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The US votes to disapprove ISO/IEC FCD 18023-3 with the following comments.  Incorporation of these comments would change the US position to Approve.

General

US_G001: All Clauses

The URL (http://www.iso.ch/iso/en/ittf/PubliclyAvailableStandards/ISO_IEC_18023-3_Ed1.html) appearing at the bottom of all clauses does not exist on the ISO server.

(NOTE: The similar link in ISO/IEC 18025 brings up a note on the ISO server that states: “This location will contain the final text of ISO/IEC 18025 Ed.1 once the standard is approved”.)

US_G002:  Throughout

This part should be revised as necessary to accommodate relevant changes made in ISO/IEC FCD 18023-1, ISO/IEC FDIS 18025, and ISO/IEC FCD 18026.

US_G003:

All pages should be validated using the W3C validation.  For example:

The downloadable zip file contains 2 Clause 6 files:


Clause6--TransmittalContentRepresentation.html


Clause6--TransmittalContentRepresentation_with_new_grammar.html

The first file above is linked to from the index.html page, and this is the file perused during this review.  The second file appears to be unused/not linked to. The second file passes W3C validation, however the first file does not.  See the W3C discrepancies for the first file below:

This page is not Valid HTML 4.01 Transitional!

Below are the results of attempting to parse this document with an SGML parser. 

1. Line 130, column 30: end tag for "A" omitted, but its declaration does not permit this (explain...). 

2.    &lt;associate count&gt;</span></a>)<span class="code"><br>
                                ^
3. Line 129, column 1: start tag was here (explain...). 

4.    <a href="#AssociateListAndAssociateCount">6.2.5 &lt;associate list&gt; and 
   ^
5. Line 130, column 34: end tag for element "A" which is not open (explain...). 

6.    &lt;associate count&gt;</span></a>)<span class="code"><br>
                                    ^
7. Line 839, column 24: document type does not allow element "TABLE" here (explain...). 

8.   <table class=BitFields26>
                          ^
9. Line 944, column 5: "TABLE" not finished but containing element ended (explain...). 

10.   </div>
       ^
11. Line 944, column 5: end tag for "TABLE" omitted, but its declaration does not permit this (explain...). 

12.   </div>
       ^
13. Line 838, column 1: start tag was here (explain...). 

14.    <table class="BitFields26" id="table9">
   ^
15. Line 1084, column 6: end tag for element "TD" which is not open (explain...). 

16.     </td>
        ^
Technical

Clause 6 Transmittal content representation

US_T001: 6.2.8.1 Introduction, 5th to 8th list entries
Problem:  It is not clear what the meanings of the numbers are?  Is this suppose to be an OR situation and there should be a  "|" after each?  Also, why does <non-local reference> have two occurrences of '0'?
Recommendation:  In the introduction, a discussion of how these are presented should be made.

US_T002: 6.3.1.5 Published object table, 2nd paragraph

Problem: Text is unclear.  Immediately following what?

Recommendation: Suggest the following rewording.

         The entry for each published object is of the form

US_T003: 6.3.3.5 Object pointer table, 6th sentence

Problem:  If the sentence is understood correctly, then since the objects are not in order of increasing offset, in order to determine the size of an object, one must search the offsets of the other objects to find the smallest object offset that is larger than the object’s own offset.  This seems inefficient.

Recommendation: Store the object size as part of the object information.
Editorial

US_E001:  All file headers

Problem:  SEDRIS logo size

Recommendation: Make the SEDRIS logo appear the same size in all files (the logo in the index.html page and the Scope clause are larger than all others).  Most files currently take a 200 x 200 pixel logo and shrink it to 131 x 131 pixels, which makes the logo blurred and irregular around the edges.  If  required, request the appropriate size logo for use from the SEDRIS organization.  Appropriate SEDRIS logos are available in the following sizes (which should not be reduced in size when used):  75 x 75, 150 x 150, 200 x 200.

US_E002: index.html page, #5 and #6

Problem:  Capitalization and hyperlinks to Part 1

Recommendation:  Change the reference to “part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023” to read “Part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023” (capitalization), and provide hyperlinks to Clause 2.

Foreword

US_E003:

Problem: The 1st and 2nd paragraphs reference the ISO web site.  

Recommendation: Make these references consistent – one currently ends with a “/”, and the other does not.

Introduction

US_E004:  1st paragraph
Problem:  The abbreviation DRM is not defined at the first occurrence.  “…that allows encoding DRM objects...”

Recommendation:  Define the abbreviation DRM.
US_E005:  1st paragraph
Problem:  The abbreviation API is not defined at the first occurrence.  “…for general purpose use of the API.”

Recommendation:  Define the abbreviation API.  

Clause 1 Scope

US_E006:

Problem:  Capitalization 

Recommendation: Change the references to “part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023” and “part 2 of ISO/IEC 18023” to read “Part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023” and “Part 2 of ISO/IEC 18023” (capitalization).

Clause 2 Normative references

US_E007:

Problem:  format 

Recommendation:  The reference to 18023-1 should be formatted here the same as it appears in Clause 2 of 18023-2, or vice versa.

Clause 3 Definitions

US_E008:

Problem:  Capitalization 

Recommendation: Change the reference to “parts 1 and 2 of ISO/IEC 18023” to read “Parts 1 and 2 of ISO/IEC 18023” (capitalization).

Clause 4 Concepts

US_E009: 4.1.1

Problem:  Capitalization 

Recommendation:  Change the reference to “part 2 of ISO/IEC 18023” to read “Part 2 of ISO/IEC 18023” (capitalization).

US_E010: 4.3.2 STF root file, 2nd paragraph

Problem:  Spelling 

Recommendation:  Change " root tile header" to " root file header"
US_E011: 4.3.4.2.3 Block data format and packing

Problem:  The wrong font size is used in several places.

Recommendation: Correct the font size (examples 6th paragraph, 8th paragraph)

US_E012: 4.3.4.2.3

Problem:  Grammar 

Recommendation:  In the 5th paragraph, 5th sentence, change “…component of the elements …” to read “…component of the element’s …” (add apostrophe).
Clause 5 Encoding of data types

US_E013: 5.3.2.1

Problem:  Reference to Part 1 

Recommendation:  In the 1st paragraph, ensure the reference to “5.2.3 Integers” of ISO/IEC 18023-1 is current.  The version of 18023-1 last issued discussed Integers in the “5.2.2 Numbers” subclause.

US_E014: 5.3.2.2

Problem:  Reference to Part 1 

Recommendation:  In the 1st paragraph, ensure the reference to “5.2.4 Floating point numbers” of ISO/IEC 18023-1 is current.  The version of 18023-1 last issued discussed Floating Point Numbers in the “5.2.2 Numbers” subclause.

US_E015: 5.3.2.2

Problem:  Reference to Part 1 

Recommendation:  In the 2nd paragraph, ensure the reference to “5.2.4” of ISO/IEC 18023-1 is current.  The version of 18023-1 last issued discussed Floating Point Numbers in the “5.2.2 Numbers” subclause.

US_E016: 5.3.2.4

Problem:  Reference to Part 1 

Recommendation:  In the 1st paragraph, ensure the reference to “5.2.2 Octet” of ISO/IEC 18023-1 is current.  The version of 18023-1 last issued discussed Octets in the “5.2.4.17 Octant” subclause.

US_E017: 5.3.3.1

Problem:  Reference to Part 1 

Recommendation:  In the 1st paragraph, ensure the reference to “5.2.6 Enumerated data types” of ISO/IEC 18023-1 is current.  The version of 18023-1 last issued discussed Enumerated Data Types in the “5.2.4 Enumerated data types” subclause.

US_E018: 5.3.4

Problem:  Reference to Part 1 

Recommendation:  In the 1st paragraph, ensure the reference to “5.2.7” of ISO/IEC 18023-1 is current.  The version of 18023-1 last issued discussed SEDRIS Selection Data Types in the “5.2.5 Selection data types” subclause.

US_E019: 5.3.5.1

Problem:  Reference to Part 1 

Recommendation:  In the 1st paragraph, ensure the reference to “5.2.8” of ISO/IEC 18023-1 is current.  The version of 18023-1 last issued discussed SEDRIS Set Data Types in the “5.2.6 Set data types” subclause.

US_E020: 5.4.4

Problem:  Grammar 

Recommendation:  Change “The following SRM selection data types in …” to read “The following SRM selection data types specified in …” (add the word “specified”).

Clause 6 Transmittal Content Representation

US_E021: Figures 6.1 and 6.2

Problem:  The hyperlinks to these figures, appearing in the text prior to these figures, takes the user to the figure caption rather than to the top of each figure (i.e., the bookmarks for the figures appear to be misplaced).

Recommendation:  Ensure the hyperlinks take reader to proper place in text
US_E022: 6.2.1 Introduction. <object header> list

Problem:  List item "<aggregate list>0   (see 6.2.4 <aggregate list> and <aggregate count>)" is misaligned.
Recommendation:  Align correctly.

US_E023: 6.2.2 <header control>

Problem:  In the 1st paragraph, the wording “(see 6.2.2 <header control>)” should be changed to something else, rather than a reference to its own subclause or delete the reference.

