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General Comments of Germany:
The VIML should be the place to define the general terms of legal metrology. Thus, it would helpful to incorporate the terms of D11 cited in many Recommendations as “general” terms into the VIML. Respectively, it may be better to include specific definitions in the respective OIML Recommendations or to initiate individual Documents for Terms and Definitions of the specific fields. This would cover some terms identified in the VIML as applying to weighing instruments (R76, R50, R51, etc.) and some software terms (D31). The existence of such definitions in other OIML Documents and Recommendations should be mentioned in the Scope in a sentence like “Specific Terms and Definitions can be found in other OIML Documents, as e.g. D11 or D31, and in the respective Recommendations”.
Detailed comments of Germany:
	
	chapter
	page
	Comment

	ed
	0.05 maximum permissible error
	11
	Include the widely used abbreviation “mpe”

	ge/te
	0.06 intrinsic error
	12
	Delete “intrinsic error”. To use the real description “error of a measuring instrument (determined) under reference conditions” is much clearer for the respective reader and allows thus an easier understanding. The current VIM does not know such an error as well. And the explanation that this term is used in other Recommendations is no reason for leaving it in the vocabulary.

	te
	1.01 legal metrology, note 2
	15
	Include an aim for “traceability” – e.g. “to national standards” or “to the SI”

	te
	1.05 metrological authority
	16
	It would be helpful for the reader to give an example of “specified legal metrology activities”.

	ge/te
	2.04 metrological expertise, see 3.03 as well
	18
	“expertise” is usually used in another sense. This leads to the question what for do we need this definition – it is only used for the definition of “metrology expertise certificate”(3.03). 
Delete the term (and 3.03 respectively) or find another, more suitable term as for example “inspection” or “examination”. The definition of “inspection” given in A1.12 is not really far from the one for “expertise” given here.

	te
	2.05 type evaluation, note 2
	19
	If the definition of type evaluation is, that conformity assessment procedures are used for it, thus indeed “there are countries and economies where conformity assessment procedures are employed for type evaluation”. Please delete note 2 or find another definition of “type evaluation”.

	te
	2.18 inspection by sampling
	22
	Possibly, when using this method it has to be distinguished between the inspection of new and used instruments. If this method is used for verification of instruments in use, it should be assured, that the conditions of use of the respective instruments (e.g. water quality for water meters) are as well comparable (homogeneous) within the lot. Please add a respective note.

	te/ed
	3.03 metrological expertise certificate, see 2.04 as well
	24
	As noted concerning 2.04 the term “expertise” is widely used in another sense. Thus what is described here is an examination report/certificate. As the VIM describes “verification” as “NOTE 4 Verification in legal metrology, as defined inVIML[53], and in conformity assessment in general, pertains to the examination and marking and/or issuing of a verification certificate for a measuring system.”, this seems to be reasonable. Please change 3.03 (and 2.04 respectively) into “metrological examination certificate” or as proposed in the comment to 2.04 into ”metrological inspection certificate”. 

	ge
	5 construction and operation...
	30
	In 5.13 and 5.14 “durability errors” are defined, but there is no definition of “durability” (see e.g. D11). Such a definition could also cover some information about durability tests and a useful determination of a “period of use” as mentioned in 5.13..

	ge
	5.02, 5.03, 5.07 weighing instruments
	30/31
	See general comment. Possibly it would be better to initiate a vocabulary of weighing methods as an individual OIML document or to include these definitions in the respective OIML Recommendations (R76, R50, R51, etc.) because they are very specific.

	te
	5.03 number of verification scale intervals
	30
	Change into:””n” is the quotient of the maximum capacity of a balance, “Max”, and the verification scale interval, “e”...”. and change note 2 into “”Max” and “e” have to be in the same unit”.

	te
	5.10 initial intrinsic error
	32
	See comment to 0.06 and delete 5.10. 
Change 5.11 into “...error of indication of a measuring instrument under measurement conditions and the error of indication of the same measuring instrument under reference conditions...”
Change 5.13 into “difference between the errors of indication of a measuring instrument under reference conditions before and after a period of use/ a durability test”

	te
	5.11 fault
	32
	See comment to 0.06 and 5.10. 
Change 5.11 into “difference between the error of indication of a measuring instrument under measurement conditions and the error of indication of the same measuring instrument under reference conditions...”

	te
	5.11 fault
	32
	Additionally one comment to note 1. We will never know where a fault comes from – if it is really only a change of data or if it is a change of sensors or something else. It can happen to analogue instruments as well. Thus please delete note 1. 

	ge/te
	5.12 significant fault
	33
	The information given in the note can put the reader on the wrong track, because these things may not be true for all Recommendations. So, the source of detailed information as given in the definition (“relevant Recommendation”) is clearer. Please delete the note.

	te
	5.13 durability error
	33
	See comment to 0.06 and 5.10.
Change 5.13 into “difference between the errors of indication of a measuring instrument under reference conditions before and after a period of use/ a durability test”. A specification of “period of use” or “durability test” respectively would be helpful.

	te
	6 Software
	36
	Here as well has to be distinguished between general definitions and specific information that can be found in a special Document (here D31) or the respective Recommendations.
An important information for the examination of software properties as well as means against manipulation in legal metrology is the “severity level”. This should be defined somewhere. 

	ed/te
	6.09 event
	38
	The term “event” as defined within this chapter is only used once in 6.04 where a similar description of “event” is still included. 6.09 can be deleted in this case.

	te
	A1.6 (specified) requirement
	41
	Change the note into “Specified requirements may be stated in statutory regulations and in normative documents...” 

	ed
	A1.35 acceptance
	48
	Delete “results” at the beginning of the text. This seems to be a typing error.
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