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ISO/IEC CD 18023-1.2 – COLLATION OF COMMENTS

Comments on ISO/IEC CD2 18023-1
from
Editors

The following comments were submitted on CD1 and not applied, or not fully applied, to the text during the preparation of CD2. They should be considered as comments against CD2 where applicable.

US G001
SEDRIS_G006
ED_G03

Most incorrect hyperlinks have been corrected. However, a systematic check of all hyperlinks has not been undertaken so there may be some broken hyperlinks remaining.

US G002

Most occurrences where monospace should be used have been corrected. However, a systematic check of the entire document has not been undertaken.

Japan_T053
Japan_T054
Japan_T055
Japan_T056

The changes described by these comments have been partially applied. The editors will resubmit these comments against CD2 to ensure that they are systematically applied.

Japan_T078

The UML diagrams in Annex A have been updated. However, the work was completed to late to ensure that the correct ISO formatting was applied. A suitable comment will be submitted against CD2 to ensure that the Figure Captions and spurious asterisks (caused during conversion to PDF) are corrected.

TC211_G001

This comment was not applied as the there was insufficient time to study the four cited standards. The comment will be resubmitted against CD2 by the editors.

TC211_T002
TC211_T003

An assiduous effort was made to find terms different from “Features” and “Geometry”. This effort was not successful. Moreover, after talking with members of the target audience (the SEDRIS associates), it was also determined that changing these terms to something generic as stated in the Response would introduce unnecessary confusion. Therefore, this comment was not applied.

TC211_T005

It is the intent to apply this comment once implementation efforts to test the concept have occurred. This has not yet happened although a study is underway. Since the study has not been completed, the implications of the change are still unclear. The comment will be resubmitted against CD2 by the editors.

UK_G001

This comment was not applied due to insufficient time. However, some piecemeal attempts were made in areas that were being reworked. The comment will be resubmitted against CD2 by the editors.

UK_G005

Some of the changes requested by this comment have been applied while other changes were not made due to insufficient time. The comment will be resubmitted against CD2 by the editors.

UK_G006

Most of the response for this comment has been applied. Due to insufficient time, the UML terms that are actually used have not been placed in Clause 3. A suitable comment will be submitted against CD2 by the editors.

UK_G008

This comment has been partially applied inasmuch as many of the constraints have been cleansed. However, a detailed effort in this regard has not been undertaken due to insufficient resources. A suitable comment will be submitted against CD2 by the editors.

SEDRIS_G007

It is the intent to use double left and right quotation marks wherever quotation of text is needed. Most occurrences of single quotes or straight quotes (both single and double) have been fixed. However, there may still be some remaining that were missed in the first effort. The reviewers are asked to help identify those instances.

SEDRIS_E145

This comment was not applied as it was determined that the cited example is from ISO/IEC 18026.

ED_G06

This comment has been partially applied. A systematic review of the entire document is needed to ensure that the comment is fully applied. Hence, this comment will be resubmitted against CD2 by the editors.

ED_G08

This comment has not been applied and will be resubmitted against CD2 by the editors.

EM_G001

This comment has been partially applied. The comment will be resubmitted against CD2 by the editors.

Japan NB comments on SEDRIS Part 1, CD2 (SC24 N 2527)






2004-01-27, Ed. by K.Fujimura

Japan_G001: Throughout, tools needed

It is beyond the ability of National Bodies with less human resources to check the validity of this specification, which includes about three hundreds of object classes, using only the current verbose document. 

In the same way as in the first CD, Japan has to spend non-negligible time in making a spreadsheet from DRM specifications in HTML files.  

In future reviews, some more sophisticated tools enabling the consistency check, completely consistent with the document, and authorized by the editors, should be supplied.
Japan_T001: Throughout, use of Spatial Reference Frame Set (SRF set) in SEDRIS

SRF sets specified in SRM should be introduced in this part in order for users to describe a geometry or feature which is hard to be enclosed in one SRF with sufficient precisions.

Japan_T002: Throughout, Coordinates
Note: This comment tells the same thing as Japan T004 and TC211 T020 in the first CD which has the following response:

RESPONSE:  
Expected changes in the SRM will have an impact. These changes will be reflected in the next draft. Therefore, this comment is rejected but TC211 is asked to review the next draft to see if this is still a concern.


Japan considers there is no expected changes in the SRM.

There is no need to define <DRM_Location_2D> and <DRM_Location_3D> as abstract classes and to have 3 subclasses (*1) for 2D and 21 subclasses for 3D which differ only in names(*2).

*1) It seems too few.  See Japan T024.

*2) <DRM_LSR_Location_3D> currently differs from others but Japan considers the distinction should be done in some other places. See Japan T015.

If the comment above is accepted, the related structured fundamental data types defined in 5.3, such as 


5.3.3.20 AZ_2D_Coordinate

should be merged.
Japan_T003: 2, RFC3066

This document has no reference from the main body (as long as Japan searched).  It should have a reference or be removed.  

Japan_T004: 4.2.2.1, 4.2.2.2 and 4.2.3.3, “polymorphic” and “multi-representation” 

Note: This comment tells the same thing as Japan T006 in the first CD which has the following responses 

RESPONSE:  
The text will be reviewed to ensure that the concepts are clearly defined and consistently used.

Japan considers there is no substantial change in the new text.

It is difficult to catch the differences between the following two concepts: 

  - polymorphic representation of environmental objects, described in 4.2.2.1, with an example of a road being represented as a linear feature while at the same time captured as a series of polygonal facets

  -  "view" as a solution to multi-representation requirement, described in 4.2.2.2, with an example of a building being "viewed" as a collection of facets describing its physical shape or "viewed" by its purpose or function and so on.

Moreover complementary modeling, described in 4.2.3.3, may interact with the two concepts above. At the first glance, complementary modeling looks different from the last two concepts by the fact that the complementary models are developed by different users.  But it is not clear whether the models (or representation) are considered polymorphic representation, multiple "view"s, or some other one after those models are merged into one transmittal.

Some clarification should be given or those concepts should be merged.
Japan_T005: 4.4.2 and 4.4.4

The difference between “information about data” in 4.4.2 and “metadata” in 4.4.4 should be explained.

Japan_T006: 4.5.3, the location of Fig. 4.3 and its related paragraph

Fig. 4.3 and its related paragraph should be moved after Fig. 4.4 in order not to interrupt into the statements for multiplicity.

Japan_T007: 4.5.4.1, the last paragraph

This paragraph is hard to understand.  What does the word “evolution” mean here?

Japan_T008:　4.5.7.2
Note: This comment tell the same thing as Japan T027 in the first CD which has the response

RESPONSE:  
It is expected that there will be a variant record data type either specified in ISO/IEC 18026 or, if not there, the present SEDRIS SRF_Parameters data type will be redefined to produce such a data type.

Japan considers the expected matter is not solved in the SRM

The way of specifying a spatial reference frame with an "srf_parameters" field of a class instance will not work because the numbers and types of parameter vary depending on each SRF template.  An SRF should be specified with a new DRM object instance.

Japan_T009: 4.7.3, the last paragraph

The first sentence is awkward.  What does “this occurs” mean?

Japan_T010: 4.7.4, throughout

The handling of orientation becomes too complicated because of the “unit vector” concept.

The use of “unit vector” should be replaced by “coordinated difference”.

It is hard to specify a “unit vector” in latitude and longitude but a “coordinate difference” ” in latitude and longitude is easy to specify and fulfill most requirements.

Moreover “coordinated difference” depends only on a coordinate system and does not depend on other aspects of SRF especially ORM. 

Japan_T011: 4.7.5, throughout

This subclause has some problems.

a) The title does not reflect the main topic.  It should be changed to “Use of a model SRF in a environment SRF” or something like.

b) The word “shall” in the first sentence is misleading because the matching of coordinate and SRF is already described and not the topic of this subclause. The first sentence should be removed.

c) There is no reason to restrict a model SRF as LSR.  Spherical or cylindrical SRF may be used depending on a model shape.

Japan_T012: 4.7.6, throughout

The sentence 

The ordering of these components is semantically significant because the first <DRM Location> specifies the minimum coordinate values of the spatial domain, while the second specifies the maximum coordinate values.

in the second paragraph and the expression  

the coordinate values of the second <DRM Location> may be either greater than or less than those of the first <DRM Location>,

in the third paragraph conflict each other.

Although Japan considers the functionality proposed in the third paragraph, e.g. specifying a region over the date line is an urgent practical user requirement, it needs some more careful specifications and it needs some changes in the SRM which now pays too much attentions to  mathematical beauties instead of practical user requirements.  For example, the SRM  inhibits  to include North or South Pole in the geodetic coordinate systems.   

Japan_T013: 4.7.7, throughout

The topic in this subclause is too specific to be in included in 4.7 “Spatial concept”. 

Japan_T014: 4.15.4.2

The subclause numbers used in references are wrong.


4.5.11 >> 4.14


4.5.12.3.3 >> 4.15.4.3


4.5.12.3.4 >> 4.15.4.4

Japan_T015: 4.16.7

The reason why only LSR has control link functionality should be explained.

Japan_T016: 5.3.3.60 Data_Table_Data

Does the specification here 

Data_Table_Data ::= (type_of_data Property_Data_Value_Type) {

  table_property_description_index   Integer_Positive;

  data_count                         Integer_Positive;

  BOOLEAN:

        boolean_array                Boolean[data_count];

  BYTE:

        byte_array                   Byte[data_count>];

  BYTE_POSITIVE:


...

really intend to allocate storage to the data arrays of the different data types in an ordered sequence (like “struct” in C) instead of overlapping (like “union” in C)?

Japan_T017: 5.2.4.17 (and 5.2.4.20):  -- Octant (and Quadrant)

The concept of “viewer” used to define upper/lower, left/right, and front/back is hard to be understood.  Are all the environment objects need “viewer”?

Japan_T018: 5.2.4.21

The term "ray" is a synonym for “line”?

Japan_T019: 5.3.3.1, variant record type

An example for the variant record type, which is specified as 

record_data_type_name ::= ( variant_name variant_data_type) {
  variant_value1 : field1_name  field1_data_type;   optional comment
  variant_value2 : field2_name  field2_data_type;   optional comment
   • • •
  variant_valuen : fieldn_name  fieldn_data_type;   optional comment
}
should be given here.
Japan_T020: 5.3.3.262 and 5.3.3.263

What is the difference between these two subclauses? 

Japan_T021: 6.3, missing subclauses

Two subclauses for specifying <DRM Volumetric Feature> and <DRM World 3x3> should be added.

Japan_T022: 6.3.2, Table 6.3 (and others)

The normative entry “Composed of (two-way)” is missing.   


The same problem exists in about 140 tables for DRM class definitions.

Japan_T023: 6.3.2, Table 6.3  (and others)

Note: This comment will become moot if Japan T002 is accepted.

The definition “An instance of this DRM class specifies ...” should be changed to “An instance of a concrete subclass of this DRM class specifies ...” or something like because this DRM class is an abstract class.

The following classes have the same problem: 

<Aggregate Feature>,<Aggregate Geometry>,<Axis>,<Base Level Of Detail Data>,

<Base Time Data>,<Colour Data>,<Data Table>,<Feature>,

<Light Rendering Behaviour>,<Location>,<LSR Transformation Step>,

<Primitive Feature>,<Property>,<Surface Location>,<Time Interval>,

<Time Point>,<Volume Geometry>,<Volume>

Japan_T024: 6.3.2, Table 6.3 

Note: This comment will become moot if Japan T002 is accepted.

There are many other 2D SRFs in the SRM other than AZ, LSR, and Polar.

They should be added here as new subclasses.

Japan_T025: 6.3.245, Table 6.246

The sentence in “Definition” 

The <DRM Spatial Index Data> link object corresponding to each component A CLASS="Feature_Hierarchy">

should be amended.

Japan_T026: Annex A

The number of figure in the title of each figure and the number of figures for reference in A.2 should be made consistent. 

Japan_T027: Annex B
The descriptions in Fig.B.2 to Fig.B.7 do not match with Figure B.1.

a) The triangle in B.7 does not appear in Fig.B.1.

b) The polygon specified in Fig.B.4 is queer. The point #7 may have an error.

  ----- Minor Editorial Comments -----
Japan_E001: 2, I18023-3, Refrence

“Part 2” should be “Part 3”.

SEDRIS Organization Comments on

SEDRIS functional specification

ISO/IEC Committee Draft 2 18023-1
Submitted: 26 January 2004

Note: In addition to these comments, a zip file containing some 300+ updated class diagrams and an html table for one of the classes is also part of the SEDRIS Organization comments.  This additional zip file (which is supplemental and contains the results of applying the below comments or WG8 action items) will be provided separately at or prior to WG8 meeting.

Editorial

Clause 3

SEDRIS_E001:
3.2 GDEM

Change font.

Rationale – When viewed at least in one instance, the font does not match the other entries.

SEDRIS_E002:
3.2 OAML

“Oceanographic and AtmMospheric Library (U.S. Navy)” 

Rationale: Preserve function of table, which capitalizes the letters in the manner in which they are reflected in the abbreviation/acronym.

Clause 4

SEDRIS_E003:
Table 4.1

“4.3.3.1 Transmittals” 

Rationale: Copy error.

SEDRIS_E004:
Table 4.1

“4.13.6 Oct_tree Octant”
Rationale: Change from Oct-tree to Octant was missed here.

SEDRIS_E005:
Table 4.1

“4.13.8 Quad_tree Quadrant”

Rationale: Change from Quad-tree to Quadrant was missed here.

SEDRIS_E006:
Table 4.1

“4.16.5.1 <DRM Control Link> subclasses for the subclasses of <DRMColour Data>”

Add space between “DRM” and “Colour”.

Rationale: Typo.

SEDRIS_E007:
4.2.1, 4th paragraph, 1st word

“Environmnetal Environmental”

Rationale: Typo.

SEDRIS_E008:
4.2.3.3, 2nd list b

Remove “>” from beginning of line.

Rationale: Copy paste error.

SEDRIS_E009:
4.3.2.1, 2nd paragraph, last sentence

“characterstics characteristics”

Rationale: Typo.

SEDRIS_E010:
4.3.3.1.2, title

Remove “>” from before the title “Interchange”.

Rationale: Copy/paste error.

SEDRIS_E011:
4.5.3, 1st sentence after Figure 4.1

“The DRM class diagrams, provided in the DRM class specifications of 6 DRM classes, omit the attributes and operations. Iinstead they only provideing the class name in order to highlight the class relationships.”

Rationale: Improved sentence structure.

SEDRIS_E012:
4.5.3, 3rd sentence before Figure 4.2

“with an open diamond”

Rationale: Missing ‘n’ before vowel.

SEDRIS_E013:
4.5.3, Figure 4.3

The figure needs to be made larger so the “is a” symbol is seen.

Rationale: The height of the figure is too short to properly view the “is a” symbol.

SEDRIS_E014:
4.5.3, last sentence

4.6.5, 4th sentence

4.6.6, 1st paragraph, last sentence

4.6.12, 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence

“modeling modelling”

Rationale: Use international English spelling.

SEDRIS_E015:
4.5.5, Table 4.3, Column 1

“Class diagram” Make bold.

Rationale: Bolding is missing to match entries in the rest of the column.

SEDRIS_E016:
4.6.2, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence

“their interrelationship”

Rationale: Typo.

SEDRIS_E017:
4.6.4, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence

“The cells of a table may contain as many data elements as needed for the particular to accomplish the required data representation needed.”

Rationale: ‘Needed’ is used twice. Better sentence flow.
SEDRIS_E018:
4.6.12, 2nd paragraph

“A <DRM Model> can be composed of two branches, one called feature model, and the other geometry model.”

Rationale: Improved sentence structure.

SEDRIS_E019:
4.9.2, 5th sentence

“instances cna can be used” 
Rationale: Typo.

SEDRIS_E020:
4.9.5.3, 2nd paragraph

“The interpolation_type field specifies”

Rationale: Typo.

SEDRIS_E021:
4.13.1.1

“e.  oct_tree octant
g. quad_tree quadrant”…

“a. oct_tree octant division 
b. quad_tree quadrant division”

Further…

4.13.6 has 22 Oct-trees, 2 Quad trees

and 4.13.8 has 23 Quad trees. 

Rationale: Name change missed.

SEDRIS_E022:
4.14.5.3.5, 1st sentence

“envrionmental environmental attribute”

Rationale: Typo.

SEDRIS_E023:
4.15.3.2, 2nd paragraph, 3rd sentence

“instance specifes specifies colour”

Rationale: Typo.

SEDRIS_E024:
4.15.3.4, 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence

“The style field specfies specifies”

Rationale: Typo. 
SEDRIS_E025:
4.15.5, penultimate sentence

“specifed specified”

Rationale: Typo. 
SEDRIS_E026:
4.15.6.3.3, 1st paragraph, last sentence

“4.16 Constructs for controlling dyanmic dynamic data.”

Rationale: Typo.

SEDRIS_E027:
4.16.5.1, Title

“DRMColour Data” Need to add space between “DRM” and “Colour”.

Rationale: Space is missing.

SEDRIS_E028:
4.16.6.3, 1st sentence

“theindex_on_axis”. Add space between “the” and “index”.

Rationale: Space is missing.

SEDRIS_E029:
4.17.2.3, d

“correspdonds corresponds”

Rationale: Typo.

SEDRIS_E030:
4.17.2.5, c

“logical_consistencyis of” Add space between “consistency” and “is”.