Recommendation:  Delete the reference

US_E024: 6.2.2

Problem:  In the indented subparagraph following Figure 6.1 (8th line down – ‘10’), change “The < aggregate count> …” to read ”The <aggregate count> …” 

Recommendation:  delete extra space character.

US_E025: 6.2.2

Problem:  In the indented subparagraph following Figure 6.1 (14th line down – ‘00’), change “… element and the <associate  list> elements …” to read ”… element and the <associate list> elements …” 

Recommendation: delete extra space character.

US_E026: 6.2.2

Problem:  Same problem in ‘000’
Recommendation: delete extra space character.

US_E027: 6.2.2

Problem:  In the indented subparagraph following Figure 6.1 (14th line down – ‘00’), change “… element and the <associate  list> elements …” to read ”… element and the <associate list> elements …” 

Recommendation:  delete extra space character.
US_E028: 6.2.4 <aggregate list> and <aggregate count>, EXAMPLE

Problem:  The font size for the items in "<..>" appears to be too small.

Recommendation:  Make correct size.

US_E029: 6.2.4

Problem:  In the example, ensure the reference to “Table 6.3 DRM_Absolute_Time_Interval” of ISO/IEC 18023-1 is current.  In the version of 18023-1 last issued, Table 6.3 appears as “Table 6.3 DRM_2D_Location”.

Recommendation:  Check for current reference

US_E030: 6.2.4, 6.2.5, 6.2.6

Problem:  The text in the EXAMPLES in these subclauses is left-aligned.  

Recommendation:  They should be justified.

US_E031: 6.2.6

Problem:  Extra word

Recommendation:  Change “If this object is a composed of other …” to read “If this object is composed of other …” (delete word “a”).

US_E032: 6.2.6

Problem:  In Example 1, ensure the reference to “Table 6.3 DRM_Absolute_Time_Interval” of ISO/IEC 18023-1 is current.  In the version of 18023-1 last issued, Table 6.3 appears as “Table 6.3 DRM_2D_Location”.  Also, provide a hyperlink under the “Part 1 ISO/IEC 18023” text, and add the word “of” following the words “Part 1”.
Recommendation:  Check for current reference

US_E033: 6.2.6

Problem:  In Example 2, change “Table 6.3.24 DRM_Blend_Directional_Light” to read “Table 6.24 DRM_Blend_Directional_Light”.  Also, provide a hyperlink under the “Part 1 ISO/IEC 18023” text, and add the word “of” following the words “Part 1”.

Recommendation:  Check for current reference
US_E034: 6.2.7

Problem:  In the 2nd paragraph, ensure the reference to “6.3 DRM classes” of ISO/IEC 18023-1 is current.  In the version of 18023-1 last issued, 6.3 appears as “6.3 DRM class specifications”.

Recommendation:  Check for current reference

US_E035: 6.2.8.4.1.b 

Problem:  List appears to be improperly formatted

Recommendation:  Ensure the ordered list is properly formatted

US_E036: 6.2.8.4.1.b

Problem:  Wording

Recommendation:  In the 3rd sentence, change “… and described the meaning …” to read “…and describe the meaning …”.  Also change the reference to “6.2.8.4.5 <inter-transmittal file reference>” to read “6.2.8.4.5 <inter-transmittal reference>” as per the actual title of 6.2.8.4.5.

US_E037: 6.2.8.4.1

Problem:  In the last sentence, clarify what is meant by the reference to “… in the remainder of 6.2.8.3“ 

Recommendation:  should it read “… in the remainder of 6.2.8.4”?

US_E038: 6.2.8.4.2 <near block reference> and other reference forms

Problem:  The corresponding figures need to moved up in the section closer the first paragraph where they are referenced and for all other appropriate figures

Recommendation:  Format

US_E039: 6.2.8.4.3

Problem:  In the 1st sentence, the hyperlink to Figure 6.5 is inoperative.

Recommendation:  Fix hyperlink

US_E040: 6.2.8.4.4

Problem:  In the 2nd paragraph, provide a hyperlink for the reference to “(see 4.3.3.3)”.

Recommendation:  Add hyperlink

US_E041: 6.2.8.4.4.a

Change the reference to “6.2.8.6 <far block reference>” to read “6.2.8.4.3 <far block reference>.” as per the destination of the existing hyperlink.
US_E042: 6.3.1.1 Root file header, 3rd foot note
Problem:  Spelling

Recommendation:  Change "padde35with" to "padded with".

US_E043: 6.3.1.5

Problem:  Hyperlink in the index table does not work.  

Recommendation:  Check hyperlinks

US_E044: 6.3.2.3 Referenced file table, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence

Problem:  A table can contain one or more indexes.  

Recommendation:  Suggest the following rewording.

The reference file table shall contain the indices into the master file table containing for all files that this STF object file references.
US_E045: 6.3.2.4

Problem:  Capitalization

Recommendation:  In the 1st sentence, change “The Block Table is …” to read “The block table is …” (capitalization).
US_E046: 6.3.3.4

Problem:  Correcting reference

Recommendation:  In the 1st paragraph, change the reference from “6.2 DRM object structure syntax and encoding” to read “6.2 DRM object syntax and encoding” as per the destination of the existing hyperlink.

US_E047: 6.3.4.1

Problem:  Correcting reference 

Recommendation:  In the 1st paragraph, change the reference to “6.2 DRM object structure syntax and encoding” to read “6.2 DRM object syntax and encoding” as per the destination of the existing hyperlink.

US_E048: 6.3.4.2

Problem:  Correcting reference 

Recommendation:  In the 1st and 4th paragraphs, change the references to “6.2 DRM object structure syntax and encoding” to read “6.2 DRM object syntax and encoding” as per the destination of the existing hyperlinks.
Clause 7 Conformance

US_E049: 7.2.1.b, 7.2.2.b, 7.2.2.c

Problem:  Capitalization

Recommendation:  Change all references to “part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023” and “part 2 of ISO/IEC 18023” such that the word “part” is capitalized (i.e., “Part”) to be consistent with similar references in Clauses 4, 5 and 6.

Japan National Body Comments on SEDRIS Part 3 – Transmittal format binary encoding
Final Committee Draft ISO/IEC 18023-3  (ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 24 N2560 / WG 8 N0351)
Japan votes to DISAPPROVE FCD 18023-3 for the reasons given below.  Acceptance of these reasons and appropriate changes in the text will change the vote to APPROVAL.
JAPAN_G001:  

Global

This document should be changed according to the expected changes in SEDRIS Part 1.

JAPAN_T001:  

2, I10646-1

The text “Internet standards track protocol” in the title should be removed.

JAPAN_T002: 

4.3.1,  b)

The text “one or more STF-encoded transmittal object files” is not consistent with the specification in 4.2.2 of Part 2 – “A SEDRIS transmittal is composed of one or more files”.  They should be made consistent.

JAPAN_T003: 

4.3.3.2
The locations of the detailed specifications for block header, object type table, and object pointer table should be given in the same way as is given for object data.

JAPAN_T004: 

4.3.3.3, para.1
This paragraph is awkward because of some redundant information which may cause some misunderstanding for new readers.  The paragraph should be simplified by removing the statements for a parent-child relationship which is a matter of Part 1.  The revised paragraph may look as follows:

STF object data consists of the association, component, and aggregation relationships for the object as well as any DRM field data of which formats are described in Clause 5 “Encoding of data types”. The overall format of STF object data is defined in 6.2 "DRM object syntax and encoding", where the relationships is implemented by object references.
JAPAN_T005: 

4.3.3.3, para. 3 (the last)
The use of “shall” in the sentence 
The encoding of an FBO for referencing objects from other objects shall be as described in 6.2.8 Encoding of object reference lists
sounds queer because the sentence stands as a command to this document itself.  The string “shall be “ here should be replaced by a string “is”.

There are many other similar usage of “shall” in this document.  They should be checked systematically.

JAPAN_T006: 

4.3.3.3, throughout

There is no systematic explanation for the encoding of each object in this document.  The outline of the object encoding should be described in this subclause in a new subclause in Clause 4.  The description should be based on a specification template in Part 1.

