
ISO/IEC JTC 1 SC 24 N 2557






        ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 24/WG 8 N0346
Disposition of comments
on

ISO/IEC CD 18023-2

US NB Position on

ISO/IEC Committee Draft 18023-2

The US votes to approve ISO/IEC CD 18023-2 with the following comments:

General

US_G001: 

Check entire document for formatting.  Some clauses have the words justified such as the Introduction and some of them have the words aligned left.  The document shall be formatted per ISO/IEC directives with regard to justification and formatting.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
US_G002: 

Throughout the document the reference to the other Parts of 18023 are made inconsistently.  Some time Part X of this International Standard is used other times Part X of 18023 is used as well as 18023-X.  Refer to the directives for proper referencing of other parts of 18023 and make the hyperlinks referring to 18023 consistent.

RESPONSE:   The correct form is “Part x of 18023”. The document will be updated to use the correct form for each reference.
US_G003: 

On the Index Page under scope; change “defines the problem area” to “specifies the technology area” that part 3 of this International Standard addresses.  Similarly change all references to this International Standard to be Part 3 of this International Standard.

RESPONSE:   Accepted except that this applies to the index page of Part 2.
US_G004: The first letters of the words of a phrase should be capitalized because they are indicating the letters used for the acronym such as, “application program interface (API)” and “abstract transmittal format (ATF)”.  See Introduction for API and Clause 4 for ATF. Research the ISO/IEC directives.  Follow directives on capitalization of acronyms and abbreviations.  Apply consistent usage throughout this International Standard.
RESPONSE:   Capitalization consistent with Part 1 will be used.
Technical

Foreword

US_T001:  

Problem:  5th paragraph has the words, “Further parts will follow.”  Are these required by ISO?  If not, this is not an accurate statement.  There are not any more standards being proposed for the SEDRIS Technology.  The word “will” implies there are other SEDRIS Technologies that will follow in this series.  

Recommendation: If this sentence has to remain, the word should be changed to “may”.  This also makes the wording similar to that in 18023-1.

RESPONSE:   See UK_T013.
Clause 2: Normative References

US_T002:

Problem:  Do not see use of ISO/IEC 10641

Recommendation: If not used, remove from Normative References
RESPONSE:   Accepted.
Clause 4: Concepts

US_T003: Figure 4.1

Problem: The diagram incorrectly shows the expansion of the “ith” component.  The lower dotted line between the middle and right hand components of the figure be connect to the lower boundary of  "Data Object 1" or should both the upper and lower dotted lines be associated with the unlabeled Data Object below Data Object 1?  The latter would be consistent with the rest of the figure.

Recommendation: Fix appropriately.

RESPONSE:   See UK_T031. But this comment will be considered when producing the replacement drawing.
US_T004: 4.2.3 Role, last sentence

Problem:  Other encodings do not provide other "ATF representations" but "representation that are complaint with the ATF".

Recommendation: Reword sentence as follows:

"Other encodings are allowed and would provide ATF complaint representations for their own purposes (see 6.3 Conformance of private encodings)."

RESPONSE:   The following text will be used:

“Other encodings are allowed and would provide representations for their own purposes that are compliant with the ATF (see 6.3 Conformance of private encodings).”
Clause 6: Conformance

US_T005:  

Problem:  There is not any statement regarding conformance of other transmittals or standard encodings  

Recommendation: Add such a statement.

RESPONSE:   Additional text will be provided that specifies the rules under which an encoding can be considered conformant to ATF.
Editorial

Index

US_E001: index.html page, SEDRIS logo

Change the html source reference to the SEDRIS logo from “sedris.gif” to “SEDRIS.gif” to match the actual SEDRIS logo filename.  The logo appears when viewed locally, but currently does not appear when viewed across the SEDRIS web site, because the SEDRIS web site is case-sensitive to filename references.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
US_E002: All file headers

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.

RESPONSE:   A standard SEDRIS 150x150 logo will be used.
US_E003: index.html file, 1st paragraph

Correct the typographical error “Computer graphicsa and” to read “Computer graphics and”.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
US_E004: index.html file, last sentence

Correct the typographical error “encodings?provides” to read “encodings provides”.

RESPONSE:   See UK_E002.
US_E005: Title Page 

Add period to end of first sentence after table.  Starts with "The Foreword…"

RESPONSE:   See UK_E001.
Introduction

US_E006: Introduction, Design Goals 1st sentence

Remove "defined" at end of sentence.

RESPONSE:   See UK_T020.
US_E007: Introduction

The list in the Introduction contains sentences and should follow the ISO/IEC directives about their construction.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
Foreword

US_E008: Foreword, 3rd paragraph

Change the hyperlink under “http://www.sedris.org” to point to “http://www.sedris.org” rather than to “http://www.vrml.org”.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
Clause 2: Normative References

US_E009: 2, table

Correct the last entry in the Reference column to make the text consistent.  It uses a different size font, and is left-aligned differently, than the other entries in this column of the table.

RESPONSE:   Moot.
Clause 3: Definitions

US_E010: 3.8

Correct the font used for this term’s definition.  The definition employs a header font style, rather than the font style for a text paragraph.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
Clause 4: Concepts

US_E011: Table 4.1

Correct all the hyperlinks in this table.  None of them work.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
Clause 5: Transmittal Structure

US_E012: Table 5.1

Correct spelling and capitalization by changing “5.2.2 Extternal Element Grammar” to read “5.2.2 External element grammar” .

RESPONSE:   Moot per UK_T024.
US_E013: 5.2.1

Change the typographical error “<DATA TABLE DATA FILE REFERENCE.” to read “<DATA TABLE DATA FILE REFERENCE>”.  Replace the ending “.” with a “>”.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
US_E014: 5.2.9

In <OBJECT INSTANCE>, delete the extra space between “DRM_Image” and “objects only”.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
US_E015: 5.2.9

Change both “ISO/IEC 18023-1” references to read “Part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023 (see 2.[I18023-1])”.