Rationale: Space is missing.

SEDRIS_E031:
4.19.4.1, last bullet

“7.3.111 UseDefaultColourModel”

Rationale: Use Int’l English spellings.

SEDRIS_E032:
4.19.5, 3rd sentence

“include the folloiwing following”.

Rationale: Typo.

SEDRIS_E033:
4.21.2, c

“mplementation implementation”

Rationale: Typo.
Technical

Clause 5

SEDRIS_T001:

Clause: 5.2.4.4 Branch_Range_Matching

The description of how search range values are compared against link object value ranges is not expressed correctly, as it is phrased in terms of "search branches".

Change:

This data type specifies, when evaluating the branches of a <DRM Aggregate Feature> or <DRM Aggregate Geometry> instance against a range of search values, how to evaluate the field values of a given branch's link object against the search range, where the link object's field values themselves specify a range of values.

	Value
	Description

	EXACT
	For a branch to be considered a match, the search value range shall exactly match the branch's value range.

	FULL_CONTAINMENT
	For a branch to be considered a match, the search value range shall be completely contained within the branch's value range.

	INTERSECTION
	For a branch to be considered a match, the search value range shall intersect the branch's value range.


SEDRIS_T002:

Clause: 5.2.4.8

ID_Implementation_Level was part of the old method of handling object IDs, and is now no longer used by the API.

Change: Remove this type from Clause 5.

SEDRIS_T003:

Clause: 5.2.4.11

Inclusion_Choice

Change: Rename this type to Inclusion_Test; rename FULLY_INCLUDED to FULL and PARTIALLY_INCLUDED to PARTIAL. Update the documentation for the type to read, "When testing SEDRIS objects against a search boundary, indicates whether the inclusion test to be performed specifies objects completely inside the search boundary (fully included) or objects that intersect the search boundary (partially included). Note that PARTIAL is a superset of FULL.

SEDRIS_T004:

Clause: 5.2.4.21

The term "vertical datum" has been replaced with "vertical offset" in the SRM.

Change: Rename CLOSEST_TO_VERTICAL_DATUM appropriately.

SEDRIS_T005:

Clause: 5.2.4.24

Inconsistent naming scheme followed among the entries of Search_Bounds_Closure.

Change: Rename FULLY_CLOSED to FULL.

SEDRIS_T006:

Clause: 5.2.4.25

The entries of Search_Dimensiona need updating given the changes in the handling of dimensionality in the SRM.

Change: Rename TWO_DIMENSIONAL_OR_THREE_DIMENSIONAL to ALL_DIMS and rename TWO_DIMENSIONAL to TWO_D_OR_SURFACE

SEDRIS_T007:

Clause: 5.2.5.2

GEOMETRIC_MEAN isn't referred to consistently in this section.

Change: Replace GEOMETRY_MEAN with GEOMETRIC_MEAN herein.

SEDRIS_T008:

Clause: 5.2.5.25

Index_Code contains entries that are now obsolete, given the changes that have been made to <DRM Mesh Face Table> and <DRM Finite Element Mesh> in the last two drafts.

Change: Remove the following entries from Index_Code: ADJACENT_MESH_FACE, ADJACENT_SOLID_ELEMENT, MESH_FACE, MESH_NODE, MESH_VERTEX, SOLID_ELEMENT, SOLID_FACE. After these entries have been removed, alphabetize the remaining entries by label.

SEDRIS_T009:

Clause: 5.2.5.31

Media_Format includes WMF but not the new style EMF.

Change: Add EMF (Windows Enhanced Metafile) to the list of codes for this type.

SEDRIS_T010:

Clause: 5.2.5.39, 5.3.3.17

Search_Value_Type, Any_Search_Value no longer need to handle EDCS_Attribute_Code and EDCS_Classification_Code as special cases.

Change: Remove EDCS_ATTRIBUTE_CODE and EDCS_CLASSIFICATION_CODE from the list of entries for Search_Value_Type, and remove the fields  edcs_attribute_code_value and edcs_classification_code_value from the fields of Any_Search_Value.

SEDRIS_T011:

Clause: 5.2.5.39, 5.3.3.17

Search_Value_Type, Any_Search_Value no longer need to handle ID as a special case, and the field is currently bound to the wrong type for the fields it was intended to match in any case due to an editing error.

Change: Remove ID from the list of entries for Search_Value_Type, and remove the field id_value from the fields of Any_Search_Value.

SEDRIS_T012:

Clause: 5.2.5.46

Symbol_Format is missing an entry.  It includes CGM but not SVG.

Change: Add SVG (Scalable Vector Graphics) to the list of codes for this type.  Adjust the remaining codes accordingly.
SEDRIS_T013:

Clause: 5.2.5.51

Transmittal_API_Function needs to be updated to reflect changes in Clause 7 regarding the addition and removal of various functions.

Change: Update the entries of Transmittal_API_Function after changes (see comments on Clause 7 below) have been applied to Clause 7.

SEDRIS_T014:

Clause: 5.2.6.5

The entries of Polygon_Flag are not ordered.

Change: Sort the entries of Polygon_Flag by label.

SEDRIS_T015:

Clause: 5.2.6.5

SITE_OCCULTING is a flag that is no longer used.

Change: Remove SITE_OCCULTING.

SEDRIS_T016:

Clause: 5.2.6.5

WATER actually specifies a property of water body surfaces.

Change: Rename WATER to WATER_BODY_SURFACE.

SEDRIS_T017:

Clause: 5.3.3.19

<DRM Axis> does not require the ability to specify Index_Code or Variable_Code entries for its meaning.

Change: Change the axis_type field from an Element_Type to an EDCS_Attribute_Code.

SEDRIS_T018:

Clause: 5.3.3.19, 5.3.3.75

<DRM Axis> no longer contains value_unit and value_scale fields; these are specified directly by the subclasses of <DRM Axis> that require them.

Change: Remove value_unit, value_scale from Axis_Fields and from Enumeration_Axis_Fields.

SEDRIS_T019:

Clause: 5.3.3.33, 5.3.3.51

<DRM Citation> has a <DRM Responsible Party> component, not field.

Change: Remove the responsible_party field from the Citation_Fields type, and update the documentation of the Contact_Information type accordingly.

SEDRIS_T020:

Clause: 5.3.3.51

Contact_Information uses Online_Resource, rather than specifying web_site as a direct field of itself.

Change: Add the Online_Resource type to Clause 5 and define the fields of Contact_Information accordingly.

SEDRIS_T021:

Clause: 5.3.3.139

The field names within LSR_3D_Location_Control_Link_Fields are out of sync with Clause 6.

Change: Rename the fields of this type to match the class, so that x, y, z become u, v, w.

SEDRIS_T022:

Clause: 5.3.3.187

The types EDCS_Metadata_Code and Property_Data_Value are referred to, but no longer exist.

Change: Update the type to reflect the changes in the types of its fields.

SEDRIS_T023:

Clause: 5.3.3.188

Property_Data_Value has been replaced by other types reflecting changes in the EDCS FDIS.

Change: Remove this type and update Clause 5 to reflect changes in <DRM Property>, <DRM Property Value>, and <DRM Table Property Description>.

SEDRIS_T024:

Clause: 5.3.3.189, and in Clause 6

<DRM Property Description>'s meaning field is now rebound, and the class no longer specifies a value_unit and value_scale.

Change: Remove value_unit and value_scale, and update the fields to match Clause 6.

SEDRIS_T025:

Clause: 5.3.3.190, and in Clause 6

<DRM Property> no longer exists.

Change: Remove references to this class from Clause 5.

SEDRIS_T026:

Clause: 5.3.3.198, and in Clause 6

<DRM Property Value>'s meaning field is now rebound, and the class no longer specifies a value_unit and value_scale.

Change: Update Property_Value_Fields to match Clause 6.

SEDRIS_T027:

Clause: 5.3.3.248

Sound_Fields does not reflect changes made in Clause 6 regarding the use of Sound_Format.

Change: Update Sound_Fields to match Clause 6.

SEDRIS_T028:

Clause: 5.3.3.263

SRF_Parameters is not directly referenced in the DRM anymore; SRF_Info took over that role.

Change: Replace references to SRF_Parameters with SRF_Info.

SEDRIS_T029:

Clause: 5.3.3.274

Symbol_Fields does not reflect changes made in Clause 6 regarding the use of Symbol_Format.

Change: Update Symbol_Fields to match Clause 6.

Clause 6

SEDRIS_T030:

Clause: 6.2.56

<<Unique ID field>> is no longer needed, since the classes to which it once applied either no longer exist or no longer have fields of that type.

Change: Remove this constraint.

SEDRIS_T031:

Clause: 6

The matrix field of <DRM World Transformation> is most commonly set to an identity matrix, so that incorporating it as a field of <DRM World Transformation>, rather than as a field of an optional component object of a <DRM World Transformation>, is considered undesirable overhead by the SEDRIS user community.

Change: Add the class <DRM World 3X3> to the DRM as specified by separate attachment.  (Note: This class is defined in a separate html document, and is included along with the zip file containing all the updated diagrams.)

SEDRIS_T032:

Clause: 6

WG8 had an action item to seek out more descriptive names for <DRM Feature> and <DRM Geometry>

Change:

In closing the issue, the SEDRIS Organization consulted the SEDRIS Associates, and no terms were discovered that were more semantically understandable. Many variations and cases were considered, including other terms to replace “geometry” and “feature”, abbreviations of long phrases, as well generic names such as “Branch A” and “Branch B”.  None of the suggested replacements was good enough to either avoid other semantic problems, or create unnecessary new issues for little or no value added.  Recognizing that a change would be valuable, nevertheless, the SEDRIS Associates reached consensus and agreement that the two abstract classes <DRM Feature> and <DRM Geometry> should be renamed respectively to <DRM Feature Representation> and <DRM Geometry Representation>.

SEDRIS_T033:

Table 6.15 (Figure 6.13) 

Table 6.135 (Figure 6.157) (actual Table number, what Clause 6 calls Table 6.136)

Table 6.138 (Figure 6.161) (actual Table number)

Change:

Field elements, Inherited field elements

“suppressLast” change to “suppress_last”

Rationale: Be consistent with style used in field and inherited field sections of Part 1. Needs to match figure, which has “suppress_last”.

SEDRIS_T034:

Control Link Classes

Table 6.37 (Figure 6.37)

Table 6.109 (Figure 6.127)

Table 6.132 (Figure 6.154) (actual Table number, what Clause 6 calls Table 6.133)

Table 6.134 (Figure 6.156) (actual Table number)

Table 6.145 (Figure 6.168) (actual Table number)

Table 6.178 (Figure 6.204) (actual Table number)

Table 6.195 (Figure 6.226) (actual Table number)

Table 6.201 (Figure 6.232) (actual Table number)

Table 6.213 (Figure 6.257) (actual Table number)

Table 6.221 (Figure 6.266) (actual Table number)

Table 6.224 (Figure 6.269) (actual Table number)

Table 6.226 (Figure 6.271) (actual Table number)

Table 6.239 (Figure 6.286) (actual Table number)

Table 6.255 (Figure 6.304) (actual Table number)

Table 6.268 (Figure 6.322) (actual Table number)

Table 6.279 (Figure 6.335) (actual Table number)

Table 6.281 (Figure 6.338) (actual Table number)

Change:

Inherited field elements and field elements

“…expr…” change to “expression”

Rationale: WG8 has agreed to not use abbreviations in the fields and inherited fields areas of the class diagrams.

SEDRIS_T035:

Table 6.54 (Figure 6.61)

Change:

Field elements

“abs_horiz_pos_accuracy

rel_horiz_pos_accuracy

abs_vert_pos_accuracy 

rel_vert_pos_accuracy”   

to

“absolute_horizontal_positional_accuracy: 

relative_horizontal_positional_accuracy: 

absolute_vertical_positional_accuracy: 

relative_vertical_positional_accuracy:”

Rationale: WG8 has agreed to not use abbreviations in the fields and inherited fields areas of the class diagrams.

SEDRIS_T036:

Table 6.111 (Figure 6.129)

Table 6.114 (Figure 6.134)

Change:

Field elements

“min_value”

“max_value”

to

“minimum_value” and “maximum_value”

Rationale: WG8 has agreed to not use abbreviations in the fields and inherited fields areas of the class diagrams.

SEDRIS_T037:

Table 6.244 (Figure 6.291) (actual Table number, what Clause 6 calls Table 6.245)

Change:

Field elements

“col_index” to “column_index”

Rationale: WG8 has agreed to not use abbreviations in the fields and inherited fields areas of the class diagrams.

SEDRIS_T038:

Clause: 6

The diagrams for the individual classes have been updated to reflect changes to Clauses 5 and 6 made for CD2 and previous drafts.

Change: Replace the individual diagrams with those provided as additional supplemental files. (Note: A zip file with all 300+ diagrams, and one html table is provided separately).

SEDRIS_T039:

Clause: 6 and 7 (related to <DRM Data Table>

The data structures for interfacing with the <DRM Data Table> cell mechanism have been redesigned to reflect changes in the EDCS FDIS, but the API functions in Clause 7 have not been updated to match. This includes but is not limited to the changes made when <DRM Mesh Face Table> was changed to no longer be a subclass of <DRM Data Table>.

Change: Replace the Put/Get functions for data tables in Clause 7 accordingly.

SEDRIS_T040:

Clause: 6.3.295, Table 6.295  (actual Table number, what Clause 6 says Table 6.296)

<DRM Volume Geometry> was updated to reflect the CD's addition of <DRM Polyhedron> as a subclass, but not the further changes affecting its relationship with <DRM Volume Extent> and its other subclasses.

Change: Complete the changes not made for CD2.

Clause 7

SEDRIS_T041:
Clause: 7.3.3 AddComponentRelationship()

The step of adding an object to a transmittal is now part of the CreateObject process, but CreateObject's documentation still refers to the operation as a separate step.

Change: Update the documentation to reflect the elimination of the AddToTransmittal function.

SEDRIS_T042:

Clause:  7.3.3 AddComponentRelationship()

Semantics field:  The phrase “has not yet been added to the transmittal” is used in several of the descriptions of the actions that occur based function completion in error.  This phrase is wrong (no such thing as “being added to transmittal”).

Change:  Remove this phrase from all occurrences.

Rationale: AddToTransmittal() is no longer an API function. Objects are added to the transmittal when they are created.

SEDRIS_T043:

Clause: 7.3.6 CMYKToCMY

Clause: 7.3.7 CMYToCMYK

Clause: 7.3.8 ConvertColourToGivenModel

These are not Level 0 functions. The SEDRIS Organization has implemented these in its SDK implementation, but they are not part of the specification.

Change: Remove these functions from Clause 7.

SEDRIS_T044:

Clause: 7.3.9 CreateObject()

Semantics field says: “The object is not actually stored in the transmittal until the AddToTransmittal function is called. Until then, it remains in an unsaved state, and becomes resolved when added to the transmittal”.  This statement is wrong.

Change:  Remove these sentences.

Rationale: AddToTransmittal() is no longer an API function. Objects are added to the transmittal when they are created.

SEDRIS_T045:

Clause: 7.3.21 GetAggregate

Semantics field says “Only aggregates that include the object via a two-way aggregation will be returned by this function.”

Change:  Remove this sentence.

Rationale: All aggregation relationships are two-way.

SEDRIS_T046:

Clause: 7.3.24 GetComponent

There is no description of the effect of the ‘directly_attach_table_components’ parameter.

Change:  Describe the effect of this argument.  Refer to Clause 7.3.59 InitializeComponentIterator for an example of similar description. 

SEDRIS_T047:

Clause: 7.3.26 GetDataTableData

Input Parameters field:  The type of the table_property_description_index and element_count parameters are given as an array of  Integer_Unsigned .  Also missing a bracket ] at the end of “[element_count”, and the Parameter data types need to be right-justified.

Change:  Replace Integer_Unsigned with Integer_Positive for both of these.  Add a bracket, and right-justify the last three Input Parameters.

Rationale: The index values in the array may only be positive.

SEDRIS_T048:

Clause:  7.3.26 and 7.3.28 GetDataTableData and GetFields

store parameter is missing

Change:  Add store parameter.

SEDRIS_T049:

Clause: 7.3.28

GetFields passes an unbounded array for the fields parameter. It should not be an array.

Change: Pass as an out-parameter. 

SEDRIS_T050:

Clause: 7.3.29 GetIDForObject

Clause: 7.3.38 GetObjectForID

The function names are not descriptive.  Use the correct function names based on the latest implementation/SCR.

Change: Rename to GetObjectFromIDString and GetObjectIDString respectively.

SEDRIS_T051:

Clause: 7.3.33 GetLastFunctionStatus

Semantics field says “The value of error_description shall be NULL if the last function completed successfully”

Change:  Remove this sentence.

Rationale:  It should be possible, upon success, for the error description to be set to give extra information as to the status of function.

SEDRIS_T052:

Clause: 7.3.33 GetLastFunctionStatus

Output Parameters field says “error_description”.  This is incorrect

Change:  The correct name is status_description

Rationale: This is not just an error description, it is a status return.

SEDRIS_T053:

Clause: 7.3.34 GetNextObject

Semantics field: All five descriptions for the status codes incorrectly say “…are left unaltered if next_object is NULL”.  These appear to be copy/paste errors.

Change:  Rewrite the description of each status code in conjunction with comments on DELETED_OBJECT and UNRESOLVED_OBJECT.

SEDRIS_T054:

Clause: 7.3.40 GetPackedHierarchy

Semantics field: No mention of effect of the directly_attach_table_components parameter.