The main part of the explanation may look like:

Table x.x — The relation between DRM class specification elements and the object encoding

	Property
	Description
	Object Encoding

	Class
	The name of the class being specified.
	(See object type table)

	Superclass
	The name of the superclass for the class being specified.
	None

	Subclass
	The names of any subclasses derived from the class being specified.
	None

	Description
	A description of the class.
	None

	Class diagram
	A UML diagram depicting the relationships of the class being specified including its superclass, its subclasses, its associated classes, and the classes of which it is composed.
	None

	Inherited field elements
	A specification for each of the fields in the class that are inherited from its superclass hierarchy. This specification is provided for convenience only. The actual specification is contained in the specification of the superclass.
	6.2.7 Object field

	Field elements
	A specification for each of the non-inherited fields in the class, if any.
	6.2.7 Object field 

	Associated to (one-way) (inherited)
	A list of inherited DRM classes to which the DRM class specified in this table may contain one-way associations. The DRM classes in the list will not have an association to the DRM class specified in this table, but will be associated by the DRM class specified in this table. This is provided for convenience only. The actual list is specified in the superclass.
	6.2.5 Associate list

	Associated to (one-way)
	A list of DRM classes to which the DRM class specified in this table may contain one-way associations. The DRM classes in the list will not have an association to the DRM class specified in this table, but will be associated by the DRM class specified in this table.
	6.2.5 Associate list 

	Associated by (one-way) (inherited)
	The DRM class specified in this table may have one-way associations by the inherited list of DRM classes. The DRM class specified in this table will not have an association to the DRM classes in this list. This is provided for convenience only. The actual list is specified in the superclass.
	6.2.5 Associate list 

	Associated by (one-way)
	The DRM class specified in this table may have one-way associations by the list of DRM classes. The DRM class specified in this table will not have an association to the DRM classes in this list.
	6.2.5 Associate list 

	Associated with (two-way) (inherited)
	A list of inherited DRM classes that may contain two-way associations to the DRM class specified in this table. The DRM class specified in this table will have an association to the DRM classes in this list. This is provided for convenience only. The actual list is specified in the superclass.
	6.2.5 Associate list 

	Associated with (two-way)
	A list of DRM classes that may contain two-way associations to the DRM class specified in this table. The DRM class specified in this table will have an association to the DRM classes in this list.
	6.2.5 Associate list 

	Composed of (inherited)
	A list of inherited DRM non-metadata classes of which the class being specified is composed in a two-way manner. This specification is provided for convenience only. The actual list is contained in the specification of the superclass.
	6.2.6 Component list

	Composed of
	A list of DRM non-metadata classes of which the class being specified is composed in a two-way manner.
	6.2.6 Component list

	Composed of (metadata) (inherited)
	A list of inherited DRM metadata classes of which the class being specified is composed in a two-way manner. This specification is provided for convenience only. The actual specification is contained in the specification of the superclass.
	6.2.6 Component list

	Composed of (metadata)
	A list of DRM metadata classes of which the class being specified is composed in a two-way manner.
	6.2.6 Component list

	Component of (inherited)
	A list of DRM classes that may aggregate the DRM class specified in this table. This specification is provided for convenience only. The actual specification is contained in the specification of the superclass.
	6.2.4 Aggregate list

	Component of
	A list of DRM classes that may aggregate the DRM class specified in this table.
	6.2.4 Aggregate list

	Constraints
	A list of constraints that apply to the class being specified.
	None

	Clarifications
	More detailed information about the various items in the class specification.
	None

	Example(s)
	An example of the use of the class.
	None


JAPAN_T007: 

4.4 Compression
The sentence 


If an encoding allows compression, only loss-less compression techniques shall be used

is not appropriate because it suggests that lossy compressions (e.g., JPEG) shall not be used in image data files.  It  should be restated more carefully or a note should be attached.

JAPAN_T008: 

5.2.7 

The relation between “String representations” here and “String” in 5.3.7.31 should be clarified.

JAPAN_T009: 

6.2.5 

The mechanism defined here depends on an assumption that there is no need to distinguish the six types of associations in parsing the association list for an object.  The encoding should not adopt such an assumption unless it is authorized in Part 1.

JAPAN_T010: 

6.2.6 

The mechanism defined here depends on an assumption that there is no need to distinguish the six types of compositions in parsing the composition  list for an object.  The encoding should not adopt such an assumption unless it is authorized in Part 1.

JAPAN_T011: 

6.2.7 

The mechanism defined here depends on an assumption that there is no need to use “field_name” information in parsing the object field data for an object.  The encoding should not adopt such an assumption unless it is authorized in Part 1.

JAPAN_T012: 

6.2.8.4.3, Table 6.5 

The table structure is incomplete (mismatch of <TABLE> and </TABLE>),  The table looks good in Internet Explorer but it does continue to the end of this file in MS-WORD.

JAPAN_T013: 

6.3.3.3 

There is no explanation for the values of object types. The use of DRM_class selection data type values in Part 1 should be explicitly declared in the same way as in 5.3.4.  


JAPAN_E001: 

4.3.3.1, Figure 4.2 

The large solid circles used as ellipses should be replaced by some more commonly used signs, e.g., “…”.should be used.

UK National Body Comments on 

SEDRIS Part 3 – Transmittal format binary encoding

Final Committee Draft ISO/IEC 18023-3

(ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 24 N2560) 

(ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 24 WG 8 N0351)

The UK votes to DISAPPROVE CD 18023-3 for the reasons given below.  Acceptance of these reasons and appropriate changes in the text will change the vote to APPROVAL.

General

UK_G001:

Entire document

With respect to the directory structure in which the document files are delivered, it would be better if the top level had only the index file and files for the other clauses were in a “text” folder. This would make it easier for a user to find the file they want to open first in their browser (namely, index.html).

UK_G002:

Entire document

The correct name should be used for the standard when it is called out. Instead of “SEDRIS”, say “part n of ISO 18023” if only one part is referred to, or “ISO 18023” if a collective reference is made to all parts. This needs to be done throughout the document. One particular example where this is incorrectly done is in 7.2.2, first paragraph.
UK_G003:

Missing Cross-reference to SEDRIS part 2

In Part 2, 5.2.8, the second paragraph says:

"The tables in 6.3 DRM classes of Part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023 specify the allowable information within each DRM object. For each DRM class, each encoding shall define the form of each of the following terminals based on the allowable information as specified in Part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023:

<FIELD>

<DRM OBJECT REFERENCE>

<IMAGE DATA> (for DRM_Image)

<DATA TABLE DATA> (for DRM_Data_Table) 

....

[it goes on to levy additional, specific requirements] "

Part 3 has been searched and no explicit mention could be found of how these terminals are coded to meet the requirements of Part 2. These should be added with explicit reference back to 5.2.8 of Part 2.

.

UK_G004:

Entire document

Because SEDRIS Part 3 depends on SEDRIS Part 1, any decision to advance SEDRIS Part 3 beyond FCD should be deferred and be made at the same editing meeting that recommends the advancement of SEDRIS Part 1 to FDIS.

UK_G005:

Entire document
As SEDRIS part 3 also depends on SEDRIS Part 2 and SRM, it should not advance to FDIS until both SEDRIS Part 2 and SRM advance to FDIS.

Technical

4 Concepts

UK_T001:

4.1.1  Introduction

In SEDRIS Part 2, 5.2.1 states;

 "An encoding complying with the abstract transmittal format provides a specification of these terminal symbols that can be optimized for particular purposes." 

Above this it provides a long list of the terminal symbols.

In SEDRIS Part 3, 4.1.1 states: 

"The abstract transmittal format is the standard interchange mechanism for transmittals as defined in part 2 of ISO/IEC 18023.  The abstract transmittal format is realized by specifying an encoding that maps the elements of the abstract transmittal format into specific elements in one or more files."

Part 3 has been searched for several of the terminal symbols in part 2, 5.2.1 and do not find their abstract syntax nor their encodings specified in Part 3.

Therefore Part 3 cannot be a compliant encoding of Part 2.

5 Encoding of data types

UK_T002:

Clause 5, throughout

Specifications are inconsistent. Here are two examples:

5.3.7.14 Element_Type uses both “Element_Code_Type” and “code_type”

5.3.7.38 Time_Value uses both “Time_Configuration” and “time_configuration”

For example, “Time_Configuration” is defined in SEDRIS part 1, 5.2.7.64, and it is encoded in 5.3.4, but we cannot find where “time_configuration” is defined.
Such inconsistencies need to be corrected throughout.

UK_T003:
5.2.4.3 OCE8_Signed

The first sentence says “The length of a OCE8_Signed element is from one to five octets” yet “Figure 5.6 specifies this data type” and it shows three octets.

A similar comment applies to 5.2.4.2 OCE8_Unsigned.

UK_T004:

5.2.6 Record representations

The meaning of the specifications is not clear. For example, 5.2.6.2 STF_Data_Table_Extents is defined as:

“axes_bounds : Index_Range[axes_count : Short_Integer_Unsigned]

“

we do not know what this means.

Many other types that are specified in obscure table notation would be better done as standard productions. For example, 5.2.6.3 STF_Data_Table_Sentinel_Type is defined as:

	sentinel_value : Single_Value


	mapped_sentinel_value : Integer_Unsigned


but would be better defined in standard computer science notation as:

STF_Data_Table_Sentinel_Type ::= <sentinel_value><mapped_sentinel_value>

<sentinel_value> ::= Single_Value

<mapped_sentinel_value>::= Integer_Unsigned

Among the problems with the “box” notation are:

a. It is unclear is all elements are required.

b. It is unclear if there can be multiple occurrences of an element

c. It is unclear if the “order” of the listing of the boxes has syntactic implications.

d. Alternatives are very awkward to specify, For example in 5.3.7.14 Element_Type, the first box says “code_type : Element_Code_Type”. Then there are what appear to be three alternatives, but all are keyed to the undefined “code_type” not “Element_Code_Type” in the first box. This could be simply and unambiguously stated in as BNF production

6 Transmittal content representation

UK_T005:

6, throughout
It is difficult to understand the rationale for some changes made to this clause between the CD and FCD versions. 