RESPONSE:   The reference will be “Part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023” and this will by hyperlinked to Clause 2.
Clause 6: Conformance

US_E016: Table 6.1

Correct the 6.2.1 Introduction hyperlink.  It does not work because it points to an incorrectly named bookmark.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
US_E017: 6.2.3, 1st sentence

Change “… transmittal fully conforms to this part … shall” to read “… transmittal fully that conforms to this part … shall”.

RESPONSE:   The text “fully conforms” will be changed to “that fully conforms”.
Annex A: A guideline for encodings

US_E018: Table A.1

Correct the “A.3 External elements” hyperlink. It does not work because it points to an incorrectly named bookmark.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
US_E019: A.2

Correct the section number. This section (A.2 Introduction) is missing the section number (A.2).

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
US_E020: A.3, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence

There is a problem with Subject/Verb plurality.  Suggest changing “Uses of … include, but is not limited to …” to read “Uses of … include, but are not limited to …”.

RESPONSE:   Moot.
US_E021: A.5, 4th sentence

Change “They only provided improved navigation …” to read “They only provide improved navigation …”.

RESPONSE:   Moot.
UK National Body Comments on

SEDRIS Part 2 – Abstract transmittal format

Committee Draft ISO/IEC 18023-2

 (ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 24 WG 8 N0320)

The UK votes to DISAPPROVE CD 18023-2 for the reasons given below.  Acceptance of these reasons and appropriate changes in the text will change the vote to APPROVAL.

The UK National Body was not able to obtain a consensus on comments UK_G007, UK_T032 and UK_T042. Two individual opinions have therefore been given for each of these comments to assist discussion and resolution at the editing meeting.

General

UK_G001:  

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. Here is one example for file: “Clause 3--Glossary.htm”:

Validation results from http://validator.w3.org/ :

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 61, column 29: end tag for element "P" which is not open (explain...). 

       <h3>3.8 transmittal format</p>

                                    ^

   2.Line 63, column 2: document type does not allow element "P" here; missing one of "APPLET", "OBJECT", "MAP", "IFRAME", "BUTTON" start-tag 

       <p>platform-independent interchange format for <a href="#SEDRISTransmittal">SEDR

         ^

   3.Line 65, column 6: end tag for "H3" omitted, but its declaration does not permit this (explain...). 

       </body>

             ^

   4.Line 61, column 0: start tag was here (explain...). 

       <h3>3.8 transmittal format</p>

       ^

We note that the html for file “Clause1--Scope.html” does pass validation. All other files fail validation. File “Cover--Part2.html” gets a serious error: “Fatal Error: No DOCTYPE specified!”

RESPONSE:   Accepted in principle.
UK_G002:  

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.
RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_G003:  

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.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_G004:  

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.
RESPONSE:   Hyperlinks will be made visible so that print outs of the HTML will retain the URL information.
UK_G005:  

Entire document 
The language throughout is still too informal and imprecise. We have tried to write comments on most specific cases, but want to also cover this with a general comment so that the editors can be better instructed to make the required changes. Here is the “informal” language and the suggested formal and consistent new language for each:

	informal language
	formal replacement
	rationale

	transmittal
	SEDRIS transmittal
	The term “transmittal” is never defined. (However, "SEDRIS transmittal" is now defined in Clause 4 of Part 1)

	abstract transmittal format
	abstract SEDRIS transmittal format
	The term “transmittal” is not defined (except in Part 1). While the “SEDRIS” may not be needed in the title (it prefixes it!) it is needed in internal wording.

	concrete encoding
	encoding
	The extra word “concrete” adds nothing. Saying an  “abstract SEDRIS transmittal format" can be “encoded” is sufficient, because all "encodings" we are talking about give physical representation to abstract syntax. I.e., an encoding is always concrete.

	ATF
	abstract SEDRIS transmittal format
	The contraction ATF is not used consistently. It should be either be introduced once and then used consistently throughout or it should be removed.

	object instance 
	DRM class instance
	These are, in fact, not instances of any object, but only of DRM classes. Using both phrases interchangeably is confusing


Note that the multipart nature of this standard leads to some anomalies. Is it obvious that “SEDRIS, Part 2: Abstract transmittal format” means that this is an “abstract” format for a “SEDRIS” transmittal” and not just for a “transmittal”? It seems better to change the title to “abstract SEDRIS transmittal format”, even if that puts two SEDRIS’s in the full title. The alternative is to reduce to “transmittal” throughout in all parts rather than “SEDRIS transmittal”.
RESPONSE:   Accepted in principle.
UK_G006:  

Entire document 

It is very important that a standard defining abstract syntax defines a complete syntax that gives elements at all levels necessary to encode the functionality to be encoded.  Extensive experience within SC 24 and elsewhere has demonstrated that this is a key principle that must be followed. The CGM (ISO 8632) is a prime example of such a separation of abstract syntax from encoding as are VRML and the other Web3D standards.  Reasons for this include:

1. Implementers have a single source document from which the complete abstract syntax can be determined and implemented. (They still have to check SEDRIS Part 1 to get the semantics that are not in Part 2.)

2. It is possible to convert between encodings with relative ease if they are based on a common set of data types and elements.  If each encoding is allowed to make up its own data types and element syntax, then such conversions are much more difficult.

3. It is much easier to check that the specification of an abstract format is complete and correct if all the needed material is gathered together in one place.

SEDRIS Part 2 falls far short of defining the required information, even by reference. The needed information seems to reside in both SEDRIS Part 1 and SEDRIS Part 3 (although this is hard to confirm without excessive work.)

First, here in outline form, is the information that should be added (specific needed wording can be drawn from ISO 8632 and perhaps even from SEDRIS parts 1 and 3):

1. A set of primitive data should to be defined.  A good example is Integer as an abstract concept representing a mathematical integer. Such an abstract Integer can then be encoded one or more ways in a binary encoding (as 8, 16, 32, or more bits of binary data in a specified format) and another way or ways in a text encoding (as a character string).

2. Using this primitive data, the elements of the SEDRIS transmittal format can then be defined.

3. Finally, the abstract syntax that is already provided in this clause can be used to define allowable relationships among elements.