Change:  Add description of the effect of directly_attach_table_components parameter. Refer to  Clause 7.3.59 InitializeComponentIterator for an example of similar description.

SEDRIS_T055:

Clause: 7.3.41 GetPublishedLabels

Clause: 7.3.68 PutDataTableData

Semantics field: UNRESOLVED_OBJECT is given as a status code, if the input object is not resolved.

Change: Use UNRESOLVED_START_OBJECT for both 7.3.41 and 7.3.68

Rationale: UNRESOLVED_OBJECT is used to indicate ‘returned’ object that are not resolved.  

SEDRIS_T056:

Clause: 7.3.45 GetRemainingObjectsList

Parameters: No input or output parameters are given

Change: Add input parameter for an Iterator and an output parameter of Remaining_Objects_List

SEDRIS_T057:

Clause: 7.3.48

GetSortKey

Change: Remove this function.

SEDRIS_T058:

Clause: 7.3.49

SRF_Parameters was replaced by SRF_Info.

Change: Rename the function GetSRFParameters, its parameter, and fix the parameter's type appropriately.

SEDRIS_T059:

Clause: 7.3.67    PublishObject 

Semantics field says: “The transmittal whose object is to be edited shall be explicitly opened in UPDATE mode for this operation to succeed.”

Change:  Add ‘or CREATE’ to become “… in UPDATE or CREATE mode …” 

Rationale: This function may be called on transmittals opened in create mode.

SEDRIS_T060:

Clause: 7.3.68 PutDataTableData

Input Parameters field:  The type of the table_property_description_index and element_count parameters are given as an array of  Integer_Unsigned 

Change:  Change Integer_Unsigned to Integer_Positive for both of these

Rationale: The index values in the array may only be positive.

SEDRIS_T061:

Clause: 7.3.68 PutDataTableData

Input Parameters field:  data_count parameter is incorrect and is redundant with respect to the extents parameter.

Change:  Remove the data_count parameter.

SEDRIS_T062:

Clause: 7.3.68 PutDataTableData

Output Parameters field:  data_table_data_access  parameter is using the wrong array size and it should use element_count (instead of data_count)

Change:  Replace the data_count parameter with element_count.

SEDRIS_T063:

Clause: 7.3.83

SRF_Parameters was replaced by SRF_Info.

Change: Rename the function SetSRFParameters, its parameter, and fix the parameter's type appropriately.

SEDRIS_T064:

Clause: 7.3.85 SetUserData

Semantics field says that ‘when an object is first returned, its user data is empty.’

Change:  This is not necessarily the case, since user data is associated with an object and not an object handle. Reword to reflect to this fact.

SEDRIS_T065:

Clause: 7.3.89

SRF_Parameters was replaced by SRF_Info.

Change: Rename the function UseDefaultSRFParameters, its parameter, and fix the parameter's type appropriately.

SEDRIS_T066:
Entire Clause 7

The Status_Code data type's FAILURE entry has been renamed to INACTIONABLE_FAILURE, but Clause 7 does not reflect this.

Change: Replace FAILURE with INACTIONABLE_FAILURE.

SEDRIS_T067:
Entire Clause 7

The Status_Code data type has an entry for DELETED_OBJECT, but it is not used consistently by the functions of Clause 7 to indicate when the condition is encountered.

Change: For each function of Clause 7 that can encounter a DELETED_OBJECT condition for its input, update its documented behaviour accordingly. Examples of these functions include 7.3.2 and 7.3.3.

SEDRIS_T068:
Entire Clause 7

The Status_Code data type has an entry for UNRESOLVED_OBJECT, but it is not used consistently by the functions of Clause 7 to indicate when the condition is encountered.

Change: For each function of Clause 7 that can encounter a UNRESOLVED_OBJECT condition for its input, update its documented behaviour accordingly.  Examples include functions that deal with ITR, among others.

SEDRIS_T069:
Entire Clause 7

The Store data type and management functions (CreateStore, FreeStore) are not part of the specification, and the functions that require Store arguments to manage memory for other arguments currently do not take Store arguments as a result.

Change: Update Clause 7 to reflect the use of the Store mechanism.

UK National Body Comments on 

SEDRIS Part 1: Functional specification

Committee Draft 2 ISO/IEC 18023-1

 (ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 24 WG 8 N0324)

The UK votes to DISAPPROVE CD 18023-1 for the reasons given below.  Acceptance of these reasons and appropriate changes in the text will change the vote to APPROVAL.

General

UK_G001:

All three parts of SEDRIS

The material in all three Parts of SEDRIS needs to be re-arranged so that abstract syntax is concentrated in Part 2.  This is a challenge because SEDRIS Part 1 contains abstract syntax that is necessary for describing the semantics of objects (the semantics cannot be described easily in the absence of some form of abstract syntax that allows the object to be described in separate pieces.)  We do not suggest removing any material from Part 1 but merely adding appropriate and very specific references to that material in Part 2. We also suggest very briefly showing how in Part 2 the “suppressed” abstract syntax that is in Part 1 but not in Part 2 is conceptually part of the abstract syntax of Part 2, even though it is not explicitly repeated there (except in one annex).

UK_G002:

Entire document

As with previous versions we submitted some html files to the W3C validation service. Responses to accepted comments on previous versions had agreed to make the html valid and conforming html. This has not been done.

UK_G003:

Entire document

Alternative text string representations should be provided for all images (in case a browser cannot display them and also as an aid to the disabled). Use of this “ALT” attribute is required by the HTML 4.01 transitional specification.

UK_G004:

Entire document

Each html page should carry a footer with a hyperlink to the full document at the ITTF website, where publicly available standards are posted. This is also for consistency with the EDCS.

UK_G005:

Entire document

The text and style found in the latest ISO templates should be used (with adaptations to html as appropriate). Note that Clause 7 of Part 2 of the ISO Directives tells us to use these templates:

“7
Preparation and presentation of documents

The templates prepared by ISO and IEC shall be used for the preparation of documents. The templates and guidance on usage are available on the ISO web site (http://www.iso.ch/sdis) and the IEC web site (http://www.iec.ch/contents.htm).”

Note that these templates (and the supplemental files associated with them that are also available on the SDIS web site) contain the latest, revised “boilerplate” text that should be used in drafting ISO standards. Submitting correct text to ITTF will avoid unnecessary delays in the processing of this International Standard.

UK_G006:

Entire document

Careful consideration is required to design a space of abstract data types for use in a functional or abstract specification. The choice of these types should not overly constrain those who later encode the specification to only inefficient choices. This problem is compounded in SEDRIS Part 1, because it defines an abstract object model that is used in both an API (in a clause of SEDRIS part 1 itself) and as a basis for an interchange format defined in Parts 2 and 3.

ISO 8632 (CGM) is an excellent example of a well-designed functional specification that has been bound using at least three different techniques. There are lessons learned from its design that should be applied to all parts of SEDRIS. One is that a functional or abstract specification should use mostly data types at a high level of abstraction. Table 10, reproduced below, contains these data types for CGM Part1 (the functional specification). Note that the abstract numeric types are Integer and Real (with a few restricted ones having very specialized application to aspects of the standard where the range of the values is stable and does not vary based on application or encoding.) Other abstract types are defined for things such as Colour, Index, Enumerated, String, Name, and VDC value. These types are all very general and can be bound in many different ways.

[image: image1.png]Table 10 — Data type definitions and abbreviations

Data Types Meaning
Colour Index Non-negafive integer pointer into a table of colour values
Colour component Gne component of a colour direct value.
Colour Direct Three-tuple or four-tuple of CCO values (as determined by COLOUR
MODEL) for colour definition within one of the supported colour models
CO | Colour CI. I the value of COLOUR SELECTION MODE Is ‘indexed’ :CD, if the
value of COLOUR SELECTION MODE s ‘direct
E Enumerated Set of standardized values. The set s defined by enumerating ;the
identifiers that denote the values
T Integer Number with no fractional part
X[ Index Tnteger pointer into a table of values, or integer Used to select from among
a set of enumerated values
P Point Two VDC values representing the x and y coordinates of a point in VDG
space.
R Real Number with integer and fractional portion. only one of which need exist
S Siring Sequence of characters.
VDC_| VDC value Single real or integer value (as determined by VDC TYPE) in VDC space.
SS | Size Specification VDC ff applicable specification mode 1s ‘absolute’, otherwise real (R). S
applies to such metafile aspects as line width and marker size. :See table
10 for resolution of SS (to VDC or R) for each affected primitive and aspect.
D Data Record User-defined and otherwise non-standardized record of data that
accompanies elements such as APPLICATION DATA, ESCAPE. and
GENERALIZED DRAWING PRIMITIVE.
N Name dentrier for a segment, pick or context. Realization 1s integer. Range is
dependent on NAME PRECISION.





[image: image2.png]Viewport Coordinate

Single real or integer value as determined by the DEVICE VIEWPORT
SPECIFICATION MODE

— R, fraction [0..1] of default viewport

— 1, millmetres (scaled)

—.I, native device units

VP

Viewport Poit

Two VC values representing the x and y coordinates of a point in viewport
specification space

uig

B-bit Unsigned Integer

An unsigned integer in the range 0..255, represented in each of the
encodings with a precision equivalent to 8 binary bits

une

T6-bit Unsigned Integer

An unsigned integer in the range 0..(2" - 1), represented in each of the
encodings with a precision equivalent to 16 binary bits

uI32

32D Unsigned nteger

An unsigned integer in the range 0..(2° - 1), represented i each of the
encodings with a precision equivalent to 32 binary bits

Bitstream

A binary data object, given an encoding-dependent representation in each
of the encodings (part 3, part 4), which consists of a compressed stream of
the binary representations of other CGM datatypes (e.g.. colours)
compressed according to one of a number of standardized techniques
defined in this part of this International Standard.

SDR

Structured Data Record

A record of data comprised of  list of zero or more members. Each
member is a typed sequence of data elements of the same data type. A
typed sequen ntains: a data type indicator, a data count, and that
many items of the indicated type. The type may be SDR itself, or one of
the above data types. See annex C for the precise definition of the
structure and grammar of SDR

SF

String Fixed

Sequence of characlers, comprising Siing parameters of non-graphical text
strings, not subject to character attributes and controls.





Specific UK comments address deficiencies in the design of SEDRIS, based on the experience from CGM and other standards. The purpose of this general comment is to summarize that a change in specification strategy is needed that will affect all three parts of the standard as well as its API specification. In summary:

1. Basic fundamental data types should be implementation-independent types only. Examples are Integer and Real. Examples of inappropriate data types are having both Short_Integer and Integer at this level of abstraction or worrying about squeezing out an extra bit by having both signed and unsigned versions of some types.

2. Structured fundamental data types should be abstractly defined without restricting how an API or an encoding might implement them.

3. The API should specialize both basic and structured fundamental data types as needed for binding to most programming languages. An example of such an appropriate restriction in the abstract types that should be in SEDRIS Part 1 (other than their specializations in the API)  is that some types “are intended to correspond to signed and

unsigned integer data types in programming languages.”

4. Each encoding can map both basic and structured fundamental data types to data types that can be efficiently encoded. Particular attention should be paid to permitting very compact encodings by allowing encodings to designate the coding precision used for many types, such as Integer and Real, as well as the representation technique, such as fixed or floating point.

UK_G007:

Entire document – UML diagrams

PDF should not be used for the UML diagrams.  It takes a separate viewer to look at these PDFs and that viewer takes time to load. Instead, all these figures should be in an image format such as JPEG, GIF, or PNG.

UK_G008:

Entire document - hyperlinks

Many hyperlinks fail to work properly. This makes the document harder to review. In a random sampling of links in Clause 4, roughly half of them worked incorrectly.

The hyperlinks should be fixed and all hyperlinks should be tested before the next release of this document.

UK_G009:

Entire document

OCL (Object Constraint Language), as specified in Clause 6 of the UML ISO standard DIS 19501-1, should be used to specify all constraints. For additional rationale, see the justification in Clause 6 of the UML standard.
UK_G010:

Entire document
The various html files should be validated against the W3C HTML 4.01 validator.

UK_G011:

Entire document
References to subclauses should be checked against the subclauses that they reference, to ensure that the correct subclause numbers are used in the references.

UK_G012:

Clauses 5 and 6
The fields of DRM classes specified in Clause 6 do not always agree with the field records specified in Clause 5. Each DRM class should be compared with the corresponding “xxx_Fields” record data type in Clause 5 to ensure that they agree. Since all changes were applied to the record data types, it is likely that the data base used to generate the DRM class tables is not correct. The differences should be resolved. The figures in each DRM class table should also be checked against the fields for the corresponding DRM class both in Clause 5 and Clause 6.

Technical

Index

UK_T001:

Index title

The title “SEDRIS Functional Specification” does not match the titles of the other parts that, for reference, are:

“Part 2

Abstract transmittal format”

and

“Part 3

Transmittal format binary encoding”

The title here should be:

“Part 1

Functional specification”

The term “SEDRIS” is automatically a prefix to all titles. See 6.1.1 and Annex D of Part 2 of the ISO Directives for additional information.

Note also that the “S” in “Specification” should not be capitalized.
UK_T002:

Index page header

The logo at the top should be removed for consistency with the EDCS and SRM.

UK_T003:

Index – first paragraph

Em-dashes should be coded here (and throughout) as “&#8212;” and not as “&mdash;” so they will display correctly on most browsers. Remember that this is an International Standard to be used worldwide, including countries where the IT infrastructure is not as advanced as in the US. We should take reasonable steps to aid users in these countries.

UK_T004:

Index – first paragraph

The title of the document is incorrect in “This document is ISO/IEC 18023-1, the SEDRIS functional specification.” The term “SEDRIS” is not a part of the “complementary element” of the title of this part (as evidenced by usage elsewhere.) See 6.1.1 and Annex D of Part 2 of the ISO Directives for additional information.
In EDCS we said “This document is ISO/IEC 18025, the Environmental Data Coding Specification (EDCS).”  For consistency here, we suggest:

“This document is Part 1 (Functional specification) of ISO/IEC 18023, SEDRIS.

UK_T005:

Index material following the TOC

The descriptive material following the TOC should be removed for consistency with the EDCS and SRM.

UK_T006:

Index - paragraph following the TOC

If comment UK T005 is not accepted, then note that the sentence: “The Introduction describes the purpose, design criteria, and characteristics of this International Standard.” no longer agrees with the contents of the Introduction. There are “Characteristics of SEDRIS Technology”, but not “design criteria”. Note that there are other UK comments regarding correcting the title “Characteristics of SEDRIS Technology”.

UK_T007:

Index - paragraph following the TOC

If comment UK T005 is not accepted, then note that in “The following clauses define this International Standard” the clauses do not  “define” this part, so much as they “are” this part. Further, this is a multi-part standard and the clauses listed specify only part 1. The following wording would be better: “ISO/IEC 18023-1 contains the following clauses:”

UK_T008:

Index - paragraph following the TOC, list item 1
If comment UK T005 is not accepted, then note that the statement “Scope defines the problem area that this International Standard addresses” does not agree with what the Directives, Part 2 says that a Scope statement does. It also does not agree with the contents of Scope because Scope identifies no “problem area”. The sentence needs to be reworded by the Editors to be correct.

For reference, please review ISO Directives, Part 2, subclause 6.2.1 Scope.

UK_T009:

Index - second paragraph following the TOC
If comment UK T005 is not accepted, then note that rather than “There are several annexes included in this International Standard” say “ISO/IEC 18023-1 contains the following annexes:” for consistent, parallel structure with the paragraph above.

Foreword 

Introduction

UK_T010:

Introduction throughout

The term “SEDRIS” should never be used in referring to this part (or all parts) of this International Standard. Instead say “this International Standard” or “Part n of 18023” (if a statement is applicable to only a single part.)

UK_T011:

Introduction throughout

The two sub-titles of the two unnumbered subclauses (Purpose and Characteristics of SEDRIS Technology) should be removed. Alternatively, if the subdivision is felt to be essential, then 6.1.4 of the Directives, Part 2 should be followed. It says:

“The introduction shall not be numbered unless there is a need to create numbered subdivisions. In this case, it shall be numbered 0, with subclauses being numbered 0.1, 0.2, etc.”

Hence, either the Introduction has no subclauses or, if they are considered to be essential, the Introduction and all its subclauses are numbered.

UK_T012:

Introduction throughout

The next four comments address paragraphs of the Introduction in order and describe some of the more serious problems with the present text. They then give suggested re-writes for each paragraph.  Keep in mind when considering these comments what the Directives, Part 2, 6.1.4  says about an Introduction:

“The introduction is an optional preliminary element used, if required, to give specific information or commentary about the technical content of the document, and about the reasons prompting its preparation. It shall not contain requirements.”

UK_T013:

Introduction - first paragraph
The present text: ““This part of ISO/IEC 18023 defines the semantics and structure used to represent environmental data along with the means to produce and access that data. A transmittal is the realization of an environment using the SEDRIS data representation model (DRM) that can be produced and accessed through the SEDRIS application program interface (API) specified in this part of ISO/IEC 18023. An inherent aspect of SEDRIS is the ability to express information about a wide range of natural, man-made, or virtual environmental objects and their characteristics. These can include such things as celestial bodies, rivers, forests, wind, ocean characteristics, atmospheric temperature, avatars, ships, roads, space stations, buildings, and animals. The emphasis is placed on representing the characteristics of such objects while specifying the interrelationships among them.””