As one example, consider <non-local specific reference> from 6.2.8.4. In the response document, WG 8 0347, there is no mention of “<non-local specific reference>”.

In the CD version, 6.2.5 described Reference lists. A search of clause 5 and 6 of the CD version found no instances of ““<non-local specific reference>”.

Because “<non-local specific reference>” is found neither in the CD nor in the disposition of comments on the CD ballot, it is hard to understand what response in the disposition document justified the extensive technical change to the document that added this concept and many others,.

The JTC 1 Directives (2003 edition) are very clear concerning how changes shall be documented:

“12.2.4  In order to facilitate the examination of successive versions of CDxe "CD:Disposition of comments"s at various stages of processing, JTC 1 and its SCs shall suitably identify all parts of the text which have been changedxe "CD:Changes to text" since the previous version by issuing the appropriate disposition of comments reportxe "Reports:Disposition of comments".”

We ask the editors to both explain all such changes made to the document and to explain what directions from the editing meeting authorized these changes.

UK_T006:

6, throughput

While some references to elements of the abstract syntax and encoding are in proper form, others are not. Example:


Figure 6.2 — <local reference>


Figure 6.3 — Non-local specific reference general form
The later figure should be captioned “<non-local specific reference> general form”.
This should be fixed throughout.

UK_T007:

6.2, throughout

The terms “object” and “object instance” are not used consistently. For example, 6.2.4 starts out “If this object instance is...” and then slips in the third paragraph into “...of a DRM object A to each DRM object B...”.

UK_T008:

6.2.1  Introduction

The "comments" in the BNF productions that say "(see xxxx)" should be in proper pseudo-code syntax for a comment, so that parenthetical English language statements are not mixed in with BNF.

For example, instead of:

<object instance> ::= <object header>

                                   <object field>*   (see 6.2.7 <object field>)

use a syntax like we do in EDCS where comments follow  "//" on the same line. That is:

<object instance> ::= <object header>

                                   <object field>*   // see 6.2.7

.
UK_T009:

6.2.2 <header control>

The third line of the production:


<association control>

is inconsistent with the sequel:


<associate control>
UK_T010:

6.2.3 <field offset>
In the first sentence “The <field_offset> specifies the offset in octets from the beginning of the object to the first field.” what is “the object”. 6.2.1 defines an “<object instance>” but not an “object”. What does “the first field” mean? Does this mean “the first octet of the <object field> element?

Further, how and where the counting starts and what is counted to needs to be more precisely stated. Similar changes need to be made throughout this clause
UK_T011:
6.2.8.1 Introduction

Abstract productions such as:

<local reference> ::= '1'
                      <LOCAL OBJECT INDEX>
do not seem correct. It is true that the first bit of the encoding of <local reference> is a “1”, but it is a stretch to claim that the “1” is part of its abstract syntax. Either remove these “bit values” or give then an abstract name and then encode them. That is, saying:

<local reference> ::= <LOCAL OBJECT INDEX>
provides just as much abstract syntax as does:

<local reference> ::= '1'
                      <LOCAL OBJECT INDEX>
The encoded representation of <LOCAL OBJECT INDEX> can then have a '1' as its first bit and the rest follow as at present for its encoding definition. Alternatively, these leading bits can be condensed into an element of abstract syntax with a name like "<FLAG_BITS>". That element can then have encoded values on which the values of other fields depend.
Corresponding changes should be made throughout so that abstract syntax will be clearly separate from encoding.
UK_T012:
6.2.8  Encoding of object reference lists

6.2.8.4 <non-local specific reference>

We have a great deal of trouble following this material. It starts with a “general form” that looks like an encoding and that uses elements “index octet 1” and “index octet 2” that do not seem to be further described in the sequel.

6.2.8.3 says “There are three forms of non-local reference” and proceeds to list them. But <non-local specific reference> of 6.2.8.4 is not one of them. But in 6.2.8.1 we find that:

<non-local reference> ::= '0'
                          '0'
                          <non-local specific reference>
and

<non-local specific reference> ::= <near block reference> |
                                   <far block reference> |
                                   <other block reference> |
                                   <inter-transmittal reference>
but what these productions might have to do with the general form in 6.2.8.4 remains a mystery:

	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0
	 
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0
	 
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0

	'0'
	link flag
	reference-specific information 
	 
	index octet 1
	 
	index octet 2


Figure 6.3 — Non-local specific reference general form

We see later in 6.2.8.4.2 that the form of a <near block reference> is:

	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0
	 
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0

	'0'
	l
	'00'
	<NEAR BLOCK INDEX>
	 
	<OBJECT INDEX>


Figure 6.4 — Near-block reference

and Figures 6.3 and 6.4 do not seem consistent yet the production in 6.2.8.1 says that a <non-local specific reference> is one of four choices and one of these is a <near block reference>.
We are too confused to even begin to straighten this out or understand it. Note that this is all new material added since the CD and we do not find it in any response on the CD ballot comments.

UK_T013:

6.2.8.4 <non-local specific reference>

It is very hard to follow the abstract syntax and the encodings when the two are mixed. For example,

a. Looking at “Figure 6.3 — Non-local specific reference general form” we see that these are encoded to start with “0” followed by a “link flag” that may be encoded ‘0’ or ‘1’:
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	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0
	 
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0
	 
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0

	'0'
	link flag
	reference-specific information 
	 
	index octet 1
	 
	index octet 2


Figure 6.3 — Non-local specific reference general form

b. The production at the top of 6.2.8.4.2 says:

“<near block reference> ::= '00' <NEAR BLOCK INDEX>
                                <OBJECT INDEX>”

yet figure 6.4 shows:

	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0
	 
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0

	'0'
	l
	'00'
	<NEAR BLOCK INDEX>
	 
	<OBJECT INDEX>


Figure 6.4 — Near-block reference

That is, the encoding starts with "0" followed by "1", then the "00" from the production at the top of 6.2.8.4.2. The reason that the "link flag" is mysteriously set to "1" is never explained, so how could we divine it from the productions in 6.2.8.1?
Note that 6.2.8.4.1 does a good job of describing how <reference-specific information> is encoded and what it means, but this should be followed up there with a production that lists the alternatives and ties to later detail. This might start:

<reference-specific information> ::= <reference-specific information flag> || <reference-specific block index>

<reference-specific block index> ::= <NEAR BLOCK INDEX> | <HIGH ORDER BLOCK INDEX>

||....

etc.

UK_T014:

6.2.8.4.1  General form

In “a. Bit 6 encodes link flag  element...” the brackets are missing. Shouldn’t there be an element of abstract syntax <link flag> defined above and used here? The first occurrence of the term “link flag” is in 6.2.8.3, and there it is not in “code” font.

Similarly, the element “reference-specific information” should also be in brackets in (b).
UK_T015:

6.2.8.4.2 <near block reference>

In the line: “a. The file index of...”, the concept “file index” is not well defined. Following the definition pointed out in the paragraph above:

“The values of the file index and block index (see 4.3.3.3 Object data and object referencing) for the referenced object are specified as follows:”

we find:

a. There are terms with similar names defined there, only capitalized: “File index”,  “Block index”. The text there says:

“To implement these object references, STF uniquely identifies every object in the transmittal. STF uses a set of three zero-based indices for this purpose. Every object has a reference called an FBO that is comprised of a File index (F), a Block index (B), and an Object index (O). The file index is the index into the STF root file’s master file table. This table specifies in which file the object is located. The block index is the index into the file’s block table that specifies in which block the object is located within the file identified by F. The object index identifies the specific object within the block identified by B.”

b. Trying to understand this, we find in 4.3.2 that: 

“The master file table lists all of the data files that comprise this transmittal.”
c. Searching for the structure of the abstract syntactic element “master file table” we finally find one in 6.3.1.2:

“The master file table shall start at the offset given in the root file header. The master file table shall contain the list of STF object and STF ImgDTData files that comprise the transmittal. Each entry in this list shall be a NULL terminated file name (i.e., a string comprised of  UTF-8 character) of maximum length 256 octets. Path names are not encoded. Unused octets shall be padded with NULL characters. An index into this table shall be used to identify in which file an object is stored. The ‘F’ in an FBO object reference shall be an index into the master file table.”

The problem is that all these definitions are imprecise but can easily be made precise by giving their abstract syntax and then their encodings in a manner similar to the generally excellent and precise definitions in 6.2.. For example, exactly how is the list encoded? If it is just a concatenation of null terminated strings, how can it contain “unused octets”? How is the description in 4.3.2 consistent with the one in 6.3.1.2? Is “STF object and STF ImgDTData files” synonymous with “data files”?

Similar comments apply to the term “file index”.

UK_T016:

6.2.8.4.4 specifically and throughout

Capitalization of syntactic elements is inconsistent. The first production has an element:

<REFERENCED FILE INDEX>

while (b) (i) below says:

<referenced file index> 

UK_T017:

6.2.4.4 Figure 6.6 and paragraph 2, 4th sentence 

The paragraph says: “...The <REFERENCED FILE INDEX> element is encoded as specified in 5.2.4.2 OCE8_Unsigned after index octet 2...”