Next, the good news is that this information is largely present in SEDRIS Part 1 and SEDRIS Part 3 already! In SEDRIS Part 1, Clause 5, Fundamental data types, and in particular 5.2, Basic fundamental data types, defines the needed information. It just needs to be called in to Part 2 by reference, so that requirements can be levied on encodings that conform to Part 2 to properly provide encodings for each type.

Given the structure of SEDRIS Part 2, the needed additional text can either be a new clause or Clause 5 can be expanded in title and content to incorporate the needed information.  Certainly these basic and structured fundamental data types are necessary to fully specify the abstract syntax of a SEDRIS transmittal. The specification of the complete abstract syntax should not be left to each encoding to accomplish.

Here is the suggested text:

“An encoding that conforms to this part of this International Standard of shall:

a. encode each of the basic fundamental data types specified in 5.2 of Part 1 of this International Standard; and

b. encode each of the structured fundamental data types specified in 5.3 of Part 1 of this International Standard.”

Once the above text is added, the only missing piece of abstract syntax is specifying how the fundamental data types are organized into the elements that make up a SEDRIS transmittal.  Some of these are at present “terminals” in the formal grammar in Clause 5 with other details left up to the encoding.  This needs to be corrected and it can be done by adding additional text that adapts material from Part 3. Below is part of that text. The remainder can be crafted at the editing meeting if this approach is affirmed by that meeting.

We first need a convention for describing an abstract type in the encoding based on information defined in Part 1. This text does that:

“There is one terminal symbol in the grammar for each basic fundamental data type defined in 5.2 of Part 1 of this International Standard. This symbol is created by using the name of the data type in all upper case letters enclosed by the production symbols “<” and “>”.

EXAMPLE
The grammar element corresponding to basic fundamental data type EDCS_Integer (see 5.2.2 of Part 1 of this International Standard) is <EDCS_INTEGER>.

Because the terminal symbols for these grammar elements can be easily derived, they are not all listed in this part of this International Standard.”

Next, we need to describe elements of formal grammar that are “implicit” in Parts 1 and 3 but not “explicit” in Part 2.  This includes the productions for structured types.

Dealing first with the selection data types from 5.2.5, Selection data types, of SEDRIS Part 1 the following text should suffice:

“There is one production in the grammar for each selection fundamental data type defined in 5.2.5 of Part 1 of this International Standard. The non-terminal symbol is created by using the name of the data type in all lower case letters with underscores instead of spaces and enclosed by the production symbols “<” and “>”.  The right hand side of the production similarly uses terminal symbols whose names are derived from the names of the selection options in all upper case letters with underscores instead of spaces. 

EXAMPLE
The selection fundamental data type Time_Significance specified in 5.2.5.50 of Part 1 of this International Standard has the following corresponding grammar production:

<Time_Significance> ::= <ANALYSIS> | <CERTIFICATION_DATE> |<CREATION_DATE> | <FORECAST> | <MODIFICATION_DATE> | <OBSERVATION> | <OCCURRENCE> | <PERIOD_OF_CONTENT> | <PUBLICATION_DATE> | <REFERENCE> | <REVISION_DATE>

Because the productions for these grammar elements can be easily derived from their specifications in Part 1 of this International Standard, they are not all listed in this part of this International Standard.”

Dealing next with record data types that comprise the majority from 5.3.3, Record data types, of SEDRIS Part 1, the following text should suffice:

“There are one or more productions in the grammar for each structured fundamental data type defined in 5.3 of Part 1 of this International Standard. The non-terminal symbol is created by using the name of the data type in all lower case letters with underscores instead of spaces and enclosed by the production symbols “<” and “>”.  The right hand side of the production similarly uses non-terminal symbols whose names are derived from the names of the fields of the structure, again in all lower case letters with underscores instead of spaces. Next, each non-terminal is expanded by another production into either a terminal symbol or a non-terminal symbol defined elsewhere.

EXAMPLE
The structured fundamental data type Absolute_Time_Interval_Fields is specified in 5.3.3.3 of Part 1 of this International Standard as:

Absolute_Time_Interval_Fields ::= {
   time_significance              Time_Significance;
   delta_days                     Integer;
   delta_hours                    Byte_Unsigned;
   delta_minutes                  Byte_Unsigned;
   delta_seconds                  Long_Float;
}

The corresponding grammar productions are:

<absolute_time_interval_fields> ::= <time_significance> <delta_days> <delta_hours> <delta_minutes> <delta_seconds>

<time_significance> 
::= <Time_Significance>

delta_days 

::= <INTEGER>

delta_hours 

::= <BYTE_UNSIGNED>

delta_minutes 

::= <BYTE_UNSIGNED>

delta_seconds

::= <LONG_FLOAT>

Because the productions for these grammar elements can be easily derived from their specifications in Part 1 of this International Standard, they are not all listed in this part of this International Standard.”

Finally we need to deal with the full abstract syntax for symbols defined in Part 2 but not expanded at present. Here are two examples as best we can piece them together

“<DRM CLASS NAME> ::= <string> where the contents of the <String> is one of the Class names specified in Table 6.4 through Table 6.325 of Part 1 of this International Standard.”

<COMPONENT REFERENCE> ::= ? (we cannot figure out what this should be after considerable effort reading both Parts 1 and 3)

Finally, the full abstract syntax in BNF needs to be defined in a single place, in order to assist the implementers. This could be in Part 1 or a normative annex could be added to SEDRIS Part 2. 

RESPONSE:   Each of the non-terminals will be more explicitly defined and mapped to the concepts of Part 1. The suggested rewrite above will be considered when preparing the next draft.
UK_G007:  

Entire document
There are few explicit ties between the grammar in Part 2 and any material in Part 1 or Part 3. Furthermore, those that do exist are difficult to find. An implementer must “assume” that symbols in the grammar have syntax and semantics of similarly named items in Parts 1 and 3.  This is not acceptable and must be corrected.  In fact there should be no dependencies in Part 2 (abstract syntax) on any material in Part 3 (one specific encoding).  For example, none of the symbols in the grammar is explicitly tied to anything defined in Part 1. 