Problems include:

1. “Structure” is too informal a word especially when paired with “semantics”. Use syntax instead.

2. Instead of saying “semantics and structure used to represent environmental data” why not just get right to the point and say DRM?

3. How can a transmittal be a “realization of an environment”? The transmittal may have data about how to create a realization, but it has no “reality” itself. It takes an application, SW and HW to do a realization.

4. A lot of terms are used without any explicit ties to the documents.

5. It is unclear what the first word of the fourth sentence “These” refers to.

6. The presentation is so jumbled that it must be read through many times to figure out what it means.

7. It is *not* the job if an introduction to substitute for the scope. Rather it is to give “information or commentary” about the “technical content of the document, and about the reasons prompting its preparation”.

8. There is too much low-level detail (such as “SEDRIS data representation model (DRM).”, “transmittal”, and “application program interface (API)” )for an introductory paragraph.

9. There is no need to say “interrelationships among”. Simply “relationships” suffices.

Suggested re-write:

“A unified view of environmental data accelerates the development of applications based on such data and allows different applications to interchange environmental information.  Environments may be natural, man-made, or virtual and incorporate a wide range of types of objects including celestial bodies, rivers, forests, wind, ocean characteristics, atmospheric temperature, avatars, ships, roads, space stations, buildings, and animals. The characteristics of such objects must be represented and the relationships among them specified. This International Standard was developed to address these needs.”

UK_T014:

Introduction -second paragraph 

The present text: “ISO/IEC 18023 in its entirety specifies a Data Representation Model (DRM), an abstract transmittal format (ATF), the SEDRIS transmittal format binary encoding (STF), and an application program interface (API) that supports both the DRM and the transmittal formats in creating and accessing SEDRIS transmittals as components of a data interchange mechanism for environmental representations. Other components of the SEDRIS interchange mechanism required to completely and unambiguously describe environmental data are described in two other international standards.  These International Standards are the ISO/IEC 18025—Environmental data coding specification (EDCS) and the ISO/IEC 18026—Spatial reference model (SRM). ”

Problems include:

1. A standard as a whole in its own body is referred to as “this International Standard” and not “ISO/IEC 18023”. 

2. It is not clear what the “SEDRIS interchange mechanism” is.

3. It is *not* the job if an introduction to substitute for the scope. Rather it is to give “information or commentary” about the “technical content of the document, and about the reasons prompting its preparation”.

4. This paragraph has too much technical detail for an introduction. It is more appropriate for a Scope (and we would not oppose adding a similar paragraph to Scope with appropriate corrections.)

Suggested re-write is to remove this paragraph.

UK_T015:

Introduction - third paragraph
The present text: “The SEDRIS interchange mechanism uses the DRM, in conjunction with the EDCS and the SRM, to provide a means for defining all of the data elements and their relationships necessary to create an environmental database. These components form the central core of successful data interchange.  They allow the unambiguous description of environmental data. The DRM, through the registration process described in this part of ISO/IEC 18023, can be expanded to incorporate future environmental representation needs. ”

Problems include:

1. The term “SEDRIS” should never be used in referring to anything that this part (or all parts) of this International Standard does. Instead say “this International Standard” or “Part n of 18023” (if a statement is applicable to only a single part.) There is a separate UK comment about this issue.

2. The term “database” should not be used because the DRM would not be considered a “database” by most and databases not in the scope of SC 24 but another committee.

3. Talk about registration is too detailed for an introduction. 

4. Some portions of this with extensive rewriting might be suitable for use in Scope to explain how the parts relate.

5. It is not clear what the “SEDRIS interchange mechanism” is.

6. Other international standards are improperly referenced in “the EDCS and the SRM”.

Suggested re-write is to remove this paragraph.

UK_T016:

Introduction - fourth paragraph
The present text: “The SEDRIS API is the interchange mechanism component that provides the means to create and access data in a SEDRIS transmittal. It allows data producing or consuming applications to interchange environmental data between different proprietary database systems or formats. The API provides a coherent and complete interface to the data in a SEDRIS transmittal. The API allows the underlying implementation of the SEDRIS transmittal format to be transparent to users.”

Problems include:

1. The term “SEDRIS” should never be used in referring to anything that this part (or all parts) of this International Standard does. Instead say “this International Standard” or “Part n of 18023” (if a statement is applicable to only a single part.) There is a separate UK comment about this issue.

2. Some statements such as “The API provides a coherent and complete interface to the data in a SEDRIS transmittal” border on marketing hype.

3. It is very hard to see how an API can be an “ interchange mechanism component”. This is especially hard to visualize in an introduction.

4. A description of what is in each part of this International Standard belongs in scope and not in introduction.  Some portions of this with extensive rewriting might be suitable for use in Scope to explain how the parts relate.

Suggested re-write is to remove this paragraph.

UK_T017:

Introduction - Characteristics of SEDRIS Technology

This entire “subclause” should be removed because:

1. It is marketing hype and incorrectly refers to “SEDRIS” and not “this International Standard”.

2. It is far too detailed for an introduction.

3. It contains much language such as “you get back what you put in” that is totally unsuitable for inclusion in an International Standard.

4. None of what is in this is “specific information or commentary about the technical content of the document, and about the reasons prompting its preparation.”

1 Scope 

UK_T018:

Scope - first sentence

There is no distinction between “structure” and “syntax”. Remove “structure”.

UK_T019:

Scope  - first paragraph. list item a

This item says: “a.       a data representation model that allows the consistent and cohesive expression of the semantic and syntactic relationships of environmental data;”

Problems:

1. Poor language in “semantic and syntactic relationships of environmental data”. In particular “of” is a bad word to use here.

2. The language is too much like marketing hype.

3. Achieving “consistent and cohesive expression” is far more up to a user who translates her local model into the DRM than it is up to the DRM itself.  The same local data may be translated inconsistently (that is, differently) by different users. 

Suggested rewrite:

“a.   a data representation model for expressing environmental information;”

UK_T020:

Scope - first paragraph. list item b

This item says: b.       conceptual models of the represented data objects and their relationships;”

Problems:

1. Poor transition from the first item: (“environmental data”) to (“represented data objects”.

2. This standard cannot give “conceptual models of the represented data objects” but only tools for creating such models. In particular, no models conceptual or otherwise or an objects in any real application are actually given here.

3. What does this add that is not in (a)?

Suggested rewrite is to delete this item

UK_T021:

Scope - first paragraph. list item c

This item says: c.       the dictionary of data elements used by the data representation model; and”

Problems:

1. The terms “dictionary” and “data elements” are not used in the sequel and are confusing considering how these terms are used on computer science.

2. The language here sounds too much like language used in database technology. SC 24 does not have “databases” in its scope.

3. What does this add that is not in (a)? A data representation model certainly includes “data elements”.

Suggested rewrite:

“b. specifications of the data types and classes that together constitute the data representation model;”

UK_T022:

Scope - first paragraph. list item d

This item says: “d.       the application program interface that supports the storage and retrieval of environmental data.”

Problems:

1. lack of transition from the previous list items: (“data representation model” to “environmental data”)

2. Informality of the term “environmental data”.

3. lack of parallel structure (“the” vs. “a”).

Suggested rewrite (not technically perfect, but OK for a scope):

“c. an application program interface that supports the storage and retrieval of data representation models.”

UK_T023:

Scope - second paragraph

This presently says: “The technologies specified in this part of ISO/IEC 18023 apply to the four domains of environmental data representation:

·         terrain,

·         ocean,

·         atmosphere, and 

·         space.”

Problems include:

1. This is technically incorrect. Looking at the above list, it is incomplete. The environment includes much more. For example: streams, locations beneath the surface of the Earth, and other celestial bodies (terrain is most often thought of as meaning “the surface of the Earth; space is the near vacuum between the atmospheres of celestial bodies.) So, the phrase “the four domains of environmental data representation” is inappropriate.

2. Why say “The technologies specified in...” rather than just “This part...”? There is no justification that we can see for use of this jargon (“technologies”).

3. Why do Parts 2 and 3 not apply to these domains also?

Suggested rewording: “This International Standard may be applied to the representation of all environmental data.”

UK_T024:

Scope - third paragraph

This whole paragraph consists of examples of a form that are inappropriate for inclusion in a scope statement of an International Standard. From the ISO Directives, Part 2, 6.2.1 we find:

“The scope shall be succinct so that it can be used as a summary for bibliographic purposes.

This element shall be worded as a series of statements of fact. Forms of expression such as the following shall be used:


“This International Standard

	—   specifies
	
	the dimensions of …”

a method of …”

the characteristics of …”

	—   establishes
	
	a system for …”

general principles for …”

	—   gives guidelines for …”

	—   defines terms …”


Statements of applicability of the document shall be introduced by the wording such as:


“This International Standard is applicable to …” ?

This third paragraph fails at being succinct. Further, it contains many grammatical mistakes (e.g. “These data” instead of “This data” (data is a noun that is both a plural and a collective singular; it is used here in the collective singular form); “The space domain includes data about the characteristics of space, and its physical boundaries” and several others.)

The entire paragraph should be removed. In its place, the (adapted) wording and figure from the EDCS could be substituted.

UK_T025:

Scope - fourth paragraph

The lead in to the list contains a grammar problem in its construction. It says: “This part of ISO/IEC 18023 may be applied to any application or system that represents and/or interchanges environmental data including, but not limited to, the following areas:”  This sentence describes the list items as “applications or systems” in the first part and “areas” in the second.

Further, why would Parts 2 and 3 not also apply?

Suggested rewording:

“This International Standard may be applied to:

<same list>”

2 Normative references

3 Definitions

UK_T026:

3. Throughout

Many definitions are not in a form that is directly substitutable. In particular, the definitions for aggregating object, component object, and Basic Latin character all contain leading articles. All definitions should be reviewed to correct this.

UK_T027:

3.1.4   constraint

The definition is: “syntactic or semantic condition or restriction”. First, we see no need for this definition because the normal English language meaning of “constraint” suffices.  There are problems with the definition.  For example, how do “condition” and “restriction” differ? Also, surely “conditions” like “zero or more” that are used in the specification techniques of 4.5.3 meet the above definition, but few information technologists would call these a “constraint” in the sense that Clause 6 of the UML standard defines “constraint”.

We believe that one of three things be done:

1. Remove this term and definition.

2. Use the UML definition of constraint (that is “semantic condition or restriction”.)

3. Agree that the definition of constraint given in 4.5.4.5 suffices.

UK_T028:

3.1.6  enumerant

The definition of enumerant as “one of the values of an enumerated data type or the name of a value of a selection item data type” is puzzling. Why is it “one of the values of” in one case and “the name of a value” in the other case? And since “selection value” is also defined as “one of the values allowed by the definition of a selection item data type” why are there two different names for the same concept?

We suggest reducing this definition to “one of the values of an enumerated data type”.

UK_T029:

3.1.8   environmental representation

The definition is: “a representation of all or part of an environment, including permanent, semi-permanent, or virtual entities” Problems include:

1. Given the “including”, the conjunction should be “and” not “or”.

2. We are concerned that the word “environment” is not defined in this IS and has many different meanings.  Especially, since this is an IT standard, environment has a specific meaning in IT that is different from the one intended here. Looking in the NSOED we find the meanings of environment include:

2 The set of circumstances or conditions, esp. physical conditions, in which a person or community lives, works, develops, etc., or a thing exists or operates; the external conditions affecting the life of a plant or animal. Also, physical conditions viewed in relation to the possibility of life.

3 The region surrounding a place.

4 Context, setting, spec. (Phonet.) that of a speech sound.

5 A large artistic creation intended to be experienced with several senses while one is surrounded by it.

6 Computing. The structure and conditions within which a computer can operate; the combination of hardware, software, interfaces, etc., which enables a user to operate a system.

Suggested rewording: “representation of all or part of an environment, including permanent, semi-permanent, and virtual entities”

We ask that a suitable definition of environment be added also.

UK_T030:

3.1.9   inheritance

The definition is: “concept where a child also has the properties of its parent”

This is the common definition from object technology that should be well-understood by users of this International Standard.  Unless we have a specialized meaning, this definition is not necessary. 

The term and its definition should be removed.

UK_T031:

3.1.10 interoperability

The definition is: “the ability of a model or simulation to provide services to and accept services from other models and simulations, and to use the services so exchanged to enable them to operate effectively together”. Some problems are:

1. The word “interoperability” is in the dictionary. This term is commonly understood in system science with approximately the meaning given here. We see no justification for the inclusion of a definition here.

2. Why is the definition limited to “a model or simulation”.

3. The definition is overly complex.

Re recommend that the definition be removed.  Failing that, here is suggested, revised wording:

“the ability of systems to interoperate effectively by exchanging services”

UK_T032:

3.1.12 metadata

The definition is: “data that defines and describes other data”.

In its place we suggest that a definition from one of the ISO metadata standards be substituted (with a reference to the source). There are more aspects to metadata than in the above definition. Often a definition is similar to: “describes the content, quality, condition, and/or other characteristics of data” is used. Another common definition is simply “data about data”.

UK_T033:

3.1.13 MIP level and Table 3.1 MIP

In the definition: “one of  a set of images each representing the same conceptual picture the largest of which is at full resolution and others at various down-sampled resolutions (see MIP)”. Problems include:

1. The reference to MIP is not useful. 

2. The reference is to the abbreviated term MIP (whose expansion contains an improper, second definition.)

3. The definition fails to capture the essence of the concept.

To fix this we suggest:

1. Change the abbreviated term to:

	MIP
	Multum In Parvo (Latin for “many in a small place”)


2. Add a definition for MIP-mapping:

technique for achieving the illusion of depth by using multiple images of a single texture map, each representing the texture at a different distance from the view point

3. Add a definition for MIP-map

set of images used for MIP-mapping

4. Change the definition of MIP-level to:

one image in a MIP-map

UK_T034:

3.1.16 representational polymorphism

The definition is: “multiple representations of the same data to serve the needs of different users”. This definition is incorrect. "representational polymorphism" is not the "multiple representations" but rather the abstract concept wherein this is done. The present definition might be a definition of  "representational polymorphs". 

Suggested revision:

“ technique where multiple representations of the same data serves different needs”

UK_T035:

3.1.18 SEDRIS Transmittal Format (STF)

In: “general organization, structure, and allowable content that is required for all external representations of SEDRIS transmittals (defined in ISO/IEC 18023-2)

” problems are:

2. Neither Transmittal nor Format should be capitalized.

Suggested rewording:

“SEDRIS transmittal format  (see ISO/IEC 18023-3)”

The terminology in Parts 1 and 3 should be made consistent in this and other areas.

UK_T036:

3.2, first paragraph and table following

Replace the present paragraph with the following that is adapted from the corresponding paragraph in the EDCS FDIS:

“3.2 Abbreviated terms

Table 3.1 lists the abbreviated terms used in this International Standard. In the specification of an abbreviation, the letters in the abbreviated term used to form the abbreviation are presented in upper-case and other letters are presented in lower-case with one exception. When the abbreviated term includes another abbreviation that is used to form the abbreviation for that term, all the letters of the included abbreviation are presented in upper-case even if all of the letters are not used in the formed abbreviation.

Table 3.1 — Abbreviated terms

	Abbreviation
	Abbreviated term

	2D
	Two-Dimensional

	etc.
	


Follow EDCS language. Explain notation.

UK_T037:

Table 3.1, NURBS entry

In this table row:

	NURBS
	Non-Uniform Rational B-Spline


The abbreviated terms should be singular. A NURB is a single spline. The abbreviation should be “NURB” and the abbreviated term “Non-Uniform Rational B-spline”.

4 Concepts 

UK_T038:

4  Table of contents

The table of contents is far too long. First, it should be multi-column as are the tables of contents in EDCS. Next, the number of levels listed should be reduced to shorten the presentation.

Similar changes should be made throughout the document.

UK_T039:

4.1.2. first paragraph
The paragraph says: “This clause describes the fundamental SEDRIS concepts and how they interact with each other to provide a cohesive data representation system. Provision is made for representing data to the level of detail necessary to support a variety of information technology (IT) applications that will use or depend on SEDRIS-based environmental data.” Problems include:

1. Improper references to this standard as “SEDRIS” in its own text.

2. We see no value to the “jargon” term “cohesive”.

3. The abbreviation “IT” does not appear to be used in the sequel. It should be removed.

4. The wording is poor throughout with many unnecessary and “fluffy” words being used to express what can be better stated in far fewer words. Concise and clear statements greatly aid non-native English speakers in understanding the standard.

5. Given the clause title is “concepts” and not “fundamental concepts”, we think the adjective “fundamental” is unnecessary.

6. Throughout we talk of a “DRM” (model) and not “system”, so the use of the word “system” is surprising and inappropriate.

7. It is unclear what “SEDRIS-based environmental data” means. This International Standard gives a model for representing data and an interchange format. 

Suggested re-write:

“This clause describes how the concepts of this International Standard provide a data representation model. Using this model, data may be represented at the different levels of detail required by different information technology applications.”

It is very important that changes to correct the problems noted here be done throughout the document and not just to this one example paragraph. Similar problems are widespread throughout. We ask that the Editor be asked to correct them.
UK_T040:

4.1.3       Conventions used, Table 4.2

This material should be moved to Clause 3. Other changes needed are:

1. The first sentence “Throughout this standard, special conventions and notations are formatted to distinguish between and add emphasis to various computer-related or SEDRIS-specific terms.” uses incorrect style for its internal references. Reword it as:

“Table 3.x specifies the notation used in this International Standard.”. It is suggested that the second sentence is deleted.