It is not clear what “after index octet 2.” means in the above.

Next, Figure 6.6 shows no length for <REFERENCED FILE INDEX> while in 5.2.4.2 states that the length is 3 octets. If this is correct, then encoding could be properly displayed in the figure.
UK_T018:

6.2.8.4.5 <inter-transmittal reference>

The production: 

<inter-transmittal reference> ::= '11' <4_BIT_PADDING>
                                       <ITR REFERENCED OBJECTS TABLE INDEX>

and the figure:

	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0
	 
	 

	'0'
	l
	'11'
	xxxx
	 
	<ITR REFERENCED OBJECTS TABLE INDEX>


Figure 6.7 — Inter-transmittal reference

are inconsistent. The “xxxx” should be “<4_BIT_PADDING>” and it should be explained that the second sentence “Bits 0-3 of the first octet are not used and may be encoded with any value.” refers to the element <4_BIT_PADDING>.

UK_T019:

6.2.8.4.5 <inter-transmittal reference>

Both the production and the figure mention a “<ITR REFERENCED OBJECTS TABLE INDEX>. The second sentence and item (a) in the list mentions a “<object reference table index>” not elsewhere defined.

Item (a) refers back to 4.3.2 for a definition of “ITR referenced object table”. The definition there is imprecise:

“ITR referenced object table contains an entry for every ITR reference within this transmittal. Each entry identifies the transmittal and published name of the object being referenced.”

Tracking down the definition of ITR referenced object table in 6.3.1.4:

“The ITR Referenced Object Table shall start at the offset given in the root file header. This shall be used to implement ITR references from this transmittal to other transmittals. The table shall contain an entry for each ITR reference in this transmittal. An entry shall consist of an index into the ITR referenced transmittal list specified as a OCE8_Unsigned number, and a NULL terminated object label (i.e., a string of type STF_Characters) that shall match the published label of an object in the referenced transmittal. The string shall have maximum length of 256 octets including the terminating NULL character. Unused octets in each entry shall be padded with NULL characters.”

It is similarly not formally defined and could benefit from being described in abstract syntax followed by a specification of its encoding. There are many ambiguities with the present definition including:

a. Can the table be empty?

b. How can null-terminated strings have unused octets?

c. What is the “ITR referenced transmittal list”? We can’t find a definition.

d. Does the list contain exactly one entry “for each ITR reference in this transmittal” or can it contain more than one entry “for each ITR reference in this transmittal”?

UK_T020:

6.3.1.1 (and 4.3.3.3)

It is unclear whether the statements in 6.3.1.1:

“All offsets shall be specified in octets from the beginning of the file. An offset is a specification of the number of octets to skip from the beginning of the file.”

and in 4.3.3.3:

“To implement these object references, STF uniquely identifies every object in the transmittal. STF uses a set of three zero-based indices for this purpose”

about “offsets” and “indices” are talking about the same concept. 

UK_T021:

6.3.1.1  Root file header

The concepts File major version number, File minor version number, and software_version and their allowed values are not defined.

UK_T022:

6.3.1.1  Root file header

Statements such as;

1The buffer in which software_version is stored is 64 octets in length. Unused octets shall be padded with NULL characters.

2The buffer in which transmittal_name is stored is 256 octets in length. Unused octets shall be padded with NULL characters.

3The buffer in which root_file_name is stored is 128 octets in length. Unused octets shall be padde35with NULL characters.

are inappropriate in a transmittal format specification. The encoding should be specified instead.

This same language occurs elsewhere and should be fixed there too.

UK_T023:

6.3.1.2 and throughout 6.3.1

Language such as “The master file table shall start at the offset given in the root file header.” is too imprecise, since the figure above gives a precisely defined term “master_file_table_offset”. Instead say:

“The master file table shall start at the offset specified by master_file_table_offset.”

UK_T024:

6.3.2 throughout

Proper abstract syntax and encoding specifications, similar to those in 6.2, should be given throughout.

UK_T025:

6.3.4.4 DT_BLOCK PARAMS object

The meanings of most of the elements are undefined. For example, what does “meaning” mean? Similarly, the encodings are not specified. For example, suppose there is no “EDCS_Unit_Code”? How is that element coded?

7 Conformance

UK_T026:

7.2.2 Conformance of Generators

This clause states: “Conformance of STF generators is defined in terms of conformance to a particular profile of SEDRIS.” The concept of “profile of SEDRIS” is not defined in part 3 and deserves a specific reference to where it is defined (and we think this is in part 1, 4.20). Also note that part 1 does not use the term “profile of SEDRIS” either, so language in parts 1 and 3 needs to be consistent. The correct term is “profile of ISO 18023”.

Further, the second paragraph states “If P is a profile of SEDRIS that conforms to the rules of this clause...”. But there are no rules that we can find for SEDRIS profiles defined in Clause 7 of part 3 of ISO 18023.

UK_T027:

7.2.2, Conformance of generators

The list says:
b. no syntax in violation of part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023; and 

c. generates no structure in violation of part 2 of ISO/IEC 18023.

The terms “structure” and “syntax” are not clear in their meanings. Part 2 itself uses the term “abstract syntax” in clause 6. The word “Structure” appears only in the title of the clause there. Further, it would be better to be very specific and quote the exact subclause(s) of parts 1 and 2 whose syntactic requirements are to be met.

UK_T028:

7.2.2, list item a

Instead of: 

“a. generates only encoded transmittals that conform to the requirements of profile P or is directed to operate in a mode where only such encoded transmittals can be generated;”

It is suggest to use:

“a. may be reliably directed to operate in a mode  that generates only encoded transmittals that conform to the requirements of profile P;”

Of course “always” operating in such a mode would be especially “reliable”.

UK_T029:

7.2.2 a. and 7.2.3, second paragraph
The corresponding language used in these two paragraphs, namely:

(7.2.2 a.) “generates only encoded transmittals”

and

(7.2.3)   “read any STF-encoded transmittal”

is inconsistent and subject to misunderstanding. The same term should be used in both locations to name the transmittal being written or read.

UK_T030:

7.2.3, Conformance of Interpreters, second paragraph

An interpreter must be able to more than be “... able to read any STF-encoded transmittal that conforms to the requirements of profile P...”. This requirement is pretty meaningless if correct understanding of the syntax and semantics does not also happen. As it stands, this requirement is not “testable”.

Further, the term “STF-encoded transmittal” is imprecise. The language in Clause 4 is still rather imprecise also. It talks of the “transmittal format binary encoding” and then says “The name of this binary encoding is SEDRIS Transmittal Format (STF)”. More precise and consistent language is needed throughout in this area. In this instance saying “transmittal encoded according to this part of ISO 18023” would be the most precise thing to say, but also “transmittal encoded using the STF specified in this part of ISO 18023” would also work.

For another example of imprecise language, consider the title of “7.2.1 Conformance of an STF”. What is actually the subject is the conformance of a transmittal (as a set of files) to the binary encoding *format* “STF”. More precise words for this title would be “Conformance of a transmittal to the STF”. Similarly in (b), instead of “syntax of the STF” say “syntax of the transmittal”.

Editorial

Introduction

UK_E001:

Introduction, 1. and elsewhere

Capitalization of “part” in calling out other parts of 18023 is inconsistent. 

In the Introduction it says:

“This part of ISO/IEC 18023 defines a binary encoding technique that allows encoding DRM objects specified in Part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023 according to the abstract syntax specified in Part 2 of ISO/IEC 18023.”
In Clause 1 (Scope)  it says:

“This part of ISO/IEC 18023 defines a binary encoding technique that allows encoding DRM objects specified in part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023 according to the abstract syntax specified in part 2 of ISO/IEC 18023.”

while, for example, 6.2.1 says:

“...Part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023...”
6 Transmittal content representation

UK_E002:

6.1.2

The internal reference to a clause is in incorrect format: “5 Encoding of data types”

UK_E003:

6.2.2

The reference “(see 6.2.2 <header control>).” is self-referential.

UK_E004:

6.2.2, indented material following the 4th paragraph

In “<aggregate control>” the text “'10'  The object has two aggregates. The < aggregate count>...” has an extra space in <aggregate count>.

UK_E005:

6.2.5 

The callout “(see 6.2.8 Encoding of object reference lists)” is in incorrect form for an ISO standard. “(see 6.2.8)” is the correct form. The document should be checked throughout and all similar occurrences fixed

UK_E006:

6.2.5 and elsewhere in clause 6

In the example the symbol “<association list>” is in too small a font.
7 Conformance

UK_E007:

7.2

It would be best to italicize terms when they are defined. For example: “an STF interpreter is a conforming P-interpreter...”
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General Comments

 SEDRIS_G001:  Throughout

The phrase “SEDRIS transmittal” should be replaced with “transmittal”.  The same applies to plural versions.  This includes figures and sub-clause titles.  It is obvious that this specification deals with SEDRIS transmittals, so there is no need to include the word SEDRIS each time.