To give one specific example, this part defines a symbol <DRM CLASS NAME>. In Part 1, we find in 6.2, DRM class definitions, the notion of a “DRM class name” which is not formally defined, but used only as a title for certain tables. The tables defining classes have no entries called “DRM class name”, but they do have a field called “Class” with entries such as “<DRM Absolute Time Interval>” (an odd notation a bit like the BNF in Part 2) that we assume is meant to be the class name. So it is unclear how <DRM CLASS NAME> corresponds with any notion in Part 1. 

There is no justification that we can discern for this lack of specificity in Part 2. In this example, <DRM CLASS NAME> should not be a terminal symbol. It could be defined as a being one of a finite set of choices (each a terminal and each explicitly tied to a class defined in Part 1). It might also be a structured type <string> whose values come from a well-specified set of values defined by reference to Part 1.

For another specific example, Part 2 defines a symbol <COMPONENT REFERENCE>. When we look in Part 1 we see no item called anything similar to “COMPONENT REFERENCE”. In Part 3 we do see that many tables in Clause 6 contain something called a “component reference list” but we see not easily found definition for what that is of how that might toes to Part 2. So we are unable to suggest a potential definition.

In summary, every grammar element in Part 2 needs its abstract syntax fully specified in Part 2. We regret that we have been unable to provide these definitions in all cases in this comment despite our best efforts to do so. An implementer would have similar difficulties.

The UK also submits the following alternative opinion on this comment;

There are explicit ties to material in Part 1 as indicated in Clauses 5 & 6.  In addition, the term <DRM CLASS NAME> is a term from part 1 that need only be defined in Part 2 as it is a concept in part 1 but a symbol in part 2. I disagree completely with the statement that it does not correspond with any notion in Part 1. The notion is clear from standard English meaning of the term. Note that <DRM CLASS NAME> is a concept that may be represented in any of several means (numbers, strings, IDs, etc.) depending on the type of encoding being developed. It should not be forced to be a string or a number (i.e., a code) or any other construct. It should remain a concept whose encoding is specified in each concrete encoding. There should not be a list of valid DRM class names specified in Part 2 as this is the business of Part 1. Part 1 should list the names (as it does) and Part 2 should specify that those names should be encoded in a manner appropriate for a concrete encoding. Only the concept of the name needs to be specified in the abstract syntax.

RESPONSE:   See UK_G006.
UK_G008:

Entire document

All changes necessary to be compatible with part 1 should be made to this document.

RESPONSE:   Accepted in principle.
Technical

Cover Page

UK_T001:  
The entire cover page

This file should be removed for two reasons. First, it is misleading because it incorrectly states the status of the document it accompanies is an “International Standard”. Second, by agreement with ITTF, only the version of a standard developed under a cooperative agreement that is published by ISO can carry and ISO cover page (and this malformed page might be easily mistaken for an official ISO cover page).  ITTF (not the editors) generate this cover page for the FDIS. The SC 24 Secretariat generates the page for the CD and FCD ballots. WDs carry no cover page (other than the first “index” page).

Note that the version published by the Consortium can carry a Consortium cover page. 

RESPONSE:   The cover page will be removed.
UK_T002:

Cover page title

The title of the committee developing the CD is incorrect.

RESPONSE:   Moot.
Index

UK_T003:

Index top of page

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

RESPONSE:   The logos are being retained in SEDRIS parts.
UK_T004:

Index - All material following the TOC

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

RESPONSE:   The material will be included to be consistent with Part 1.
UK_T005:

Index title

M-dashes should be coded here (and throughout) as “&#8212;” and not as “&mdash;” so they will display correctly on most browsers. All browsers conforming to version 4 and beyond of HTML will recognize the &#xxxx; form of a character entity relationship. Remember that this is an International Standard to be used worldwide including in countries where the IT infrastructure is not as advanced as in the US. We should take reasonable steps to aid users in these countries.

RESPONSE:   All mdashes will be changed to “&#8212”.
UK_T006:

Index title

The full title (the “SEDRIS” part) is missing.

RESPONSE:   The title of the index page will be made consistent with the title of the Scope clause.
UK_T007:

Index first sentence

The title of the document is incorrect in “This document is ISO/IEC 18023-2, the SEDRIS Abstract transmittal format.” The term “SEDRIS” is not a part of the title of this part (as evidenced by usage elsewhere).

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 2 (Abstract transmittal format) of ISO/IEC 18023, SEDRIS.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_T008:

Index - second paragraph following the TOC

The sentence: “The Introduction describes the purpose, design criteria, and characteristics of this part of ISO/IEC 18023.” no longer agrees with the contents of the Introduction. There are “design goals” not “design criteria” and there are no “characteristics”.

RESPONSE:   The description will be updated to describe the content of the Introduction of Part 2.
UK_T009:

Index - third paragraph following the TOC

In “The following clauses define this part of ISO/IEC 18023:” the clauses do not  “define” this part so much as they “are” this part. The following wording would be better: “ISO/IEC 18023-2 contains the following clauses:”
RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_T010:

Index - third paragraph following the TOC, list item 1
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 Editor to be correct.

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

RESPONSE:   Accepted in principle.
UK_T011:

Index - fourth paragraph following the TOC
Annexes are not “informational” but rather “informative”.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
Foreword

UK_T012:

Foreword - title

For consistency with EDCS and with good practice, the title at the top of each subclause should not be:


“ISO/IEC 18023-2 &mdash; Abstract transmittal format”

but rather should be


“SEDRIS, Part 2: Abstract transmittal format

(It is noted that in VRML, the number is in the title of each clause, not subclause. Note also that the number in the title at the beginning of the clause substitutes for the required page header that would normally appear in a printed version of the text. )

RESPONSE:   Accepted in principle. This will also apply to Parts 1 & 3.
UK_T013:

Foreword - fifth paragraph

The statement “Further parts will follow.” is inappropriate and should be removed.  There are at present no NPs to create any other parts. Part 2 of the ISO Directives is quite clear that other parts must referred to specifically by title:

“5.2.1.3   If a document is published in the form of a number of separate parts, the first part shall include in its foreword (see 6.1.3) an explanation of the intended structure. In the foreword of each part belonging to the series, a reference shall be made to the titles of all other parts that have been or are planned to be published.”
RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_T014:

Foreword - sixth paragraph

The statement “Annex A is for information only.” should be removed. The current version of the ISO Directives, Part 2 states in its foreword:

“- forewords no longer contain a statement specifying which annexes are normative and which are informative;”
RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_T015:

Foreword - first paragraph, last sentence

The sentence “See http://www.iso.org for information on ISO and http://www.iec.ch for information on IEC.” is unnecessary in an html document. Instead, the hyperlinks should be hidden on the names ISO and IEC in the first sentence.