2. Italics are not used for emphasis in International Standards. Remove this line on the table and all uses of italics for this purpose throughout. Instead, say that italics are used to call out a term as it is defined, as is done in SRM and EDCS.

3. Quotes are never used in formal writing to “highlight or call attention to” Remove this line of the table and all uses of this notation throughout the document. Note: Quotes are sometimes used in informal writing to distinguish “nonstandard” or “ironic” use (see Scientific Format and Style 4-18, 2.)

UK_T041:

4.2.1       Purpose, throughout

The text here is far too loosely written and imprecise to be a part of an International Standard. It contains numerous violations of Part 2 of the ISO Directives as well as poor style. A few specific examples are:

1. Examples are improperly presented.

2. Internal references to this standard in its own text are in improper form.

3. There are no requirements stated.

4. Material from the introduction is duplicated.

5. The list of “domains” has the same problems addressed in comment UK T023.

6. Lists are presented in text rather than in itemized lists.

7. The material is tutorial or introductory and is not “concepts”.

The entire subclause should be removed.

UK_T042:

4.5.3, paragraph 4 and Annex A

The text is: "Abstract classes (i.e., those that cannot be instantiated) are distinguished from concrete classes (i.e., those that can be instantiated) by depicting the name of the class in italics and by shading the box for the class."

However, in Annex A there are no shaded boxes, but the names of the classes in the UML diagrams are in italics (although this is hard to tell). This needs to be corrected.

UK_T043:

4.5.3, eighth paragraph, just above Figure 4.3

The text says: “The UML generalization relationship, as denoted in, Figure 4.3 is used in this part of ISO/IEC 18023. Here, classes B and C are both a type of class A, and both inherit from class A.”

Isn’t it simpler and clearer not to invent new terms like “a type of” and just say “Here, classes B and C are both subtypes of class A”.  In UML, the terms “child”, “subtype”, and “subclass” are synonyms.

UK_T044:

4.5.3, last sentence

This asserts: “These classes are referred to as Link Classes in this part of ISO/IEC 18023 and are used within the context of aggregation and association relationships, a deviation from standard UML modeling.”

UML is becoming an ISO standard and is at present at least at DIS. This document cannot “deviate” from UML. Such deviations - especially ones that appear to use “standard” notations - will lead to great confusion among implementers and users. Either totally “standard” UML should be used or UML should not be used at all. So-called “deviations” from standard practice will only cause confusion.

UK_T045:

4.5.4.6           Constraints, first paragraph
The present text is: “The syntactic specification of the structure of DRM classes, types, and relationships between classes does not in itself guarantee complete semantic validity in a given transmittal. A quad-tree organization, for example, may be syntactically correct in specifying four quadrants, but semantically invalid if, for example, they are all identified as corresponding to the same quadrant, or if the spatial extents of the quadrants do not partition some region into quadrants. A number of DRM classes require further specification of what is and is not semantically valid use in practice.” Problems include:

1. The quad-tree example should be set off in normal ISO style, beginning with the word “EXAMPLE”.

2. The word “between” is appropriate only if there are only two classes. If there are more than two, use “among”.

3. “Transmittal” has not been defined at this point in the text. Further, the only issue is not “complete semantic validity in a given transmittal” but rather the validity of a model instance itself as created using the API.
4. The language throughout is awkward and uses many unnecessary words to state what can be said far more succinctly.

Here is a suggested re-write:

“4.5.4.6 Constraints 

Semantic restrictions on DRM instances are specified by constraints that specify invariants of the DRM as a whole as well as pre-conditions and post-conditions on relationships between class instances.

EXAMPLE   A quad-tree that divides a spatial region into four disjoint sub-regions may be syntactically specified by defining four sub-regions, however the specification will not be semantically correct unless the four regions are disjoint and their union is the original spatial region. “

The problems described with this subclause are typical of serious deficiencies that exist throughout this document.  This material is not yet at the quality and maturity necessary for an International Standard. 

The defects cannot all be listed and alternative text given by the UK in the time and resources we have available to review and comment on this draft.  The entire document needs to be rewritten using on the re-writes given in UK comments as examples of the necessary changes. including this comment.  We have tried to give at least one example of each type of defect in our comments. The document should not be re-issued in another version until this re-write is accomplished and WG 8 experts have been given the opportunity to informally review the results and agree that the rewrites are adequate.

UK_T046:

4.5.4.6           Constraints, second paragraph

The present text is: “The SEDRIS Data Representation Model specifies a set of constraints that distinguish valid and invalid semantic usage in cases where syntactically valid cases may occur that are not semantically valid. These constraints are specified in 6.2 Constraints.” Problems include:

1. ”DRM” not “Data Representation Model” should be used in “The SEDRIS Data Representation Model specifies a set of constraints that…”. Once an abbreviated term is introduced, it should be used uniformly.

2. The key points made in this paragraph are all made in the UK re-write of the first paragraph.

3. Constraint specifications should be integrated into class specifications both in UML diagrams and in text. They should not be located in a separate subclause.

This paragraph should be removed.

UK_T047:

4.5.7.3, second sentence

The callout to SRM in: “These correspond to the SRM concepts of a Coordinate_2D and a Coordinate_3D.” is improper. ISO standards are referenced by standard number as well as by specific citation to the subclause within that standard where the referenced concept occurs. 

We have searched through ISO 18026 (SRM) and see no concept in 11.2.6.3 (Coordinate structures) or in 5 (Coordinate systems) that is called “Coordinate_2D” or “Coordinate_3D”. Therefore the concepts here in 18023 Part 1 need to be changed appropriately to align them with the concepts in 18026. This should be done not only in this case, but also throughout the document.
UK_T048:

4.18.3.3, 2nd & 3rd sentences
This sentence is poorly constructed. The following text is suggested:

“An instance of <DRM Reference Origin> may be supplied to correlate data from producer to consumer by specifying the original SRF in which the data was represented and an instance of <DRM Location> specifying the origin of the data in the original SRF.”

UK_T049:

4.19.1.1, 2nd sentence
This sentence adds nothing to the standard. All API’s do this. 

It should be removed.

UK_T050:

4.19.1.1, 3rd sentence
This sentence obscures the information intended to be presented and is redundant with the entire next subclause. Subclause 4.19.1.2 should be merged into 4.19.1.1 by keeping only the first sentence of 4.19.1.1 and keeping the entirety of the body of 4.19.1.2. The remaining subclauses would then be renumbered.

UK_T051:

4.19.1.2, list
The API also supports 1) opening and closing transmittals and 2) access to error information. These should be added to the list.

UK_T052:

4.19.1.2, last two sentences
This is a convoluted sentence that should be replaced by the following:

“An instance of the Transmittal private data type (see 5.4.3 Transmittal) provides access to an open transmittal. An instance of the Object private data type (see 5.4.3 Object) provides access to DRM objects within an open transmittal.”

UK_T053:

4.19.1.3, entire subclause
This paragraph implies that data types are passed to functions. This is not the case. Instead, instances of those data types are passed to functions. The entire paragraph should be replaced by:

“All API functions access a DRM object by using an instance of the Object private data type. Such instances are termed object handles. Object handles identify implementation dependent information about the object. Once an object handle is retrieved by the API, they can be used to retrieve additional information from the DRM object such as field data and handles to associates, aggregates, and components.”

UK_T054:

4.19.1.4, entire subclause
This subclause is loosely written and is also incorrect, since all data is supported by the set of data types. The following replacement text is suggested:

“The following DRM classes are supported by class specific API functions:

    a. <DRM Data Table>
    b. <DRM Image>
    c. <DRM Mesh Face Table>
    d. <DRM Property Grid>
    e.  <DRM Property Table>

Only the last four may be accessed via an object handle as <DRM Data Table> is an abstract DRM class. Instances of these DRM classes all represent complex data that requires special handling. The API provides for the creation, retrieval, and storage of the data associated with these DRM objects.”

UK_T055:

4.19.1.5, entire subclause
This paragraph is loosely written and provides rationale instead of simply stating what the standard provides. The following text is suggested:

“API functions operate on transmittals and their contents. The API functions, 7.3.65 OpenTransmittalByLocation and 7.3.66 OpenTransmittalByName, open a transmittal and return an instance of the private data type Transmittal (see 5.4.3 Transmittal). Such an instance is termed a transmittal handle. The transmittal handle may then be passed to other API functions to identify the transmittal upon which the functions are to operate. A transmittal handle becomes invalid when it is passed to the CloseTransmittal function that closes a transmittal.”

UK_T056:

4.19.1.6, entire subclause
This paragraph is loosely written. The following text is suggested:

“An iterator is a mechanism that simplifies traversal of DRM object relationships. The following API functions are provided for creating and initializing an iterator for traversing each type of relationship:

    a. InitializeAggregateIterator
    b. InitializeAssociateIterator
    c. InitializeComponentIterator

The function returns an instance of the Iterator private data type (see 5.4.2 Iterator). Such an instance is termed an iterator handle. The iterator handle is subsequently used by 7.3.44 GetNextObject to return an object handle.

The resources associated with an iterator (including its iterator handle) are freed by invoking 7.3.21 FreeIterator.”

UK_T057:

4.19.1.7, entire subclause
This paragraph is too loosely written. The following text is suggested:

“Transmittal content may be selectively retrieved by specifying search criteria in the form of filters. 7.3.10 CreateSearchFilter creates a search filter and returns an instance of the private data type Search_Filter (see 5.4.6 Search Filter). Such an instance is termed a search filter handle. The search filter handle is then passed as a parameter when an iterator is created. The search criteria will be applied during the traversal of that iterator.”

UK_T058:

4.19.1.8, entire subclause
This paragraph is very confusing. In fact, this commenter is so confused that he can provide no suggested text. The text should be replaced by text that:

  1) Identifies what functionality the API provides for performing Inter-Transmittal Referencing (ITR),

  2) Defines what an ITR construct is and how it is used.

  3) Removes all nonsensical statements like the current last sentence.

UK_T059:

4.19.1.9, entire subclause
The implementation_identifier parameters should be removed. If an implementation of the API conforms, there should be no need to differentiate between implementations except through operating access to the implementation.

UK_T060:

4.19.1.10, entire subclause
This paragraph is loosely written. The following text is suggested:

“Memory associated with an instance of a private data type is managed by a function that creates or retrieves a handle to that instance. When such a handle is created, the instance is created and memory is associated with that instance as appropriate for that private data type of data construct. When a handle is returned that is associated with an already existing instance of data type, the memory already associated with that instance becomes accessible through the handle. When an instance is no longer needed, the associated memory may be flagged for release by passing the handle as a parameter to the “free” function that corresponds to the private data type for that instance.

EXAMPLE  A handle returned by 7.3.34 GetNextObject will be freed by invoking 7.3.1 FreeObject.

The memory is only actually released when there are no longer any handles that have been created but not yet freed.”

UK_T061:

4.19.2.1, subclause title
This subclause describes initial access to a transmittal, not an overview of the Manipulation of DRM Objects. It should be renamed to be something like “Accessing transmittals and root objects”.

UK_T062:

4.19.2.1, entire subclause
This subclause is confusing in that is covers two separate topics as thought they were one. The following text is suggested:

“Before a DRM object can be accessed, access to the transmittal shall be established using either of the two “open” functions:

   * 7.3.65 OpenTransmittalByLocation creates new transmittals or accesses existing
     transmittals using the URL associated with the transmittal.

   * 7.3.66 OpenTransmittalByName accesses existing transmittals through the use of the
     URN associated with the transmittal.

When access to a transmittal is no longer needed, the transmittal may be closed by invoking 7.3.5 CloseTransmittal.

Once a transmittal has been opened, the root object may be retrieved by using 7.3.47 GetRootObject.

If the open function created a new transmittal, the root object can be set by invoking 7.3.80 SetRootObject.”

UK_T063:

4.19.2.2, 1st and 2nd sentences
These sentences are poorly worded. The following text is suggested:

“New transmittals may be created and existing transmittals may be modified by inserting new DRM objects and/or removing existing DRM objects. New DRM objects may be created by:

  [use existing a. – c.]

Accessing existing DRM objects is specified in 4.19.2.3 Accessing DRM objects.

The following functions are used to create, insert, and remove DRM objects:

  [use existing four bullet items but add those needed to insert objects]”

UK_T064:

4.19.2.3.1, subclause title
This title does not reflect the functionality described. A new title that reflects the actual content should be used. The title “Retrieving DRM objects” is suggested.

UK_T065:

4.19.2.3.1, 1st para:
This paragraph is poorly written. The following replacement text is suggested:

“The fields, DRM class name, and handles to related DRM objects may be retrieved using the following functions:”

UK_T066:

4.19.2.3.1, list, 1st three items
The wording of each item in the list is not precise. The correct form should be “retrieves a handle to xxx”.

UK_T067:

4.19.2.3.2, 1st sentence
This sentence is redundant in that its content is discussed in 4.19.1.6. It should be removed.

UK_T068:

4.19.2.3.2, 2nd sentence
This sentence is poorly constructed. The following text is suggested:

“There is an iterator that corresponds to each DRM relationship type:  aggregate, component, and associate.”

UK_T069:

4.19.2.3.3.1, 1st para
This paragraph is poorly written. The following replacement text is suggested:

“Iterators provide the following mechanisms for selectively returning DRM objects:

   a. search filters,
   b. spatial extent, and
   c. hierarchy organization.

Each is specified below.”

UK_T070:

4.19.2.3.3.2, 1st para
This paragraph is too wordy. The following replacement text is suggested:

“A search filter is an instance of the private data type, 5.4.6 Search_Filter. The instance specifies a set of rules that will be used to select DRM objects from a SEDRIS transmittal so that only those objects that pass the rules will be returned. The search filter specified during the initialization of an iterator. The 7.3.10 CreateSearchFilter function creates and initializes a search filter with search rules as specified in 5.3.3.241 Search_Rule. Search filters are managed as specified in 4.19.1.10 Managing memory. Search filter may be used for the following types of searches:”

UK_T071:

4.19.2.3.3.3, 1st para
The wording of this paragraph can be improved. The following replacement text is suggested:

“A spatial extent is a parallelepiped specified by an instance of 5.3.3.240 Search_Bounds. This data is passed to 7.3.11 CreateSpatialSearchBoundary, which allocates resources necessary for performing the search. The returned search boundary handle (an instance of 5.4.5 Search_Boundary) is then passed to 7.3.59 InitializeComponentIterator. The search evaluation retrieves all DRM objects of DRM class <DRM Location>, determining if the location(s) are within the spatial extent. Additional parameters are passed to 7.3.11 CreateSpatialSearchBoundary to:”

UK_T072:

4.19.2.3.3.3, last para
This sentence is too informal. The following rewording is suggested:

“DRM objects can also be evaluated separately from iterators using 7.3.12 DetermineSpatialInclusion.”

UK_T073:

4.19.2.3.3.4, 1st para
This paragraph is poorly worded. The following replacement text is suggested:

“Three different types of branch control are supported.:

   a. all branches of a specific aggregate type will be excluded;
   b. all branches of a specific aggregate type will be included; or
   c. branches will be selectively included.

When selective inclusion Is enabled, the 5.3.3.118 Hierarchy_Select_Parameters instance provides the link object data that is to be included. This instance specifies which branch(es) of a <DRM Aggregate Geometry> or <DRM Aggregate Feature> instance shall be followed.”

UK_T074:

4.19.2.3.4, entire subclause
This subclause is poorly worded, the function names are incorrect, and there is no indication of how or where object IDs are specified in the first place. The following replacement text is suggested to handle the first two problems:

“The following two functions support unique and persistent object identification within a transmittal:

   a. 7.3.29 GetIDForObject retrieves the object ID from the object identified by the object
      handle.
   b. 7.3.38 GetObjectForID retrieves an object handle for the object identified by the 
      specified object ID.”

However, the third problem needs to be corrected but this commenter does not know what words to suggest.

UK_T075:

4.19.2.3.5, 1st para
This paragraph is grammatically incorrect and is too wordy. The following replacement text is suggested:

“For greater efficiency, multiple DRM objects may be retrieved by a single function call. The following functions support this capability:”

UK_T076:

4.19.2.4, 1st para
This paragraph is poorly worded. The following replacement text is suggested:

“The following inquiry functions are provided for obtaining information about objects, transmittals, and API constructs:”

UK_T077:

4.19.2.5, entire subclause
This paragraph is poorly worded. The following replacement text is suggested:

“The field values of newly created DRM objects may be specified using 7.3.69 PutFields. The field data of an existing DRM object may be modified using this function provided the transmittal has been opened in an access mode that allows modification.”

UK_T078:

4.19.2.6, list
This subclause should describe all functions that modify object relationships. Therefore, the functions RemoveAssociateRelationship and RemoveComponentRelationship should be moved from 4.19.2.2 to this subclause.

UK_T079:

4.19.2.6, 1st para
This paragraph is poorly written. The following replacement text is suggested:

“Relationship between DRM objects within a transmittal may be created or removed using the following functions:”

UK_T080:

4.19.2.7, 1st para
This paragraph is poorly written. The following replacement text is suggested:

“The content of instances of <DRM Data Table> may be specified or retrieved using the following functions:”

UK_T081:

4.19.2.7, list
The two bullet items are not correctly worded. The text “provides the capability to xxx” should simply be “xxxs”.