 SEDRIS_G002: Throughout

References to sub-clauses in Part 1 should be updated to match the correct sub-clause numbers in Part 1.

SEDRIS_G003:  Throughout

Occurrences referring to “part” n should be capitalized.

SEDRIS_G004:  Throughout

Wherever the word “object” refers to DRM class instances, the word “object” should be replaced by “DRM object”. (example in Figure 4.1)

SEDRIS_G005:  Throughout

Wherever the word “table” refers to a list in Part 2, the word “table” should be replaced by “list”. (example in Figure 4.1)

Technical Comments

Index

SEDRIS_T001:  Item 6

The term “SEDRIS data representation model instances” should be “DRM objects”.

Clause 3

SEDRIS_T002:  The only term being defined!

This term should be removed and placed in Part 1.  Further, the term should be “inter-transmittal referencing” (not “reference”).  And the definition should be “mechanism that allows relationship between objects contained in different transmittals”.

SEDRIS_T003:  First sentence

The first sentence should be revised to remove the phrase “and the following”, if the previous comment on Clause 3 is accepted.

Clause 4

SEDRIS_T004:  Introduction, 2nd sentence

The word “one” in the second sentence should be “two”, as the STF  does not allow DRM Objects in the root file.

SEDRIS_T005:  4.2, Purpose, 1st sentence

Remove this sentence.  It is subjective and not related to a normative standard.

SEDRIS_T006:  4.3, item b

The term “transmittal object files” should be “transmittal DRM object files”.

SEDRIS_T007:  4.3, item c

Add “transmittal mesh face table data”.  Turn the now three items in first sentence of c into a list.  Change the term “ImgDTData” to “bulk”.  Change the reference to 4.3.4 to the new title of that sub-clause.

SEDRIS_T008:  4.3.2 STF root file, first sentence

Change the sentence to “An STF root file contains information that pertains to the entire transmittal including support for ITR.”

SEDRIS_T009:  4.3.2 STF root file, third paragraph, only sentence

Change the sentence to “The master file list specifies all the content files that are in this transmittal.”  Current sentence uses “file table”, which another general SEDRIS comment suggests changing to “file list”.  And the term “data files” should be “content files”.

SEDRIS_T010:  4.3.2 STF root file, 5th paragraph, 1st sentence

Change the first sentence to “ITR referenced object list contains an entry for every unique ITR reference within this transmittal”.  The word “unique” should be added.  And “object table” should be “object list”, which is according to another general SEDRIS comment.

SEDRIS_T011:  4.3.3.1 STF object file structure, add sentence

Add the following as the last sentence  “STF blocks that are compressed shall be compressed according to the Gzip standard (see RFC 1952).”

SEDRIS_T012:  4.3.3.2 STF block, 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence

Change the 2nd sentence to:  “Each block is then used to store and organize up to 256 DRM objects”

SEDRIS_T013:  Figure 4.3 — STF block layout

In the last row, change “Object Pointer Table” to “Object pointer table”

SEDRIS_T014:  4.3.3.2 STF block, throughout

STF block should be used instead of block, throughout.

SEDRIS_T015:  4.3.3.3 Object data and object referencing, title

Change title to “4.3.3.3 DRM object data and DRM object referencing”.

SEDRIS_T016:  4.3.3.3 Object data and object referencing, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence

Change the sentence to “DRM object data consists of the association, component, and aggregation relationships for the object as well as any field data”.

SEDRIS_T017:  4.3.3.3 Object data and object referencing, throughout

DRM object should be used instead of STF object when referencing DRM objects.

SEDRIS_T018:  4.3.3.3 Object data and object referencing, 3rd paragraph, 

Add the following as the 2nd sentence:

“This technique for referencing objects is also used for referencing image data, data table, and mesh face table data as described in 4.3.4.1.”

SEDRIS_T019:  4.3.4, Title

Change the title of sub-clause 4.3.4 to “4.3.4 STF bulk data file”.

SEDRIS_T020:  4.3.4.1, Overview, 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence

Append to 2nd sentence the text “, as bulk data objects”.  And throughout change references to objects to “bulk data objects”.

SEDRIS_T021:  4.3.4.1, Overview, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence

Replace “exception of the object data for the individual object.” with “exception that bulk data objects are stored instead of DRM objects”.

SEDRIS_T022:  4.3.4.1, 2nd paragraph, last sentence.

Replace the sentence with:

“However, the types in the object type table are limited to one of the following bulk data objects:


a. IMAGE_DATA


b. MESH_FACE_TABLE_DATA


c. MESH_FACE_TABLE_PARAMETER_DATA


d. DATA_TABLE_ROOT_DATA


e. DATA_TABLE_BLOCK_DATA


f. DATA_TABLE_BLOCK_PARAMETER_DATA

 Also, throughout 4.3.4; change references to above objects to the modified names.

SEDRIS_T023:  4.3.4.1, last paragraph, 1st sentence

Change “same FBO object referencing” to “same FBO referencing”.

SEDRIS_T024:  4.3.4.1, last paragraph throughout

Change “component object” to “component”.

SEDRIS_T025:  4.3.4.1, last paragraph 

Replace the last paragraph with the following text, which is correct and includes mesh face table concepts:

“The image, mesh face table, and data table bulk data objects also use the same FBO referencing mechanism. A component reference from a DRM_Image DRM object to an IMAGE_DATA bulk data object is used to locate the image data for the DRM_Image DRM object. A component reference from a DRM_Mesh_Face_Table DRM object to a MESH_FACE_TABLE_DATA bulk data object is used to locate the mesh face table data for the DRM_Mesh_Face_Table DRM object. DRM_Data_Table DRM objects have component references to DATA_TABLE_ROOT_DATA bulk data objects. While STF considers these components, they do not represent component relationships as defined in the DRM.”

SEDRIS_T026:  4.3.4.2.1, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence

Replace the sentence with:

“A DRM_Data_Table DRM object represents an n-dimensional grid of cells.”

SEDRIS_T027:  4.3.4.2.1, 1st paragraph throughout

Change all occurrences of “DRM_Data_Table” to “DRM_Data_Table DRM object”

SEDRIS_T028:  4.3.4.2.1, 2nd paragraph

All occurrences of “object” should be changed to “bulk data object”.

SEDRIS_T029:  4.3.4.2.2, throughout

Each occurrence of a name of a bulk data object should be followed by the words “bulk data object”.

SEDRIS_T030:  4.3.4.2.2, 1st paragraph, penultimate sentence

Change “have an n-dimensional subextents” to “represents an n-dimensional subextent”.

SEDRIS_T031:  4.3.4.2.2, 1st paragraph, last sentence

“DT_BLOCK_DATA's subextents” should be changed to “DATA_TABLE_BLOCK_DATA subextent”.

SEDRIS_T032:  4.3.4.2.2, 2nd paragraph and throughout 4.3.4.2

Change all occurrences of “block_data_values” to “block data values”, and italicize the first occurrence.

SEDRIS_T033:  4.3.4.2.2, 2nd paragraph, last sentence

Append the following text:

“as specified in the corresponding DATA_TABLE_PARAMETER_DATA bulk data object.”

SEDRIS_T034:  4.3.4.2.2, example, throughout and in 4.3.4.2.3

“block_data_values” should be in the default font (for examples), and should be changed to “block data values”.

SEDRIS_T035:  4.3.4.2.3, 2nd paragraph 2nd sentence

The phrase “and are used to calculate the element values” is in an incorrect font.

SEDRIS_T036:  4.3.4.2.3, Figure 4.5

The three octets should have the same width.

SEDRIS_T037:  4.3.4.2.3, 5th paragraph, 3rd sentence

The code “EVC_TOLERANCE” should be presented in “code” style.

SEDRIS_T038:  4.3.4.2.3, 5th para, penultimate sentence

Replace the phrase “of the elements DRM_Table_Property_Description” with “of the DRM_Table_Property_Description DRM object corresponding to the element”.

SEDRIS_T039:  4.3.4.2.3, 6th paragraph

The first sentence should be deleted, as it is misleading and too specific for the important information in the next sentence.

SEDRIS_T040:  4.3.4.2.3, Example, 2nd sentence

The sentence should be replaced by the following text:

“If an element has a value of -1 within a cell, the meaning is that the element data is missing for that cell.”

SEDRIS_T041:  4.3.4.2.3, antepenultimate and penultimate paragraphs

For consistent presentation, each of these paragraphs should be of the following form:

“For xxx types, the block_data_value is compared to each sentinel in the list of sentinels. If found, the corresponding sentinel value is used. If not found, element_value is computed as follows:”

SEDRIS_T042:  4.3.4.2.3, last paragraph

This paragraph should be appended to the 6th paragraph for consistent presentation.

Clause 5

SEDRIS_T043:  5.1.1, 1st sentence

This sentence should be replaced by the following text:

“Table 5.1 contains the table of contents for this clause.”

SEDRIS_T044:  5.1.2, 1st sentence

This sentence is awkward.  The following replacement text is suggested:

“This clause specifies the encoding of data types.”