Since the interpretation of the ISO directives with respect to this issue is unclear, the WG8 policy needs to be defined at the editing meeting.

RESPONSE:   For consistency with Part 1, this comment is rejected. This will allow printed copies of the HTML to have the URL information visible.
Introduction

UK_T016:

Introduction -Throughout

The two sub-titles of the two unnumbered subclauses (Purpose and Design goals) should be removed.
RESPONSE:   The Introduction will be numbered as clause 0.
UK_T017:

Purpose, first sentence
Regarding the sentence: “This part of ISO/IEC 18023 defines the abstract semantics and abstract structure used to encode SEDRIS transmittals.”, the term “abstract structure” should not be used because there is a standard well-defined term “abstract syntax”.  Further, this part defines little semantics and semantics is never “abstract”. Finally, the “used to encode” is not correct. This abstract syntax is used to develop encodings, not to encode transmittals. Suggested rewording:

“This part of ISO/IEC 18023 specifies the semantics and abstract syntax of SEDRIS transmittals.”
RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_T018:

Purpose, second sentence
Regarding the sentence: “It defines how concrete encodings are developed so that conversion can be performed between all concrete encodings with a minimum of effort.” The statement is untrue. There is little or no guidance on how to develop an encoding and what does exist, is non-normative. Suggested rewording:

“Specifying a single abstract syntax for all encodings permits conversion between SEDRIS transmittals encoded in different formats with minimal effort.”

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_T019:
Purpose, third sentence
Regarding the sentence: “This also ensures that SEDRIS application program interface (API) implementations will behave consistently regardless of the encoding in which the SEDRIS transmittal is encoded.” The following better wording is suggested:

“This also enables implementations of the SEDRIS application program interface (API) to consistently interpret SEDRIS transmittals regardless of their encoding.”

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_T020:

Design goals

This whole portion of text should be reworded as follows:

The following design goals for the Abstract transmittal format and all concrete encodings are defined:

	present text
	revised text

	The following design goals for the Abstract transmittal format and all concrete encodings are defined
	This International Standard was developed to fulfill the following requirements:

	the design shall be platform independent; 
	no change

	everything in the SEDRIS data representation model shall be able to be captured; 
	completely represent the SEDRIS data representation model;

	compacting the data shall be allowed, as long as it is lossless; 
	support lossless compression;

	each encoding shall be as efficient as possible, both when reading and when writing; 
	allow the development of encodings that may be efficiently read and written;

	the encoding technique shall be transparent to the application user allowing the underlying format to be changed and modified without affecting the user; and 
	isolate the SEDRIS API from the encoding format of SEDRIS transmittals; and

	existing standards shall be used for external resources.
	leverage existing standards.


RESPONSE:   Accepted in principle.
1. Scope

UK_T021:

1, First sentence

Change “This part of ISO/IEC 18023 specifies the abstract format under which a SEDRIS transmittal may be encoded.” to “This part of ISO/IEC 18023 specifies the abstract syntax of a SEDRIS transmittal.” This is for more consistent language (syntax vs. format) and cleaner wording that captures the essence of this part.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
2. Normative references

UK_T022:
Table

The fonts in the table vary. The entries should all be left aligned.

RESPONSE:   The presentation of references will be made consistent.
UK_T023:
Table, third row

We do not believe that this part of SEDRIS should normatively reference any encoding. Separate comments address this. At present we see no callouts to Part 3 for any specific information so it is hard to see what at present support the normative reference. It should be removed.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
 3  Definitions

UK_T024:  

3.1 external element

The definition “data within a SEDRIS transmittal file that is not part of the SEDRIS transmittal” is technically incorrect, given how <EXTERNAL ELEMENT> is defined. <EXTERNAL ELEMENT>s are certainly in the abstract grammar and therefore “part” of the SEDRIS transmittal. The key thing is that they are added by the encoding and are not defined in Parts 1 or 2. By changing to use “<EXTERNAL ELEMENT>” in the very few places that the term “external element” appears, we make this definition no longer needed.

Further, a better name would be <ENCODING_ELEMENT> because these elements are not external to a transmittal but are rather added by the encoding.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_T025:  

3.2 file reference

The definition is: “specification of a particular file”.  There are problems with this definition:

e.g. How is a “reference” a “specification”?  A specification usually defines the file format.

File references are the sole means of supporting multi-file transmittals. The term should be defined. Suggested improvements in wording are always welcome. Perhaps the term "identification" should replace "specification".

RESPONSE:   The term will be removed.
UK_T026:  

3.3 object file reference
The definition is: “specification of a particular file containing object instances.” There are several problems with this definition:

1. You would expect this definition to be “layered” on the definition of “file reference” (such as “a file reference to a ,,,”.

2. Why is this term needed at all?. If the name of the grammar element is used instead (like <object_file_reference>) and the semantics of that element are properly described, then this term should never be needed.

3. We do not see where this term is actually used in the text

It should be removed from the definitions.

RESPONSE:   The term will be removed.
UK_T027:  

3.4 object instance
The definition is: “instance of a SEDRIS data representation model (DRM) class” There are several problems with this definition:

1. Why is this term needed at all?. If the name of the grammar element is used instead and the semantics of that element described properly, then this term should never be needed.

2. We do not see where this term is actually used in the text It should be removed from the definitions

RESPONSE:   The term will be removed.
UK_T028:  

3.5 SEDRIS transmittal
The definition is: “hierarchy of DRM class instances organized according to the principles described in part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023 [ISO/IEC 18023-1]”. The problem with this definition is that a transmittal also contains ancillary information, including encoding specific information. It therefore contain more than just a "hierarchy of DRM class instances". Perhaps calling this an “abstract SEDRIS transmittal” would solve the problem.