UK_T082:

4.19.2.8, 1st para
This paragraph is poorly written. The following replacement text is suggested:

“The data associated with an instance of <DRM Image> may be specified or retrieved using the following functions:”

UK_T083:

4.19.2.8, list
The two bullet items are not correctly worded. The text “provides the capability to xxx” should simply be “xxxs”.

UK_T084:

4.19.3, 1st para
This paragraph is unclear. The following replacement text is suggested:

“ITR is supported by the following functions:”

UK_T085:

4.19.4.1, heading
This heading is unnecessary and should be removed. The content of 4.19.4.1 should become the content of 4.19.4.

UK_T086:

4.19.4.1, 1st para
This paragraph is poorly written and does not clearly reflect the functionality. The following replacement text is suggested:

“An application may request that location and/or colour data contained in a transmittal be converted during retrieval into the form needed by the application by the following functions:”

UK_T087:

4.19.4.1, 1st list item
This item is incomplete in that it does not mention a function. The text “7.3.83 SetSRFParameters specifies that all” should occur before the existing text.

UK_T088:

4.19.4.1, 2nd and 4th items
The term storage mechanism has not been defined. Instead, the text “stored on the storage mechanism” should be replaced by “contained in the transmittal”.

UK_T089:

4.19.5, 1st para
The para is too wordy. The following replacement text is suggested:

“The following utility functions are supported:”

UK_T090:

4.19.6.1, 1st para
This paragraph is poorly written and has ungrammatical constructs. The following replacement text is suggested:

“Errors are handled by two mechanisms. In the first mechanism, an application may register an error call back function that will be called when a function fails. IN the second mechanism, error information may be retrieved upon request. Each mechanism is described below.”

UK_T091:

4.21.2       Third paragraph
The text is: “Registered items are those values for a selection item data type which have been submitted to the International Registry of Graphical Items using the procedures specified in [2.I9973].” Problems include:

1. International standards are cited by name, not by a citation such as “[2.I9973]”. In this case the proper form is “ISO/IEC 9973”.
2. The citation format is incorrect. Citations other than to International Standards should be by short identifier (such as “[FOLEY]”). This is the form used in EDCS and SRM that are preceding SEDRIS and has been agreed to by ITTF.

5 Fundamental data types 

UK_T092:

5.2.3 Characters and strings

The third paragraph; 

" The String data type is not a basic fundamental data type. Instead, it is a structured fundamental data type as specified in 5.3.3.278 String."

Problems include:

1.  This would be better stated as "Strings of characters are addressed by the String structured fundamental data type specified in 5.3.3.282."

2. The hyperlink is bad on “5.3.3.278 String” This problem is widespread throughout Clause 5 where no hyperlinks similar to this one seemed to work when spot-checked. For example, the links on "5.2.4.9 Image_Scan_Direction" fail in 5.2.4.10 Image_Scan_Direction_Z. This problem should be fixed throughout the document.

3. The title of a subclause should not be given following the subclause number in a citation in “on “5.3.3.278 String”. This problem should be corrected throughout.

UK_T093:

5.2.4.1, first two sentences

The text is: “Enumerated data types are fundamental data types whose values are specified from an ordered list of names. The names are assigned numbers whose values indicate the position within the ordered list. It is these numbers which are actually manipulated by the implementation.”

The implementation detail of how the type might be implemented is irrelevant.  The first sentence does not even say that an instance of the type can have only one value at a time (it says “values”). The fact that the list is ordered is irrelevant at this level of abstraction and incorrectly implies that values can be compared in Boolean expressions (which may not be true, depending on how this type is bound to a programming language).

UK_T094:

5.2.4.2       Access_Mode
The text is: “This data type is used to specify the mode in which a SEDRIS transmittal can be accessed. The supported access modes are shown in Table 5.3::”

The first sentence contains awkward phrasing and many unnecessary words. 

Suggested re-write: “Table 5.3 defines the Access_Mode data type that specifies how a SEDRIS transmittal is to be opened.”

Similar changes should be made to the introductory paragraphs throughout the type definitions in Clause 5.

UK_T095:

5.2.4.16 Month, all descriptions

The descriptions of the values are similar to “JANUARY The time period in question is in January”. The language is awkward since it is not clear what the “time period in question” refers to. Instead simply say “January.”

UK_T096:

5.2.4.20, second paragraph
It is not necessary to explain a reference by words such as;  "Additional information may be found in [SAMET]." Simply put "[SAMET]" at the end of the applicable sentence.

UK_T097:

5.2.5.1 Description

The wording throughout is awkward. Below is each current sentence (or in some cases pairs of sentences) followed by suggested rewording. Where not obvious, rationale is provided:

Paragraph 1

1. Current: “Selection data types are similar to enumerated data types but do not form a closed end set of entries.”

Suggested revision: “The set of values of each selection data type may be extended by registration. In contrast, the set of values of an enumerated data type may not be extended by registration.”

Rationale: It is not clear whether it is the set of values for each type or the set of selection data types itself that is not a “closed end set”. Further the term “closed end set” is awkward.

2. Current: Selection data types are all specified to be of type Short_Integer but with specific meanings attached to each value. 

Suggested revision: “Selection data types shall be implemented by each language binding in such a manner that the set of values may be extended without invalidating pre-compiled software.”

Rationale: It is not relevant how this type is implemented. It might be bound differently to different languages.

3. Current: “The set of selections can be augmented by assigning meanings to additional values. Standardization of additional meanings may occur through amendment to this standard or through registration.”

Suggested revision: Remove. The first sentence now makes this point.

Rationale: A standard can always be amended. The values of enumerated types can also be changed by amendment as can any part of the standard.

4. Current: “Selection data types are otherwise processed in the same manner as enumerated data types.”

Suggested revision: No change.

Second paragraph:

5. Current: “Standard meanings are assigned to positive values from 1 through 1000.”

Suggested revision: Remove.

Rationale: UK T105  suggests making the assignment of selection values uniform among all SEDRIS standards (including EDCS and SRM).

6. Current: “Registered meanings shall be assigned to values above 1000.”

Suggested revision: Remove.

Rationale: UK T105  suggests making the assignment of selection values uniform among all SEDRIS standards (including EDCS and SRM).

7. Current: “Standard names for the meanings are specified for clarity. Such names are presented below in upper case.”

Suggested revision: “Each selection data type is specified in the same manner as an enumerated data type (see5.2.4.1).

Rationale: A selection data type *is* specified abstractly as an extensible set of values, each given by a symbolic name. The text is confusing how a language binding might choose to implement this with what it is abstractly. In reality, there is no difference in how the values of enumerated and selection types are specified.”

Third paragraph:

8. Current: “Non-standard meanings provided by an implementation shall be assigned to negative values. Use of such non-standard meanings in a transmittal indicates that that transmittal does not conform to this part of ISO/IEC 18023.””

Suggested revision: “An implementation may permit other values not specified in this International Standard for selection types.”

Rationale: Make the statements positive. Also this stanbdard does not define a SEDRIS transmittal so it is not its place to say when a transmittal does not conform. Such a conformance statement buried here and not in SEDRIS Part 2’s conformance clause where it belongs will cause implementers grief. Finally, if the API is the only way to create a DRM Instance then we suppose we need to allow the use of non-standard values here to be conforming from an API and DRM perspective.

9. Current: “These values are made available solely to test new concepts prior to standardization or registration.”

Suggested revision:  “Non-standard values may be used to test new concepts prior to standardization or registration.”

Rationale: Make it a positive statement in correct verbal form..

UK_T098:

5.2.5.7   DRM_Class

The wording; 

“This data type enumerates all types of DRM classes supported by SEDRIS” 

is poor. Some specific problems are:

1. It should say “specifies” not “enumerates” for consistency of language throughout.

2. The term “types of DRM classes” in imprecise. These are simply the “DRM classes”.

3. What is “SEDRIS”? As a standard it has three parts. In fact what we have here are all the DRM Classes specified in clause 6, so lets just say that.

Suggested rewording: “This data type identifies a DRM class that is specified in clause 6.”

.

UK_T099:

5.2.5.8 through 5.2.5.12

The present text is:

“5.2.5.8 EDCS_Attribute_Code

This data type specifies the attribute being used.

The specification is in ISO/IEC 18025—Environmental Data Coding Specification (EDCS) (see 2.[I18025]).

5.2.5.9 EDCS_Classification_Code

This data type specifies the classification of an object.

The specification is in ISO/IEC 18025—Environmental Data Coding Specification (EDCS) (see 2.[I18025]).

5.2.5.10 EDCS_Scale_Code

This data type specifies the scale factor code for the unit of distance measure being used.

The specification is in ISO/IEC 18025—Environmental Data Coding Specification (EDCS) (see 2.[I18025]).

5.2.5.11 EDCS_Unit_Code

This data type specifies the unit of distance measure being used.

The specification is in ISO/IEC 18025—Environmental Data Coding Specification (EDCS) (see 2.[I18025]).

5.2.5.12 EDCS_Value_Characteristics_Code

This data type specifies the value characteristics of an attribute value.

The specification is in ISO/IEC 18025—Environmental Data Coding Specification (EDCS) (see 2.[I18025]

In all of the above, the references to something specified in EDCS must be made precise and the reference to EDCS should be in proper style.  Further, this item still needs an abstract type within SEDRIS Part 1 and that should be Integer (unless we add a type “Code” as part of type re-engineering). Finally some of the language used is imprecise and does not map to words used in the EDCS (such as “scale code”)

We give a suggested re-write for 5.2.5.8 and ask the Editors be directed to provide the rest for 5.2.5.9 through 5.2.5.12:

“5.2.5.8
EDCS_Attribute_Code
EDCS_Attribute_Code ::= Integer

where the value of the Integer is interpreted as an EDCS attribute code specified in clause 6 of ISO/IEC 18025.”

UK_T100:

5.2.5.15  first sentence

The present wording is awkward: “This data type is used to indicate, if a <DRM Feature Hierarchy> instance is present, the level of feature topology that is present.”  Suggested re-wording (assuming we understand the concept correctly)

“This data type specifies the level of feature topology that is present in a <DRM Feature Hierarchy> instance.”

UK_T101:

5.2.5.14
Enumerated_Or_Selection_Type

These sentences: 

“This data type supports specifying a particular SEDRIS enumerated type which may be a search target. Only enumerated data types used in DRM class instance fields are applicable.” 

have several problems:

1. There are problems similar to the specification of the DRM_Class selection type concerning poorly chosen wording.

2. What is a “DRM Class instance field”? Clause 6 specifies “DRM classes”, not “DRM class instances”. Isn’t the fact that gets a type listed her that it appears in a DRM class specification not that it is in an instance on some transmittal.

3. The type name is "Enumerated_Or_Selection_Type" but the text says "...a particular SEDRIS enumerated type ... Only enumerated data types used in DRM class instance fields are applicable.".The list of values contains both selection data types and enumerated data types.

Here is a suggested re-write:

“5.2.5.14
Enumerated_Or_Selection_Type
This data type identifies a selection data type specified in 5.2.5 or an enumerated data type specified in 5.2.4 that is the type for at least one field of some DRM class (see 6.2.2).” 

NOTE: Such types may be search targets (see 4.6.2.3.3.)”
UK_T102:
5.2.5.31   Media_Format

5.2.5.42   Sound_Format

5.2.5.46   Symbol_Format

See the UK comment on Media type, UK T128. If that is accepted, this type will be redefined to use MIME Media types.

UK_T103:

5.2.5.38  Search_Rule_Type

In the FIELD specification, an “EDCS_String field” is mentioned. We cannot find this type specified anywhere.

UK_T104:

5.2.5.47   Time_Configuration

This should be compatible with the EE TIME_FORMAT in EDCS and probably be defined by reference to the EDCS. And what is “time data”? We don’t see this data type defined and assume this is just loose language that can be made more formal by giving the correct names of specific types. Finally, ISO standards should be used for time formats, as was done in EDCS. 18023 as an ISO standard cannot use non-ISO formats.

UK_T105:

5.2.5.50   Time_Significance and all other extensible types

In EDCS we decided, after extensive discussion on a different scheme, for extensions of ranges.  Specifically:

1) registration and future standardization would share the same code space, using the phrase “reserved for registration and future standardization”

2) we would explicitly say “implementation dependent and non-conforming” and not just “implementation dependent” for emphasis

3) “implementation dependent” is a comment and not a value as is “reserved for future ...”

Here is an example definition from the EDCS FDIS mildly edited to show the aspects relevant to this comment:

Classification_Code ::= (<    1 : // implementation dependent and non-conforming

                              1 : ABATIS,  

                                ....

                           1427 : ZOO,  ....

                         > 1427 : // reserved for registration and future standardization

                        )

For compatibility among all SEDRIS standards, we suggest that definitions like this example:

Time_Significance ::= (

                 < 1 : // implementation dependent and non-conforming,

                   1 : ANALYSIS,

                   2 : CERTIFICATION_DATE,

                   3 : CREATION_DATE,

                   4 : FORECAST,

                   5 : MODIFICATION_DATE,

                   6 : OBSERVATION,

                   7 : OCCURRENCE,

                   8 : PERIOD_OF_CONTENT,

                   9 : PUBLICATION_DATE,

                  10 : REFERENCE,

                  11 : REVISION_DATE,

        [ 12, 1000 ] : reserved for future standardization,

                   > 1000 : reserved for registration )

be changed to:

Time_Significance ::= (

                 < 1 : // implementation dependent and non-conforming

                   1 : ANALYSIS,

                   2 : CERTIFICATION_DATE,

                   3 : CREATION_DATE,

                   4 : FORECAST,

                   5 : MODIFICATION_DATE,

                   6 : OBSERVATION,

                   7 : OCCURRENCE,

                   8 : PERIOD_OF_CONTENT,

                   9 : PUBLICATION_DATE,

                  10 : REFERENCE,

                  11 : REVISION_DATE,

                < 11 : // reserved for registration and future standardization

                      )

These changes should be made throughout the document in all places where similar constructs exist.

UK_T106:

5.3.2 Array data types, first paragraph

The text is: “Any data type can be combined in arrays. This data type provides support for instances where all of the individual data elements an ordered set are of like type. Arrays may be of one, two, or three dimensions. Examples of each are shown in Table 5.78:”

Problems include:

1) Many grammar problems.

2) Examples given in a table rather than in proper format.

3) Saying “Arrays may be of one, two, or three dimensions.” is very awkward. Better to use the word “dimensional”.

The paragraph needs to be rewritten to properly and formally specify structured type array. We suggest the C language specification as a prototype.

UK_T107:

5.3.3.153 and 5.3.3.154

These say: “This data type specifies the data needed to define a map projection 3D coordinate.  It is specified in 2.[I18026].

This data type specifies the data needed to define a map projection surface coordinate.  It is specified in 2.[I18026].”

Problems include:

1. Awkward wording “This data type specifies the data...”. A simple “This data specifies a map projection surface coordinate” suffices and is clearer.

2. Improper citation to an ISO standard (18023).

3. Non-specific citation to a definition that should be precisely specified.

4. We checked the latest SRM and neither of the types (Map_Projection_3D_Coordinate and Map_Projection_Surface_Coordinate) are defined in the SRM.

This and similar problems should be fixed throughout. All types specified by reference to EDCS or SRM must be specified by a specific reference to the subclause in those documents where the type is specified.

UK_T108:

5.3.3.222   RGB_Data
The text is: “This data type is used to specify the data for the Red Green Blue colour model. Red is a number from 0.0 to 1.0 (0 percent to 100 percent) indicating the proportion of red light contributing to the colour. Green is a number from 0.0 to 1.0 (0 percent to 100 percent) indicating the proportion of green light contributing to the colour. Blue is a number from 0.0 to 1.0 (0 percent to 100 percent) indicating the proportion of blue light contributing to the colour.” 

Problems include:

1. Numbers are given in incorrect formats (that is, 1.0 instead of 1,0).

2. The semantics given in the first sentence is incorrect. What this specifies is a single colour value using a RBG colour model. The model itself would be specified differently, probably in relation to the CIE standards. Terms such as “red light” are meaningless by themselves, especially if we do not know if this is emissive or reflected colour, nor do we know the characteristics of the illumination if it is reflected colour.

UK_T109:

5.3.3.241  Security_Information
The text is: 

“This data type specifies security data.
Security_Information ::= {
   system                         String;
   classification                 String;
   handling                       String;
}”

No semantics are specified with this type. A user is left to guess about the meanings of the values and how to correctly apply them.

6 DRM class definitions 

UK_T110:

6.3.1 through 6.3.298
Many of the Descriptions in the tables of these subclauses do not use complete sentences. In fact, many of the descriptions do not seem to have picked up the changes that were applied as a result of CD1 comment processing. All of the DRM classes should be rechecked to ensure that all sentences are complete and all changes that were applied as a result of CD1 comment processing have been placed in the data base for the auto-generation of these tables.

UK_T111:

6.3.1 through 6.3.298
The numbering of the figures and the tables is not correct throughout Clause 6. The numbers in the hyperlinks to the tables in Clause 6 do not agree with the numbers in the titles of the individual tables. The figure numbers should also be checked for sequentiality.

UK_T112:

6.1.37 and other similar locations
Many abbreviations are introduced in sentences such as “For any oct tree-related organization OTRA,...”. 

These abbreviations are not in Table 3.1, nor are they correctly introduced (they should be in parenthesis).