SEDRIS_T045:  5.1.3, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence

This sentence is not precise.  The following replacement text is suggested:

“This part of ISO/IEC 18023 presents the encoding of data elements using the following form:”

SEDRIS_T046:  5.1.3, 1st paragraph text after the box

The 1st occurrence of “data type” should be in “code” style.

SEDRIS_T047:  5.1.3, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence

Replace the first paragraph with the following:

“The encoding of data types that occupy single storage storage units (8, 16, 32, or 64 bits) may indicate the bit positions within the storage unit.”

SEDRIS_T048:  5.2.1

This subclause is more general than the topic cited in 5.2. It should be moved to be subclause 5.1.4.

SEDRIS_T049:  5.2.2, 1st paragraph

The 1st sentence is unclear and should be replaced by the following text:

“The STF primitive data types are used to store STF structure information and are also used to encode basic SEDRIS data types (see 5.3).”

SEDRIS_T050:  5.2.2, 2nd and 3rd paragraphs

The phrase “The STF” should be replaced by “This part of ISO/IEC 18023”.

SEDRIS_T051:  5.2.2, 2nd paragraph

The word “memory” should be replaced by “storage unit”.

SEDRIS_T052:  5.2.2, Figure 5.3

The ellipsis should have its dots more separated for greater visibility.

SEDRIS_T053:  5.2.4.1, last sentence

This statement can be interpreted incorrectly. The following text is a suggested replacement:

“Some STF constructs use fixed size integers of length one, two, or four octets.”

SEDRIS_T054:  5.2.4, throughout

All occurrences of a definite article preceding an “OCEx_...” name should use “an”.

SEDRIS_T055:  5.2.4.2, 1st paragraph, last two sentences

The term “LSB” should be defined in the first sentence and not the second.

SEDRIS_T056:  5.2.4.3 and subsequent subclauses

The terms for MSB and LSB should no longer be spelled out, as they were first expanded in 5.2.4.2.

SEDRIS_T057:  5.2.4.4, 3rd sentence

This sentence no longer applies to this data type and should be removed.

SEDRIS_T058:  5.2.5.2 and 5.2.5.3 1st paragraphs

The 1st sentence of each of these subclauses should use the agreed phraseology for referencing the figures: “Figure 5.n specifies the xxx data type.”

SEDRIS_T059:  5.2.5.3, last sentence

The information in this sentence is specified in IEC 60559, which has already been referenced. The sentence should be removed.

SEDRIS_T060:  5.2.6.1

The following sentence should be inserted after the 1st sentence for clarity:

“Some STF-specific record representations use SEDRIS data types as encoded in 5.3.”

SEDRIS_T061:  5.2.6.2

The data type “Index_Range” should be “STF_Index_Range”.

SEDRIS_T062:  5.2.6.4

Remove the range (the 1..30000) from the file_index.

SEDRIS_T063:  5.2.7, 1st sentence

The text “STF” should be “This part of ISO/IEC 18023”.

SEDRIS_T064:  5.3.1, last paragraph

Since SRM data types are encoded in a separate 2nd level subclause, EDCS data types should also be encoded in a subclause of their own.

SEDRIS_T065:  5.3.6 SEDRIS array data types, 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence

In the second sentences replace all current occurrences of “first” with “second”, and all current occurrences of “second” with “first”.

SEDRIS_T066:  5.3.5, 1st para and throughout

The term “SEDRIS transmittal” should be “transmittal”.

Clause 6

SEDRIS_T067:  6.1.2, 1st sentence

The parenthetical expression should be removed as the term is not used in Part 1.

SEDRIS_T068:  6.2.1, abstract syntax

The <aggregate list> construct is improperly indented.

SEDRIS_T069:  6.2.2, description of <field flag>

The parenthetical expressions are redundant and should be removed.

SEDRIS_T070:  6.2.6, 2nd paragraph

Replace “two” with “six” throughout.

SEDRIS_T071:  6.2.7, throughout

The use of the terms “object” and “object instance” should be made consistent with Clause 4.

SEDRIS_T072:  6.2.7, 2nd paragraph

The second parenthetical expression should be removed as its content describes an invalid case.

SEDRIS_T073:  6, throughout

The term “depicted” should be “specified”.

SEDRIS_T074:  6.2.8.3, 2nd paragraph

Insert the following sentence at the beginning of the paragraph:

“All non-local references have a value of '0' for bit 7.”

SEDRIS_T075:  6.2.8.4.1, 1st sentence

The phrase “For non-local references, t” should be simply “T”.

SEDRIS_T076:  6.2.8.4.1, Figure 6.3

In the leftmost octet, the reference-specific information field should be divided into a “reference type” field (bits 4 and 5) and “reference-specific information” (bits 0-3).  The description in b. should be updated to use this new field.

SEDRIS_T077:  6.2.84.1, 2nd paragraph

Replace this paragraph with the following text:

“In each of the <non-local specific reference> types, the meanings of the encoded value that represent the four bit fields that comprise the first octet of a <non-local reference> element as well as how those values affect the number of occurrences of other elements in the production are specified as:”

SEDRIS_T078:  6.2.8.4.1, list

The list should be formatted to use hanging indentation.

SEDRIS_T079:  6.2.8.4.1, item a

Replace item a with the following text:

“The link flag is specified in 6.2.8.3.”

SEDRIS_T080:  6.2.8.4.1, last paragraph, last sentence

“6.2.8.3” should be “6.2.8.4” and should be hyperlinked.

SEDRIS_T081:  6.2.8.4.2, 6.2.8.4.3, and 6.2.8.4.4, items b

The sublist should be formatted using Arabic numerals.

SEDRIS_T082:  6.2.8.4.4, item a

The reference to 6.2.8.6 should be to 6.2.8.4.3.

SEDRIS_T083:  6.3.1.1, Root file header

Both Magic Number and Endianess should be STF_Octet and not STF_Byte_Unsigned.

SEDRIS_T084:  6.3.1.1, Root file header

unique_transmittal_identifier should be an array of Octets and not Byte_Unsigned.

SEDRIS_T085:  6.3.1.1, Root file header

Add the range “1..65535” to the data type for the master_file_table_size.

SEDRIS_T086:  6.3.1.1 Root file header, Note 3

Type error: “padde35” should be “padded”.

SEDRIS_T087:  6.3.1.2 Master file table, 2nd sentence

Delete the expression “NULL terminated”.  Replace the entire parenthesis with “of data type STF_Characters”.  The data type is wrong, and there is no need for parenthetical expression. Also, change the “of” to “with” in the end of that sentence in the phrase “of maximum length 256 octets”.

SEDRIS_T089:  6.3.1.2 Master file table, last sentence

The sentence should be “… an FBO object reference is an index …”  Replace “shall be” with “is”.  Then add the sentence “Files referenced by the master file table include both object and bulk data files.  There may be 1 to 65536 of these content files.  Indexes into this table are zero-based.”

SEDRIS_T090:  6.3.1.3 ITR referenced transmittal table, 3rd sentence

Delete the expression “NULL terminated”.  Replace the expression in the parenthesis with “of data type URN”.  The data type is wrong, and there is no need for parenthetical expression.

SEDRIS_T091:  6.3.1.4 ITR referenced object table, 1st sentence

Fix capitalization of “Referenced Object Table”.

SEDRIS_T092:  6.3.1.4 ITR referenced object table, 4th sentence

Delete the expression “NULL terminated”.  Replace the entire parenthesis with “of data type STF_Characters”.  The data type is wrong, and there is no need for parenthetical expression.

SEDRIS_T093:  6.3.1.4 ITR referenced object table, penultimate sentence

Add “a” to the phrase “The string shall have maximum…”.

SEDRIS_T094:  6.3.1.5 Published object table, the Note

Remove the note.  STF_Characters is a NULL terminated string.

SEDRIS_T095:  6.3.2.1 Overview, 1st paragraph

Delete the first paragraph.  Other comments correct the content of the 1st paragraph elsewhere, and the paragraph is no longer needed.

SEDRIS_T096:  6.3.2.1 Overview, third paragraph

Correct the misspelling of “production” in the third paragraph.

SEDRIS_T097:  6.3.2.2 File header

Change the data type of magic_number to STF_Octet (instead of STF_Byte_Unsigned).

SEDRIS_T098:  6.3.2.3 Referenced file table, 1st sentence

Change “reference file table” to “referenced file table”.

SEDRIS_T099:  6.3.2.4 Block table, 1st sentence

Change “depicted” to “specified”.

SEDRIS_T100:  6.3.2.4 Block table, 2nd sentence

Change the second sentence to “The values of the block offset need not be monotonically increasing.” 

SEDRIS_T101:  6.3.2.4 Block table, add a new sentence

Add the following to the end of the 1st paragraph “Indexes into this table are zero-based.” 

SEDRIS_T102:  6.3.2.5 Compressed block table, add a new sentence

Add the following to the end of the 1st paragraph “Indexes into this table are zero-based.” 

SEDRIS_T103:  6.3.2.5 Compressed block table, the data type

Change the data type from “STF_Short_Integer_Unsigned” to “STF_Integer_Unsigned”.