RESPONSE:   The term will be changed to be “transmittal” and a new term “encoded transmittal” will be defined to mean a transmittal that has been encoded using a technique as defined herein.
UK_T029:  

3.5 SEDRIS transmittal
The "SEDRIS transmittal" is now defined in Clause 4 of Part 1. Since it is not defined in the definitions for Part 1, it should be included in the definitions for Part 2 with a reference to Part 1.

RESPONSE:   The definition has been added to Part 1 clause 3.
UK_T030:  

3.7 subsidiary file reference
The definition is: “specification of a particular file used by object instances”. There are several problems with this definition:

1. How is a “reference” a “specification”?  A specification usually defines the file format.

2. Why is this term needed at all? If the name of the grammar element is used instead and the semantics of that element described properly, then this term should never be needed.

3. We do not see where this term is actually used in the text.

It should be removed from the definitions.

RESPONSE:   The term will be removed as it is a grammar element.
4 Concepts

UK_T031:

Figure 4.1 and throughout

At present, the figure describes concepts that are irrelevant to Part 2. However, this should be changed. As addressed in other UK comments, all abstract syntax needs to be in Part 2, not split between Part 2 and Part 3.  Otherwise, translation between different encodings will be greatly complicated.  

The “layout structure” given in this figure is another abstract syntax that complements the “logical structure” abstract syntax that is presently described in Clause 5. Both should be described in Clause 5 (or perhaps a new, separate clause could be used for the layout structure). (We have adopted the words “layout” and “logical” from other ISO standards including ODA (Office Document Architecture)).

There needs to be a figure describing the file structure at a conceptual level. The following is offered as a starting point with the text below it:
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“The file structure of a SEDRIS transmittal is illustrated in Figure 4.x and formally specified in 5.2.4.  A SEDRIS transmittal consists of a root file (see 5.2.4) and one or more optional content files (see 5.2.3).  Each content file may be of one of three file types: object file (see 5.2.5), image file (see 5.2.6), or data table file (see 5.2.7).”

RESPONSE:   Accepted in principle.
UK_T032:

4, throughout

The present text is confusing because it talks about a representation for “persistent” storage of a SEDRIS transmittal but never talks about “non-persistent storage” - in particular, in-memory versions that could be transmitted between applications (even across a network) without ever being stored in “files”.  If this sort of interchange is covered, it should be explicitly stated. 

Otherwise there is no value in distinguishing “persistent” from “non-persistent” transmittals.

To assist the discussion, the UK adds the following viewpoint on this comment;

Persistence refers to the ability of an encoded transmittal to exist between executions of SEDRIS applications. Perhaps this can be better worded, but the concept is important. We could also talk about non-persistent transmittals as being those that exist solely within the memory structures of an executing SEDRIS application.

RESPONSE:   Withdrawn.
UK_T033:

4.2.2, all

The text: “A SEDRIS transmittal may be composed of one or more files. When a SEDRIS transmittal is comprised of more than one file, one of the files is the root file and all of the other files are object files. The root file is the one that is initially accessed when a SEDRIS transmittal is opened. SEDRIS transmittals may also reference files that exist outside the SEDRIS transmittal. Such files are called subsidiary files.”

contradicts the formal grammar in Clause 5. In particular:

1. “A SEDRIS transmittal may be composed of one or more files.” should be “A SEDRIS transmittal shall be composed of one or more files.” because the formal grammar says that there is always at least one file and that all that a SEDRIS transmittal is (in this abstract view) is a set of files.

2. “When a SEDRIS transmittal is comprised of more than one file, one of the files is the root file and all of the other files are object files.” is incorrect. The formal grammar in 5.2.3 says:

a. there shall be zero or more content files; and

b. each content file may be either an object file, an image file or a data table data file.

Either the text needs to be re-written to be correct, or the formal grammar needs to be corrected.

RESPONSE:   “may be” is changed to “is”.
UK_T034:

4.2.2, last two sentences

The text: “SEDRIS transmittals may also reference files that exist outside the SEDRIS transmittal. Such files are called subsidiary files.” is misleading in the same paragraph that described what a transmittal consists of. The notion of referencing an external file is conceptually different and should be covered by a separate paragraph.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_T035:

4.2.2, all

All concept callouts should forward reference in Clause 5 where they are formally defined.

RESPONSE:   Accepted. The entire paragraph will forward reference to the beginning of the grammar.
UK_T036:

4.3 last paragraph and Figure 4.1
The text is: “Figure 4.1 depicts the possible form of a binary encoding of a SEDRIS transmittal. The specific encoding shall specify the actual realized organization of data allowed within that encoding. A SEDRIS transmittal may be expressed as one or more files depending on the characteristics of the specific encoding.” The problems with this text are:

1. The word “possible” is confusing. This is the abstract syntax that is defined in Part 3 (and needs to be defined in Part 3 instead. The word should be removed.

2. The figure shows only the layout structure of a single file, not of a whole transmittal (unless it is one containing a single file). It appears to a <sedris transmittal object file>, but there is no tie to Clause 5 and Clause 5 does not define this substructure so there is no way to tell.

3. The figure includes concepts that are not defined in Part 2 at present. These (like “file header”) may be at too low a level of detail for a top-level concept figure.

4. Here is a suggested revised figure and text:
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“The file structure of each type of file in the layout structure of a SEDRIS transmittal is illustrated in Figure 4.x for the case of object file.  Each object file (see 5.x.x) is divided into one or more data blocks (see 5.x.x).  Each data block is divided into one or more data objects (see 5.x.x).”

RESPONSE:   Moot per UK_T031.
5 Transmittal structure

UK_T037:

Throughout

It is suggested that the term “element” be established here (and maybe in Clause 3) as the generic term that refers to an abstract entity defined in the formal grammar as a part of a SEDRIS transmittal.

RESPONSE:   Moot.
UK_T038:

5.1.2 Description, first sentence
The sentence: 

“This clause specifies the form of a SEDRIS transmittal when organized into one or more persistent files.” 

has the following problems:

1. The contents of this clause say nothing about how the abstract syntactic elements might be organized as “organized into one or more persistent files”.