UK_T113:

6.3.5 DRM_Absolute_Time_Interval Table 6.6
In Table 6.6, we see that the fields are defined in abstract syntax as:

	field_name
	range
	Field_Data_Type

	time_significance
	
	Time_Significance

	delta_days
	
	Integer

	delta_hour
	0..23
	Byte_Unsigned

	delta_minutes
	0..59
	Byte_Unsigned

	delta_seconds
	[0, 60)
	Long_Float


In Part 3, we see that an encode representation uses these same types:

time_significance : Time_Significance

delta_days :  Integer

delta_hours : Byte_Unsigned

delta_minutes : Byte Unsigned

delta_seconds :  Long_Float

There is a problem because the abstract types of Part 1 have the same names as the encoded representations used in Part 3 (and as the implied abstract syntax to be incorporated by reference into Part 2 by another UK comment). This is dealt with in other UK comments both on this part and on Parts 2 and 3. 

As an example of the changes that are needed here and throughout we suggest:

1. The range restrictions are constraints and should be identified as such. In this case they are invariants.

2. All three of delta_days, delta_hour, and delta_minutes should be conceptually typed Integer.

3. The type of delta_seconds should be Real.

These changes need to be made here with corresponding changes made throughout the document.

UK_T114:
6.2.46 Publishable objects

The text says: “Instances of the following classes may be published. Where an abstract class is specified, the instances of concrete classes descended from that abstract class may be published.” This is poor wording. We know which of these classes are abstract and which are not. 

In addition, see UK_T [GSC_6] about how the term “publish” should be changed to something that is both well-defined and not “jargon. What does “descended from” Mean? Again, why use several different terms for the same concepts. This is very confusing, especially to non-native English speakers.

Suggested rewording; ““Instances of the following classes and their subclasses may be published.”  

It is already said elsewhere that not all classes can be instanced, so the statement is still vacuously true in those cases. Alternatively give two lists, one of concrete and the other of abstract classes.

UK_T115:

Table 6.5

The links on "Legal time ranges" and "Publishable Object" in row "Constraints" in Table 6.5 — DRM_Absolute_Time fail. A search of Clause 6 on both the phrases “Legal time ranges” and "Publishable Object" fail, but there is a “Publishable objects” constraint in 6.2.46. 

1) We failed to locate a constraint that we thought was meant to have been "Legal time ranges".

2) We investigated “Publishable objects” constraint further to see if it was specified consistently with the specification of DRM_Absolute_Time. We found:

a) The only superclass of <DRM_Absolute_Time> is <DRM SEDRIS Abstract Base>.

b) The specification of constraint “Publishable objects” is:
“Instances of the following classes may be published. Where an abstract class is specified, the instances of concrete classes descended from that abstract class may be published.

<DRM Aggregate Feature>

<DRM Aggregate Geometry>

<DRM Colour Table Group>

<DRM Environment Root>

<DRM Feature Model>

<DRM Feature Topology>

<DRM Geometry Model>

<DRM Geometry Topology>

<DRM Image>

<DRM Property Grid>

<DRM Property Grid Hook Point>

<DRM Property Set Table Group>

<DRM Property Table>

<DRM Sound>

<DRM Symbol>”

So we find that neither < DRM_Absolute_Time > or <DRM SEDRIS Abstract Base> is one of the classes that may be “published”. Therefore, it is inconsistent to list the “Publishable objects” constraint as one that applies to <DRM_Absolute_Time> and we were not able to verify either of the constraints claimed for this class.

3) Next we looked at what “publishable” might mean. After a bit of searching we found nothing in Clause 4 that directly explained to concept of “publishing” but we did find in Table 7.68 — PublishObject what we assume is a definition of “publishing”. But this is not a real definition, just an incorrect use of quotations to call attention to a non-standard use of the term publishing in “Given a resolved SEDRIS object, this function makes the object available for ITR referencing by listing it as “published” within the transmittal.” This is clearly not an acceptable situation. The obscure jargon “publish” should be replaced throughout with a simple and well-defined concept.

[Please note that this was a randomly chosen example to look for inconsistencies.]

UK_T116:

6.3.6  Table 6.7

The example and the fields are inconsistent. The example is:

Given a <DRM Transmittal Root> that has restricted access (no access by non-U.S. citizens) and is for official use only, its <DRM Access> information might be

access_constraints = “NOFORN”;

use_constraints = “FOUO”;

security. classification_system = “United States Department of Defense”;

security. classification = “SECRET”;

security. handling_description = “Downgrade on 31 Dec 1999”;

while the defined fields are:

	access_constraints1
	 
	Restriction_Code

	use_constraints2
	 
	Restriction_Code

	additional_constraints3
	 
	String

	security4
	 
	Security_Constraints


Among the problems are:

1. Subclause 5.2.5.40 defines type Security_Restriction_Type. Its values do not include "NOFORN". And the type access_constraints does not match the type here (Restriction_Code).

2.. Subclause 5.2.5.40 defines type Security_Restriction_Type. Its values do not include "FOUO"; And the type of use_constraints does not match the type here (Restriction_Code).

3. The reader is left to guess that “for official use only” and “FOUO” mean the same thing.

4. The reader is left to guess “no access by non-U.S. citizens” means “NOFORN”. “U.S. is not the correct abbreviated term for the United States.

5. The constraint “FOUO” and the classification "SECRET" are incompatible in US DoD security policy. FOUO is a category of “unclassified controlled information” in US DoD security policy. It cannot, therefore, be classified “SECRET”.

6. We do not believe that "Downgrade on 31 Dec 1999" is a handling instruction in US DoD security policy. It is instead a downgrading instruction.

7.  Field names should not be plural (access_constraints, use_constraints) if only a single code value is allowed. The field nbame should be singular.
8. The example shows strings where the values should selection values. That is, say “use_constraints = FOUO;” and not “use_constraints = “FOUO”;”.
These defects should be corrected. Similar problems exist in many other tables.  The UK does not have the time to list them all and craft revised text in these comments but wishes to call the attention of WG 8 to the widespread nature of such defects.

The Editor should be directed to locate and correct defects similar to the above before this document is re-issued.

UK_T117:

Table 6.8 — DRM_Aggregate_Feature and elsewhere

Choosing another example at random we looked at the specification of abstract class DRM_Aggregate_Feature.

1) In 6.3 DRM class specifications, second paragraph we are told:

"Certain DRM classes are only instantiated through their subclasses. These DRM classes are identified by the use of italics for their names. These DRM classes are called abstract DRM classes. "

Note that this “definition” of an abstract class is not in proper style (the term being defined should be in italics).

2) In Table 6.8 — DRM_Aggregate_Feature, italics is used in title, but:

a) The name Class "<DRM Aggregate Feature>" is not in italics in spite of what 6.3 says.

b) The "definition" row says "An instance of this DRM class specifies a collection ...". Obviously, an abstract class cannot have an instance so this statement is incorrect.

We checked the specifications of several other abstract classes and found that similar mistakes were also made in their specifications. These mistakes should be corrected throughout.

UK_T118:

Table 6.271 — DRM_Time_Of_Day, and throughout Clause 6

Row 4 should be “Specification” not “Definition” for consistency with changes made already to not use the word “definition”. Specifications should not say “An instance of this DRM class specifies a portion of a day.” but rather “This DRM class specifies a portion of a day.” because the abstract class actually specifies. To see that this is the right way to write the specification consider how the C language specifies type int: “an integer, typically reflecting the natural size of integers on the host machine.” The C language specification does not say “an instance of this type ....”.

7 Application program interface (API) 

UK_T119:

7.3.67  Table 7.68 — PublishObject, semantics, second sentence

The semantics says in part: “If the object has already been published, the new label is added to the list of labels for the object.” 

1) We looked into what this statement might mean so we looked for the “list of labels” associated with objects.  We find a hint only in Table 7.42 — GetPublishedLabels where  it says "Given a SEDRIS object, this function returns the labels under which the object was published." There are obvious and familiar problems with its semantics, such as what does the term “SEDRIS object “ mean? Aren’t these things “DRM class instances”?

GetPublishedLabels has an output parameter label_list String[number_labels]. This looks correct at first glance, but there are serious problems in the semantics of the function:

a) The semantics just say;

"the output parameters are set appropriately if valid parameters were passed in and all operations succeeded. " 

without ever saying what that means. This and all semantic specifications must be clear, precise, and unambiguous throughout. The semantics must state:

i) What the valid input parameter values are as constraints of type pre-condition.

ii) When operations succeed as constraints of type post-condition.

b) Looking at the semantics more closely, there are a host of problems. Note first that there are two output parameters:

number_labels Integer_Unsigned

label_list String[number_labels] 

The semantics specification says in part:

“As this function completes in error, one of the following actions occurs:

· Current status code is set to INVALID_REQUIRED_PARAMETER and the output parameter values are left unaltered, if either label_list is NULL or number_labels is invalid. 

· Current status code is set to INVALID_OBJECT and label_list is returned empty if object is not a valid object. 

· Current status code is set to UNRESOLVED_OBJECT and label_list is returned empty if object is not a resolved object. 

· Current status code is set to UNPUBLISHED_OBJECT and label_list is returned empty if object is not a published object. 

· Current status code is set to FAILURE and label_list is returned empty if the function fails for any other reason.”

The problems are obvious to a casual observer. 

i) How can an array “label_list” be null?

ii) How can semantics be properly specified in terms out output values that may not be able to be computed? (Internal state must be used instead.)

iii) How can an array “label_list” be returned empty? Does this mean that number_labels = 0? But arrays as specified in languages such as C always have a dimensions strictly greater than zero. The specification of Array in this document in 5.3.2 is so poor that we cannot tell if a similar restriction is intended here.

iv) How can “output parameter values [be] left unaltered”? This does not make sense.

v) How can “number_labels be invalid”? It is an output parameter, not an input of a part of defined state. It is typed Integer_Unsigned, so what values are invalid?

vi) The phrase “As this function completes in error” is very odd. What you actually mean is “Error conditions are raised when...”

2) Since the conditions listed in semantics are likely to be referred to, they should be in numbered list and not bullet lists.

3) There must be a clearly defined object model. In particular, each object specification must clearly define what internal state an instance of that object maintains in terms of typed values. Without this, semantics cannot be properly specified, even informally in English. In the case investigated here, we need to have each object instance have as part of its internal state a list of labels it was published under. 

We looked for such a specification of “Object” and found only 5.4.3 Object that says: “This data type stores a means to access a DRM class instance. An instance of this type is called a DRM class handle.” (Once again, two different names for he same concept and use of C language “jargon: like “handle” that must be fixed. Look at the OMG and SRM Object Models for guidance.)

4) We looked at how array of strings was specified and found several problems with the specification that are reported in a separate comment.

5) We also noted that there was no error condition specified if the label (an input value to the function) was the same as a label that was already in the list. There is an INVALID_OBJECT_LABEL status code, but no meaning was given to this code on Clause 7. Clearly “Failure status codes” here and throughout must precisely state the conditions (input values and object state) that give rise to the code condition being raised.

6) Note that there should be no semicolons after any row labels in any function specifications (see EDCS and SRM). Semicolons should be removed from the row labels like “Semantics:”, “Input parameters:” and others.

8 Conformance

UK_T120:

8.2.3, throughout
What is an “exchange format” for a SEDRIS transmittal? Shouldn’t this be “encoding” to match the language used in Part 3?

A UML Diagrams

UK_T121:

Annex A, Throughout

To be useful, names of classes on the “terminal sheet” where they are defined in UML, need to be linked back to their definitions in Clause 6.

UK_T122:

A.1.1       Table of contents

The present text is: “This annex provides a detailed specification of SEDRIS in the form of UML diagrams that illustration the relationships among the various DRM classes. The following table of contents lists the topics in this annex:” Problems include:

1.  These diagrams should not be called a “detailed specification” because they define no semantics. Instead the relationship of these figures to the rest of the document should be explained here.

2. What is “SEDRIS”? This is not the way to refer to a standard in its own text.

Suggested re-write:

“This annex provides a specification  of a portion of this International Standard in the form of UML diagrams that illustration the relationships among the various DRM classes. The following table of contents lists the topics in this annex:”

A.1.2       Introduction

The UML diagrams contained herein depict the relationships between the various DRM classes. The classes have been grouped according to like functionality so that all of a particular type of functionality can be seen on one sheet. It should be noted that these diagrams are organized in the same manner as the text in Clause 4.”
In addition a hyperlink is needed on “Clause 4”.

UK_T123:

A.1.2, second sentence

The text” “Should the UML diagrams in this annex conflict with the UML diagrams provided with each DRM class specification, the UML diagrams in this annex will take precedence.” is totally inappropriate for an International Standard. It must be removed and the figures here be made consistent with Clause 6.

UK_T124:

Figure A.2.22 and Table 6.6 

Based on random sampling we looked at <DRM_Absolute_Time_Interval> and its UML and DRM class specification in more detail. Table 6.6 says that <DRM_Absolute_Time_Interval> is composed of (two-way)

 "one <DRM Absolute Time> instance". In Figure A.2.22, we see:
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This UML says regarding the relationship among these classes:

1) The * below <DRM_Absolute_Time_Interval> says “0 or more occurances”

2) The 0..1 below <DRM Absolute Time> says “0 or 1 occurance”.

3) An open diamond is attached to <DRM_Absolute_Time_Interval>, meaning according to 4.5.3.aggregation (“Aggregation is represented with a open diamond attached to the aggregating class.”)

But 4.5.3 says “Composition is represented with a solid diamond attached to the “whole”.” 

It seems to us that Table 6.6 and Figure A.2.22 are inconsistent. This and all other inconsistencies need to be fixed. Based on our brief review such inconsistencies are widespread.

B Example transmittal

UK_T125:

B.2,  first sentence.
The sentence is: “Figure B.1 displays the environment represented by the example transmittal..” First, the phrase “SEDRIS technology” should not be used.. Finally, the wording can be improved

Revised wording:  “Figure B.1 uses UML to describe an example SEDRIS transmittal.”

UK_T126:

B.2, second sentence
Instead of “A compressed version of this diagram is shown in Figure B.1.” say: “An overview of this diagram is shown in Figure B.1.”

GSC 2 Fixed so remove.

UK_T127:

Figure B.1

The figure is in too light a shade to be “readable”. We realize that the text will be too small to read, but the boxes should be darker because little intelligible information can be discerned from the present figure.

C Media format references

UK_T128:

C Throughout.  Also;

5.2.5.31   Media_Format

5.2.5.42   Sound_Format

5.2.5.46   Symbol_Format

Instead of giving all these references, why not take advantage of the MIME types already defined by the Internet Standards:

RFC 2046: (MIME-MEDIA) Multipurpose Internet Mail Extensions (MIME), Part Two: Media Types

RFC 2045: (MIME) Multipurpose Internet Mail Extensions (MIME), Part One: Format of Internet Message Bodies

You can get a copy of these RFCs at:

http://www.ietf.org/rfc.html 

Based on our understanding that 18023 (all parts) needs no knowledge of the internal formats of any media files and only needs to be able to say what type a file is, it would be sufficient to use the MIME media type mechanism for such typing. This has several benefits:

1. No references are needed in 18023 to media format specifications. These become all indirect through the IETF standards and accompanying registry.

2. The lightweight IETF registration mechanism can be used for extensions to the format list.

3. Leverages existing standards.

If this comment is accepted, Annex C should be removed and appropriate changes made throughout 18023 to implement this change.

Notes:

1. You can find the current list of all Internet Standards in RFC 3600.

2. The list of media types is extensible by a simple registration process. If some media type is needed for SEDRIS but is not on the list, it can be registered using a process defined in RFC 3023. (updated by RFC 3023).

3. The IANA maintains a list of all media type registrations (and standardizations) at:

     http://www.iana.org/assignments/media-types/index.html
The above URL includes a form that can be filled out on-line to submit a new media type for registration.

UK_T129:

Table C.2  CGM 

The reference is bad. As far as we know, this is an ODA profile that is not applicable here. If you want a profile, they are not referred to that way. Reference the whole document here and then in a specific citation, select the clause. This reference should be in the style of all references to ISO standards:

ISO/IEC 8632:1999, Information technology — Computer graphics — Metafile for the storage and transfer of picture description information
Note: The default profile is part of the IS.

UK_T130:

Table C.2  JPEG

JFIF and JPEG  need to be two separate references

UK_T131:

Table C.2  PICT

The reference: “Apple Computer (AC). PICT - Macintosh Picture references. Cupertino (California).” is bad. It has the wrong title and no date. Why is the “(AC)” included?

Editorial

3 Definitions

UK_E001:

Table 3.1, title

The title is not centered

4 Concepts 

UK_E002:

4  Throughout

Most figure captions are not centered

UK_E003:

4.1.1, Table of contents
There is a missing “T” in the reference to 4.3.3.1.

UK_E004:

4.3.3.1.2, title
There is a spurious “>” in the heading.

UK_E005:

4.19.2.3.3.2, list
The list is incorrectly punctuated.

UK_E006:

4.19.2.3.5, 2nd list item
The text between the two hyperlinks is incorrectly formatted in hyperlink style. This text should be in default style.

5 Fundamental data types 

6 DRM class definitions 

UK_E007:

6.1    Constraints

This clause, and later ones, are incorrectly numbered. This one should be 6.2.

UK_E008:

6.1.23

Numbers are not in correct international English format. 

All numbers in this clause and throughout the document should be put in the correct format.

7 Application program interface (API) 

UK_E009:

7.3.14

The style for the 7.3.14 FreeObject heading should match the heading style for 3rd level headings.