SEDRIS_T104:  6.3.3.3 Object type table, 2nd sentence

Change the parenthetical “288 bytes” to “288 octets”.

SEDRIS_T105:  6.3.3.3 Object type table, last sentence

Move the last sentence to a new overview sub-section under 6.3.4.  See the corresponding comment on 6.3.4.

SEDRIS_T106:  6.3.3.4 Object type table, last two sentences

Move the last two sentences to a new overview sub-section under 6.3.4.  See the corresponding comment on 6.3.4.

SEDRIS_T107:  6.3.4 STF ImgDTData files, title

Change title to “STF bulk data files”.

SEDRIS_T108:  6.3.4 STF ImgDTData files, add Overview section

Add the following overview sub-clause to 6.3.4.  Renumber the subsequent sub-clauses.

6.3.4 STF bulk data files

6.3.4.1 Overview

DRM_Image, DRM_Mesh_Face_Table  and DRM_Data_Table DRM objects represent potentially very large sets of data. Such data is stored in STF bulk data files that are encoded in the same manner as STF object files except that the object types in the STF block’s object type table (see 6.3.3.3 Object type table) do not represent DRM classes, but instead specify the type of an STF bulk object as specified in Table 6.n:

Table 6.n — Bulk data objects

	Bulk data object
	Object type value

	IMAGE_DATA
	511

	MESH_FACE_TABLE_DATA
	510

	MESH_FACE_TABLE_PARAMETER_DATA
	509

	DATA_TABLE_ROOT_DATA
	508

	DATA_TABLE_BLOCK_DATA
	507

	DATA_TABLE_BLOCK_PARAMETER_DATA
	506


DRM_Image, DRM_Mesh_Face_Table  and DRM_Data_Table objects reference their data using component object references to IMAGE_DATA, MESH_FACE_TABLE_DATA, or DATA_TABLE_ROOT_DATA bulk data objects respectively. These component object references are encoded as specified in 6.2 DRM object structure syntax and encoding but do not represent actual DRM component relationships.

6.3.4.1 IMAGE_DATA bulk data object

…  [keep this section as-is]
6.3.4.2 MESH_FACE_TABLE_DATA and MESH_FACE_TABLE_PARAMETER_DATA bulk data objects

The DRM_Mesh_Face_Table object has one or more component references to MESH_FACE_TABLE_DATA bulk data objects with each reference having a link object reference to a MESH_FACE_TABLE_PARAMETER_DATA bulk data object.  These MESH_FACE_TABLE_DATA and MESH_FACE_TABLE_PARAMETER_DATA bulk data objects encode the mesh face table and optional adjacent face table associated with a DRM_Mesh_Face_Table object. 

These tables have dimensions specified by the DRM_Mesh_Face_Table fields  num_mesh_faces (rows) and max_mesh_node_count (columns). The table values are Integer_Positive values. Since these tables may be very large, the mesh face table and adjacent face data tables are partitioned such that each MESH_FACE_TABLE_DATA bulk data object may encode a subset of the rows for the mesh face table or for the adjacent face table. The corresponding MESH_FACE_TABLE_PARAMETER_DATA bulk data object specifies the rows encoded and whether the table is a mesh face table or the adjacent face table.

The following encodes the MESH_FACE_TABLE_PARAMETER_DATA fields:

	adjacent_face_data_flag : Boolean


	start_mesh_face : Integer_Positive


	number_mesh_faces : Integer_Positive


The MESH_FACE_TABLE_DATA bulk data objects encode the actual values of a mesh face table or adjacent face table. This is a two-dimensional array of Integer_Positive values with the first dimension given by the number_mesh_faces field of the corresponding MESH_FACE_TABLE_PARAMETER_DATA bulk data object and the second dimension given by the maximum_mesh_node_count field of the DRM_Mesh_Face_Table DRM object. 

6.3.4.3 DATA_TABLE_ROOT_DATA bulk data object 

… [keep this section as-is
SEDRIS_T109:  6.3.4.1 IMAGE_DATA object, 1st sentence

Add the term “object” at the end of the 1st sentence.

SEDRIS_T110:  6.3.4.1 IMAGE_DATA object, the last two sentences

Replace the last two sentences with “These component references shall be ordered according to the mip level number from smallest to largest.”

SEDRIS_T111:  6.3.4.1 IMAGE_DATA object, 2nd paragraph

Move this paragraph into the Overview section for 6.3.4 (see previous/related comment).

SEDRIS_T112:  6.3.4.2 DT_Data object, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence

Change “DRM_Data Table” to “DRM_Data_Table”.

SEDRIS_T113:  6.3.4.2 DT_Data object, 1st paragraph

Add the following sentence to the beginning of the first paragraph “A DT_DATA object represents all of the values for a single property for a DRM_Data_Table object as specified by the corresponding DRM_Table_Property_Description object.”

SEDRIS_T114:  6.3.4.2 DT_Data object, 1st paragraph, 4th, 5th, and 6th sentences

Replace these sentences with “These DT_DATA objects shall be ordered in the same order as the DRM_Table_Property_Description objects for the DRM_Data_Table object.”

SEDRIS_T115:  6.3.4.2 DT_Data object, 2nd paragraph

Delete this paragraph and merge it into the Overview section for 6.3.4 (see previous/related comment).

SEDRIS_T116:  6.3.4.2 DT_Data object, 4th paragraph, 1st sentence

The “which do” should be “that do”.

SEDRIS_T117:  6.3.4.2 DT_Data object, 4th paragraph, 2nd sentence

Delete the second sentence.  There are no fields, so no need to make this statement.

SEDRIS_T118:  6.3.4.2 DT_Data object, 5th paragraph

Replace the entire paragraph (including the bit lay out) with “The object header is as described in 6.2.2 <header control>.”

SEDRIS_T119:  6.3.4.3 DT_BLOCK_DATA Object, 1st sentence

Change first sentence to “Block data array size specifies the size in octets of the block data array stored in the block.”

SEDRIS_T120:  6.3.4.3 DT_BLOCK_DATA Object, 2nd sentence

Change “Byte_Unsigned” to “STF_Octet”

SEDRIS_T121:  6.3.4.3 DT_BLOCK_DATA Object, 2nd sentence

Delete this paragraph and merge it into the Overview section for 6.3.4 (see previous/related comment).

SEDRIS_T122:  6.3.4.3 DT_BLOCK_DATA Object, in the box

Change “Byte_Unsigned” to “STF_Octet”

SEDRIS_T123:  6.3.4.4 DT_BLOCK_PARAMS object, 1st sentence

Change the last word of the first sentence from “data” to “bulk data object”.

SEDRIS_T124:  6.3.4.4 DT_BLOCK_PARAMS object, title and through out

Replace “DT_BLOCK_PARAMS object” with “DATA_TABLE_BLOCK_PARAMETER_DATA bulk data object”.

SEDRIS_T125:  6.3.4.4 DT_BLOCK_PARAMS object, 2nd sentence

Delete this paragraph and merge it into the Overview section for 6.3.4 (see previous/related comment).

SEDRIS_T126:  6.3.4.4 DT_BLOCK_PARAMS object, 3rd paragraph

Change “this object” to  “DATA_TABLE_BLOCK_PARAMETER_DATA bulk data object”.

Clause 7

SEDRIS_T127:  7.2.2 Conformance of generators, list items b and c

In item c change “structure” to “transmittal structure”.

Editorial Comments

Index

SEDRIS_E001:  Hyperlink at the bottom of the pages.

We need to ask ITTF to provide URLs for each of the SEDRIS standards.

SEDRIS_E002:  Item 5 and 6

The term “part 1” should be capitalized.

Introduction

SEDRIS_E003:  First sentence

Change the phrase “defines a binary encoding technique that allows encoding DRM” to “defines a binary encoding for DRM”.

Scope

SEDRIS_E004:  First sentence

Change the phrase “defines a binary encoding technique that allows encoding DRM” to “defines a binary encoding for DRM”.

SEDRIS_E005:  First sentence

Both terms “part 1” and “part 2” should be capitalized.

Clause 2

SEDRIS_E006:  Table, all hyperlinks

All hyperlinks should be replaced by a suitable hyperlinks in the text “ISO/IEC” or “IEC”.

SEDRIS_E007:  Table, The title of the first three & last reference in the table

Remove the period at the end of the each title in the first three and the last references.

SEDRIS_E008:  Table, SEDRIS-related references

The references should be made current at the time of next publication of this specification. 

Clause 4

SEDRIS_E009:  4.3.4.2.3, 3rd paragraph, last sentence

The sentence is in an incorrect font.

SEDRIS_E010:  4.3.4.2.3, 6th paragraph

The entire paragraph is in an incorrect font.

SEDRIS_E011:  4.3.4.2.3, 1st paragraph following the example

All but the last sentence is in an incorrect font. 

Clause 5

SEDRIS_E012:  5.2.4.3, 3rd sentence

“A MSB” should be “An MSB”.

Clause 6

SEDRIS_E013:  6.2.1, 1st sentence

“6.3.” should be “6.3 ”, remove the period.

SEDRIS_E014:  6.2.8.4.1, last paragraph

“depends” should be “depend”
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