2. Why introduce a new word “form” when a well-defined one “abstract syntax” already exists.

Suggested re-write: “This clause specifies the abstract syntax of a SEDRIS transmittal.”

The text might also point to a location where the method of packaging a transmittal into files is formally defined. There are separate comments relating to how the present Clause 4 fails to do this properly.

RESPONSE:   The term “form” will be replaced by “abstract syntax”.
UK_T039:

5.1.2 Description, second sentence
The sentence: 

“It includes not only the actual content of a SEDRIS transmittal but also the information needed to properly process the files that constitute the encoding of the SEDRIS transmittal.” 

has the following problems:

1. It is not clear what “it” refers to.

2 We see nothing that we would call “the information needed to properly process the files that constitute the encoding of the SEDRIS transmittal” in this clause. All that this clause can deal with is abstract syntax.  In general, there should be no mention of encodings (except in talking about EXTERNAL ELEMENTs that an encoding might add.)

It is suggested that the sentence is deleted.

RESPONSE:   The text will be revised to use the phrase “encoded transmittal” and the remaining phraseology will be clarified.
UK_T040:

5.1.2 Description, third sentence
The sentence: “A valid encoding of a SEDRIS transmittal shall contain only the elements described in this clause structured in the manner specified.” can be rewritten to be clearer as follows:

“An encoding that conforms to this part of this International Standard of shall:

a. encode only the elements specified in this clause; and

b. encode only abstract syntax specified in this clause.

This might be better moved to the conformance clause.

RESPONSE:   The last sentence will be removed as the information is contained in the conformance clause.
UK_T041:

5.2.2

The description of an EXTERNAL ELEMENT in this sentence, namely; 

“An EXTERNAL ELEMENT is one that is not part of the data but is needed by the encoding to properly represent the content or document the content.” 

is not consistent with the descriptions of the use of EXTERNAL ELEMENTs in A.3.  This sentence needs to be re-written to cover the uses described in A.3.

RESPONSE:   Withdrawn.
UK_T042:

5.2.9 Object instances, second and third paragraphs.

This part must specify the complete abstract syntax of the SEDRIS transmittal format. It is not sufficient to force an implementer to chase down information in both SEDRIS Part 1 and in SEDRIS Part 3 to piece together this abstract syntax. 

1. The information referred to in the first sentence of paragraph 3, namely; 

“ISO/IEC 18023-1 specifies the allowable information within each object instance.” 

must be in part 2, at least by reference.

2. The claim in the second sentence “For each DRM class, each encoding shall define the form of each of the following terminals based on the allowable information as specified in ISO/IEC 18023-1” is not acceptable. The abstract syntax of these elements must be fully specified in this part, however this may be by reference to Part 1 (but not Part 3). It is inconceivable that the abstract syntax needs to differ in different encodings.
3. If the abstract syntax of the following grammar elements is indeed different when used in different object instances, then each different scheme must have a different name and be fully described in this part:

<FIELD>
<COMPONENT REFERENCE>
<ASSOCIATE REFERENCE>
<AGGREGATE REFERENCE>
<IMAGE DATA> (for DRM_Image)
<DATA TABLE DATA> (for DRM_Data_Table) 

4. The fourth paragraph that states “Each encoding shall also define the placement and order in which this information is encoded for each DRM class.” is unacceptable.  By “placement and order” we assume that it means abstract syntax. This must be defined in this part, because it is inconceivable that the abstract syntax needs to differ in different encodings.

The UK also submits the following alternative opinion on this comment;

No information from SEDRIS Part 3 should be needed and none is specified in Part 2. However, there should not be a replication of information from Part 1, especially since Part 1 is more likely to change over time than Part 2. Moreover, the comment in item 2 is not correct. The abstract syntax is "abstract" and can be specified by reference to part 1, as is currently done. In item 3, this is an "abstract" syntax. It is not necessary to specify the details of the information content as long as the concept is clearly specified. Note also that only the <FIELD> grammar element varies from object instance to object instance (except for the data values). However, specifying all the variations of the <FIELD> grammar element in Part 2 would duplicate much of Part 1 and is not necessary. In item 4, it should be noted that the current STF format, as is being used now, has the <DRM CLASS NAME> elements disjoint from the object instance element content. This is done for efficiency reasons and should not be prohibited.

RESPONSE:   Moot per UK_G006.
UK_T043:

5.2.1, second sentence
A “terminal symbol” must have no sub-structure that can itself be specified by abstract syntax.  An encoding must be able to directly code all terminal symbols using only the syntax and semantics in Part 2 (which may reference Part 1.) Many of the “terminal symbols” listed here, for example, <OBJECT INSTANCE>, cannot be directly coded and have a sub-structure that is not defined in Part 2. There is a UK comment (UK T006) that addresses this shortcoming at a high level. The list in 5.2.1 should be reduced to only true “terminal symbols”. Other symbols that can be further defined by productions need to be moved elsewhere in Clause 5 and fully defined.

RESPONSE:   Withdrawn.
UK_T044:

5.2.1, last paragraph
The first sentence: 

“An encoding of the ATF provides a representation of these terminal symbols that can be optimized for particular purposes.” 

is poorly worded.  An encoding provides an encoding, not a “representation”. Encodings are optimized for a particular purpose. Finally, the encoding will encode all abstract syntax, not just the terminals. The sentence should be removed because it adds no value.

The second sentence: “Part 3 of ISO/IEC 18023 defines a binary encoding that is conformant to the ATF.” does not belong in a clause on Terminal symbols either, hence should be removed.

RESPONSE:   The word “representation” will be replaced by “specification”. The last sentence will be removed.
UK_T045:

5.2. title

The title “Encoded SEDRIS transmittal structure” cannot be correct, because Part 2 encodes nothing. “Abstract syntax of a SEDRIS transmittal” is a better title.

RESPONSE:   The text “Abstract syntax of a transmittal” will be used.
UK_T046:

5.2.2 through 5.2.9
Titles such as “External element grammar”, “Transmittal grammar” etc. are misleading. The names of elements of the grammar should be used instead. In the example, <EXTERNAL ELEMENT> would be a better title.

