In addition, even if we accept the (seemingly unjustified) assertion that there are no technical deficiencies in the certificate system proposed in the 3rd CD, then there is no need for further work on this topic in OIML, as the Member States who want to set up national systems or bilateral arrangements have a good starting point and can continue to finalize the provisions without the need for further involvement of OIML.  We encourage the Member States which are interested in establishing a program of this type, or in establishing bilateral arrangements, to utilize the 3rd CD and seek guidance from the EU states and other countries which use the e-mark system. Experts on accreditation, who are widely available in the private sector and in other organizations, could also assist in moving this ahead when and if their needs justify the effort.
[bookmark: _GoBack]At the recent TC6 meeting in Tokyo, several Member States who had voted “no” on the 3rd CD privately expressed concern to us about this apparent effort to circumvent the outcome of the majority vote and continue work on a certificate system. The BIML Memo accompanying the Proposal for a New Project correctly describes the majority view as opposing the “project being continued as it was considered a waste of time.”  The concern was also expressed there that if the Guidance document were published under the OIML logo, then the appearance would be conveyed that the system being described in the Guidance document was sanctioned and endorsed by OIML. This would imply that the experts in the field of prepackage control from the OIML Member States had approved the system, when in fact they have rejected it, by a majority vote. We consider this to be a valid concern, as many outside of the OIML community do not understand the difference between an OIML Recommendation, Document or Guide.  Any publication bearing an OIML logo can be construed (intentionally or from lack of familiarity) as having greater weight than it deserves, and we believe that the CIML should exercise care in sanctioning the development of Documents or Guides which, as in this case, may be viewed as a means to undermine a majority decision of one the organization’s Technical Committees.