8 Conformance

A UML Diagrams

UK_E010:

Annex A, Throughout

The behavior of hyperlinks is hard to discern. For example, in sheet_8.pdf there is a hyperlink on “DRM Label”. Just above this box, it says “Figure A.2.14” so we expect this link to take us there. Instead, we are sent to Figure A.2.18 DRM Colour Tables. Some other links seen to take us to the right figure but,

1)  The link we go to is not highlighted, so we must search the whole sheet looking for it.

2)  We have to “explore” over names in boxes to tell which have links on them.

The above situation is not acceptable and needs to be corrected,

UK_E011:

Figure A.2.12, sheet_12.pdf

There are stray asterisks all over the bottom of this figure.

UK_E012:

Figure A.2.22

Figure A.2.22 shows <DRM_Time_Interval> twice with no indication that these two boxes are "the same". This is poor diagramming style.

B Example transmittal

UK_E013:

B.1 Introduction
The text

“This annex provides a detailed description of ...”

 should be removed. There should be no text under a top-level subclause that contains subclauses.
***** End of UK Comments  *****

US National Body Comments on ISO/IEC CD 18023-1, SEDRIS: Part 1: Functional Specification, 2nd Committee Draft  (SC 24 N2527)

The US votes to approve ISO/IEC CD 18023-1, SEDRIS: Part 1: Functional Specification, 2nd Committee Draft  (SC 24 N2527) with the following comments:

GENERAL
US_G001:  In clause 4.5.3 4th paragraph, it says that the names of abstract classes are in italics.  The use of italics for abstract classes is not consistent in the document.  Namely, when the notation <Class name> is used, italics are not used.  See <DRM Location> in 4.7.3 and <DRM Property> in 4.8.1.2.1.  review the document and make sure consistent use of italics for abstract class.
TECHNICAL
US_T001: Introduction, 1st paragraph, penultimate sentence

Problem:  Wind and atmospheric temperature is not an object as the other items in the list.  They are actually characteristics of an object.
Recommendation:  Delete wind and atmospheric temperature from the list and add atmospheric characteristics. 

Reason:  Correctness.

US_T002: Introduction, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem:  While the components might be used to create a database by an end user, in the context of this standard they are used to create a dataset or transmittal depending on terminology.

Recommendation:  Modify to read "…create an environmental data in the form of a transmittal." 

Reason:  Correctness.

Clause 3

US_T003: 3.1.5 data model

Problem: The use of the term enterprise in the definition is too restrictive.

Recommendation:  Remove "of an enterprise."

Reason:  Correctness.

Clause 4

US_T004: 4.2.3.1 Overview, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem: The use of "database" is misleading.  What is really created is a dataset.

Recommendation: Replace "a database" with "environmental data". 

Reason:  Correctness.

US_T005: 4.3.2.1 Role of DRM, EDCS, and SRM, 2nd  paragraph
Problem:  EDCS is not defined.

Recommendation: Expand the acronym the first time it is use. 

Reason:  Correctness and clarity.

US_T006: 4.3.2.1 Role of DRM, EDCS, and SRM, 3rd paragraph
Problem:  SRM is not defined.

Recommendation: Expand the acronym the first time it is use.

Reason:  Correctness and clarity.

US_T007: 4.4.2 EDCS, 1ST sentence

Problem:  The use of the phrase "…require indicating information about the data in a SEDRIS transmittal." is not Standard English. And does not read well.

Recommendation: Change "…requires additional information about the data in a SEDRIS transmittal."


US_T008: 4.9.4.1 Overview, 2nd paragraph, sentences 2 to 4.

Problem:  The sentences are not clear and easy to read.  No need to justify structure.

Recommendation: "In addition to the fields inherited from <DRM Property>, the <DRM Table Property Description> has a value_type field.  All entries in a <DRM Data Table> corresponding to a given <DRM Table Property Description> have the same value_type, unit, and scale." 

Reason:  Clarity.

Clause 5

US_T009: 5.2.4.26 Season

Problem:  A user may want to register other types of seasons, i.e. snow season.

Recommendation:  Make this a Selection Data Type 

Reason:  Extensibility.

US_T010: 5.2.4.29 Time_Of_Day

Problem:  The list is not complete and a user may what to register other times of day, i.e. civil twilight, nautical twilight, and astronomical twilight.

Recommendation: Make this a Selection data Type.

Reason:  Extensibility.

US_T011: 5.2.5.26; Table 5.45 — Interpolation_Type values, METADATA_SPECIFIED

Problem: Not enough information provide as to location of description of interpolation method.

Recommendation:  Reword as given below.

The data provider’s preferred interpolation method is supplied in the other field of the <DRM Description> class associated with the <DRM Data Table> aggregate associated with the <DRM Axis>.


Reason:  Completeness and clarity.

US_T012: 5.2.5.26; Table 5.45 — Interpolation_Type values, Kriging

Problem: Still concerned about Kriging.  There is insufficient information provided to allow an end user to perform the correct Kriging interpolation.  Unlike quadratic or bicubic-spline, there is not a standard function to which the weights are fitted.  Often Kriging also has a time component.  The weighting function to which the weights are fitted and/or the weights need to be provided.

Recommendation:  Be specific about how the method of weighting function and associated weights are specified.  The manner in which the weighting function is specified should be specified.    
US_T013: 5.2.5.27; Table 5.46 — Keyword_Type_Code values

Problem:  The list is incomplete and does not correspond to MD_KeywordTypeCode.

Recommendation:  Add the following entry to the table.

	Theme
	Each entry in the semicolon-separated keyword list is the name of a particular subject or topic related to the environmental object being described by the given <DRM Keywords> object.


Reason: Completeness and compatibility.

US_T014: 5.2.5.40 Security_Restriction_Type, 1st sentence

Problem:  Need to reference ISO 19115.

Recommendation: Reword fist sentence as given below:

"This data type corresponds to the MD_RestrictionCode specified in 2.[I19115] and is used to specify the type of security restriction that may be applied to a SEDRIS transmittal.."

Reason:  Correct reference to source.

US_T014: 5.2.5.40 Security_Restriction_Type, enumeration list after table

Problem:  The enumeration list is incomplete.  The entry for RESTRICTED is missing.

Recommendation:  Add RESTRICTED to the enumeration.
Reason:  Correctness.

US_T015: 5.2.5.47 Time_Configuration, enumeration list after table.

Problem:  The list is incomplete in that it does not include all of the entries in the table.

Recommendation:    Add the following to the enumeration lis.:

DATE_MD_AND_TIME_HMS
DATE_MD_AND_TIME_HM
DATE_MD_AND_TIME_H


Reason:  Consistency and correctness.

US_T016: 5.2.5.47 Time_Configuration, enumeration list after table.

Problem:  The entry DATE_D does not correspond to the entry in the table.

Recommendation:  Change the entry in the enumeration list to DAY_OF_YEAR.

Reason:  Correctness.

US_T017: 5.3.3.294 Time_Value

Problem:  The first sentence is incorrect.
Recommendation:  Replace with a sentence that actually describes the structure.
Reason: Correctness.
Clause 6

US_T018: 6.2.2 Axis type constraints, item a.2

Problem:   The statement is incorrect and self-contradictory.   The   value_scale not be set to EUC_UNITLESS.

Recommendation:  reword as given below.

" If the axis_type is bound to some set of EDCS Unit Equivalence classes (EQs), the value_unit and value_scale shall be set to EUC_UNITLESS and shall be a member of one of the specified EQs and the value_scale shall correspond to a valid EDCS_Sclae_Code." 

US_T019: 6.3.6 Table 6.7 — DRM_Access
Problem:  The filed elements and their structure are incorrect.  They do not correspond to 5.3.3.5 Access_Fields and 5.3.3.241 Security_Information.

Recommendation:  Make sure the data types in Clause 5 and the specification of the fields in DRM_Access agree.

US_T020: 6.3.25 Table 6.26 — DRM_Browse_Media 

Problem:  The filed elements and their structure are incorrect.  They do not correspond to 5.3.3.26 Browse_Media_Fields.

Recommendation:  Make sure the data types in Clause 5 and the specification of the fields in DRM_Access agree.


US_T021: 6.3.30 Table 6.31 — DRM_Citation 

Problem:  The filed elements and their structure are incorrect.  They do not correspond to 5.3.3.33 Citation_Fields.

Recommendation:  Make sure the data types in Clause 5 and the specification of the fields in DRM_Access agree.


US_T022: 6.3.56 Table 6.57 — DRM_Description
Problem:  The filed elements and their structure are incorrect.  They do not correspond to 5.3.3.62 Description_Fields.

Recommendation:  Make sure the data types in Clause 5 and the specification of the fields in DRM_Access agree.


US_T023: 6.3.123 Table 6.124 — DRM_Keywords
Problem:  The filed elements and their structure are incorrect.  They do not correspond to 5.3.3.119 Keywords_Fields and 5.3.3.120 Keyword_Structure.

Recommendation:  Make sure the data types in Clause 5 and the specification of the fields in DRM_Access agree.


US_T024: 6.3.219 Table 6.220 — DRM_Responsible_Party
Problem:  The filed elements and their structure are incorrect.  They do not correspond to 5. 5.3.3.51 Contact_Information.  Also there is redundant information.  The fields individual_name, organization_name, and position_name are replicated in the Contact_Information and does not need to be replicated.
Recommendation:  Make sure the data types in Clause 5 and the specification of the fields in DRM_Access agree.  Remove the duplicated fields and correct the table entries to make them correspond.  The constraints for DRM_Responsible_Party in Table 6.2 — Mandatory metadata need to updated accordingly. 

EDITORAL

US_E001: Index Page

Problem:  The ISO_E002 comment on the EDCS FCD stated, " All descriptive material on the index page beginning with “The Foreword provides” shall be removed."  The comment was accepted.  

Recommendation: To be consistent, the same should be done in this document also.

US_E002: Foreword

Problem:  The Foreword in the EDCS document was modified in accordance with ISO_E003 EDCS FCD Comment.  

Recommendation: To be consistent, the same should be done with this document.  Ensure that the boilerplate for the foreword is up-to-date.  

US_E003: Introduction, 2nd paragraph

Problem:  Missing hyperlinks to ISO/IEC 18025 and ISO/IEC 18026 in Clause 2.

Recommendation: Fix hyperlinks.

US_E004: Introduction, 3rd paragraph, 2nd and 3rd sentences

Problem:  Sentences are short and would read better combined.

Recommendation: Reword as follows: "…data interchange and allow…".

US_E005: Introduction

Problem:  The ISO EDCS comment ISO_E004 that was accepted calls from the removal of the two subtitles “Purpose” and “Design criteria”.  

Recommendation: To be consistent, the corresponding subtitles "Purpose" and "Characteristics of SEDRIS Technology" should be removed.  Replace "Characteristics of SEDRIS Technology" with a suitable introductory sentence.

US_E006: Introduction, 2nd paragraph after "Complete and unambiguous data representation"
Problem/Recommendation: The paragraph is improperly indented and check font.
Clause 3

US_E007: 3.1.13 MIP level

Problem/Recommendation: There should be a comma after "picture."

US_E008: 3.1.17 SEDRIS abstract transmittal format
Problem/Recommendation: Missing hyperlink for ISO/IEC 18023-2 to Clause 2 table.


US_E009: 3.1.18 SEDRIS Transmittal Format (STF)
Problem/Recommendation: Missing hyperlink for ISO/IEC 18023-3 to Clause 2 table.

Clause 4

US_E010: 4.3.1 Overview, last paragraph, last sentence

Problem/Recommendation: The hyperlink does not work.

US_E011: 4.3.3.1.2  Interchange
Problem/Recommendation: Remove ">" in the clause title.

US_E012: 4.3.3.1.2  Interchange, 4th and 6th sentences
Problem/Recommendation: Missing hyperlinks for 18023-2 and 18023-3.

US_E013: 4.3.3.1.2 Interchange, 7th sentence
Problem/Recommendation: Hyperlink for 4.3.3.1.2 Access does not work.

US_E014: 4.3.3.2 Application Program Interface (API), last sentence

Problem/Recommendation: The hyperlink for " 4.19 Application program interface (API)" goes to the wrong location.

US_E015: 4.5.5 Table 4.3 — DRM class specification elements
Problem: Some of the entries in the column titled "Property" appear to be in bold font while others are not, i.e. "Class diagram" and "Associated by (one-way) (inherited)".  Recommendation: Make consistent.
US_E016: 4.6.5 Environmental concepts as geometry, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem/Recommendation: Broken link for " 4.6.10 Organizing principles".

US_E017: 4.6.5 Environmental concepts as geometry, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem: Incorrect text for the link " 4.5.13 Organizing principles".  

Recommendation: Should be "4.13 Organizing principles"

US_E018: 4.6.5 Environmental concepts as geometry, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem: The wording of the sentence can be improved. 

Recommendation: Suggest the following rewording.

" The primitive geometry objects can be organized in a number of ways as described in 4.6.10 Organizing principles under Key DRM concepts and in more detail in 4.13 Organizing principles for details."

US_E019:  4.6.6 Environmental concepts as features, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem/Recommendation: Broken link for " 4.6.10 Organizing principles".

US_E020: 4.6.6 Environmental concepts as features, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem: Incorrect text for the link " 4.5.13 Organizing principles".  

Recommendation: Should be "4.13 Organizing principles"

US_E021: 4.6.6 Environmental concepts as features, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem: The wording of the sentence can be improved. 

Recommendation: Suggest the following rewording.

" The primitive feature objects can be organized in a number of ways as described in 4.6.10 Organizing principles under Key DRM concepts and in more detail in 4.13 Organizing principles for details."

US_E022: 4.6.14 Other concepts, last sentence

Problem/Recommendation: Broken link for 4.16 Constructs for controlling dynamic data.
US_E023: 4.7.3 Location

Problem/Recommendation: Broken hyperlinks for all occurrences of  xxx_2D and xxx_3D links through out clause.

US_E024: 4.7.3 Location, last paragraph, 4th sentence to end.

Problem: The third sentence does not read clearly.  What does "…will conform to terrain…" refer to?  The entire example needs rewording to make clearer.  Recommendation: Do not have a suggested rewording because do not fully understand what is being said.  Also, the example should be example format.

US_E025: 4.7.7 Perimeters, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem/Recommendation: Broken links for <DRM Aggregate Feature> or <DRM Aggregate Geometry>.

US_E026: 4.7.7 Perimeters, 2nd paragraph, last sentence  

Problem: Incorrect text for the link 6.2.38 Non-selfoverlapping perimeter data locations.  Recommendation: Should be 6.2.35.  Also links to top of Clause 6.

US_E027: 4.7.8 Volumes, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem/Recommendation: Broken links for <DRM Location 3D>.

US_E028: 4.8.1.1 Overview, item a

Problem/Recommendation: Broken link for 4.13.11 State.

US_E029: 4.8.1.1 Overview, item c

Problem/Recommendation: Broken link for 4.16.2.2 The <DRM Literal> and <DRM Variable> classes

.

US_E030: 4.8.1.1 Overview, last paragraph, 3rd sentence

Problem/Recommendation: Need space after by in …" by6.2.21 Index codes within tables…".

US_E031: 4.8.1.2.1 Overview, 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence

Problem: Incorrect clause number in link text 6.2.45 Property meaning constraints.  Recommendation: Should be 6.2.43.

US_E032: 4.8.1.2.1 Overview and 4.8.1.2.2 <DRM Property Characteristic>

Problem/Recommendation: The link for <DRM Property Characteristic> is incorrect.  It goes to <DRM_Property>.

US_E033: 4.8.1.2.5 <DRM Property Description>, last paragraph, 2nd sentence

Problem/Recommendation: Broken links for <DRM Aggregate Geometry> and <DRM Polygon>.

US_E034: 4.8.2.1 Overview

Problem/Recommendation: Remove extra line after item c.

US_E035: 4.9.1 

Problem/Recommendation: Link to 4.9.1 in table of context does not work
US_E036; 4.9.1 Overview, 2nd sentence

Problem: The sentence is poorly worded.  The <DRM Axis" component cannot determine anything.  Also the use of the terminology "cell tands" is not common.  Recommendation: Suggest the following rewording.

"For each <DRM Axis> component, the number of cells in its coordinate dimension is specified."

US_E037: 4.9.1 Overview, last sentence

Problem/Recommendation: The link for "<DRM Classification Data>" is broken.

US_E038: 4.9.2 Property grids, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem: The use of both "required" and "shall" in the sentence is not needed.  Recommendation: Suggest the following rewording:

The <DRM Property Grid> class requires that the following shall be specified specifies:
US_E039: 4.9.5.2 Regular Axes, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem/Recommendation: Broken link for <DRM Regular Axis>.

US_E040: 4.9.5.2 Regular Axes, 3rd paragraph, last sentence

Problem/Recommendation: Need a comma between "interpolation" and "although"

US_E041: 4.10.2.2 Aggregate geometry, 1st sentence

Problem/Recommendation: Broken link for <DRM Primitive Geometry>.

US_E042: 4.17.2.7 Metadata access constraints, use constraints, and security information

Problem/Recommendation: The clause title should be bold.

Clause 5

US_E043: 5.2.3 Characters and strings, last sentence

Problem: The hyperlink for 5.3.3.278 String is broken 

Recommendation: should be to 5.3.3.272.

Clause 6

US_E044: 6.3.115

Problem/Recommendation: Link goes to wrong place

US_E045: 6.3.119 DRM_In_Out through 6.3.298 DRM_World_Transformation

Problem/Recommendation: The autogenerate table numbers are not correct.  Appear to be off by varying amount to that in Clause 6.  
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