Also, the titles claim these subclauses specify “grammar”. The term “abstract syntax” should be used instead (but this is not needed at all). Also the subclauses specify semantics as well, making the qualifier “grammar” even less appropriate.

RESPONSE:   The term “<ENCODING ELEMENT>” will be used.
UK_T047:

5.2.2 through 5.2.9

These subclauses start with sentences similar to the one that starts 5.2.3, Transmittal grammar: “The start symbol for the formal grammar for an encoded SEDRIS transmittal is <sedris transmittal>.”  First, Part 2 does not define an encoding of anything. Next, informal terms like “encoded SEDRIS transmittal” instead of formal ones are used. All these sentences should be rewritten patterned in this rewrite for the one on 5.3.2.

“The non-terminal symbol <sedris transmittal> is specified as:”

RESPONSE:   The following phraseology will be used to start 5.2.3 through 5.2.9:

“The production rule for <sedris transmittal root file> is:”
UK_T048:
5.2.8 

This subclause says: “SUBSIDIARY FILE REFERENCEs are references to files in formats defined elsewhere that are used by the transmittal (EXAMPLE  sound files).” First, the example is incorrectly given and it is not an example of a SUBSIDIARY FILE REFERENCE but rather of a type of file that might be a subsidiary file. An example of a SUBSIDIARY FILE REFERENCE might be “gunshot.wav”. Next, the semantics is ill-specified. What these are is references (and that term also needs a formal specification, for example, as a URI) to a file of certain types that should be specifiable by reference to Part 1. As best as we can tell, here is a rewrite:

“The non-terminal symbol <subsidiary file reference> is specified as:

<subsidiary file reference> ::= <string> 

where the string contains a URI as specified in [URI] to a file whose type is one of those specified in Part 1 of this International Stnadrad in either Table 5.49, Table 5.60, or Table 5.64.”

and add this reference to Clause 2:

“URI
Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF), The Internet Society. Uniform Resource Identifiers (URI): Generic Syntax [online]. Reston (Virginia): IETF, 1998 [cited 10 November 2003]. Available from World Wide Web: <http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2396.txt>.”

RESPONSE:   The concept of “subsidiary file reference” will be removed. This includes changes in clauses 4, 5, and 6.
UK_T049:
5.2.9

The name of this symbol  <OBJECT INSTANCE> should be changed to <DRM class instance> to better reflect what it actually is.

RESPONSE:   The name of the symbol will be changed to <DRM OBJECT>.
6 Conformance

UK_T050:

6.3 Conformance of private encodings

This whole subclause is vacuous.  It appears to create a third type of conformance that does not exist.  It should be removed.  Clearly a SEDRIS transmittal encoded by a “private encoding” may or may not meet the requirements of 6.2.2 Functional conformance.  An IS cannot require that all “private encodings” be conforming. At most, this might be a “NOTE” in 6.2.2 that warns that functional conformance is possible without full conformance.

RESPONSE:   6.3 will be removed.
UK_T051:

6.2.2 Functional conformance

The sentence, 

“All non-standardized elements are encoded as allowed for registered items in part 1 of ISO/IEC 18023 or the EXTERNAL ELEMENT.”,

shows a technical flaw in the specification. The syntax of any “registered items” (whatever an “item” is in this context) needs to be dealt with in Clause 5. How can Part 1 deal with encoding issues? The encodings (both abstract and specific) are divorced from the Part 1 specification and are the subject of parts 2 and 3.

RESPONSE:   The sentence will be removed.
Annex A Guidelines for encodings

UK_T052:

Introduction, first sentence

The first sentence, 

“This annex describes procedures that can be followed when developing encodings so that those encodings can achieve functional conformance as defined in this part of ISO/IEC 18023.”, 

does not make sense for these reasons:

1. An informative annex cannot give advice needed to achieve “functional conformance”. Such “advice” must be normative.

2. Does the annex give “guidelines” or “procedures”. None of what we see in the annex appears to be “procedural” in the normal sense of that word - a series of steps that can be followed.

The sentence should be removed.

RESPONSE:   The word “guidelines” will be used and the text will be revised so that the text clearly deals with guidelines.
UK_T053:

Introduction, second sentence
This sentence says: 

“This annex introduces guidelines that may ease development efforts.” 

If the annex “introduces” the guidelines, then where are they explained in more detail? Better wording: “This annex specifies guidelines that may ease development efforts.” (We are hesitant to use the word “specifies”. However, specifications may be advisory and not required, so on that basis, we think it is OK here.)

RESPONSE:   The suggested rewrite will be used except that “contains” replaces “specifies”.
UK_T054:

Introduction, second and third paragraphs
The present text is:

“These guidelines cover the following topics:

a. use of external elements, 

b. use of compression, and 

c. efficiency considerations. 

Each of these topics is discussed below.”

The phrasing is bad and there are many redundant words. If should be reduced to:

“Guidelines are specified for:

a. the use of external elements, 

b. the use of compression, and 

c. achieving efficiency.

(The above rewording also corrects grammar problems with the lack of proper parallel structure in the list items.)

RESPONSE:   Suggested rewording is accepted except that “specified” is replaced by “provided”.
UK_T055:

A.3, all

Why are the terms “character-based encodings” and “binary encodings” used? We would expect parallel structure and suggest instead the terms “character encoding” and “binary encoding”. This is based in part on the terminology used is ISO/IEC 8632 (CGM).

RESPONSE:   Rejected. However, in the first line of the subclause, “encoding specific” will be changed to “encoding-specific”.
UK_T056:

A.3, all

Why is this material written in the plural? It is better style and makes for easier reading if we just say thing like “A binary encoding may....” and not “Binary encodings may...”

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_T057:

A.3, first paragraph, first sentence

The sentence “External elements are encoding specific and will depend on the type of encoding being developed.” uses an informal term “External elements” rather than the proper term defined in 5.2.2 “EXTERNAL ELEMENT”

Further, the last part of the sentence “...are encoding specific and will depend on the type of encoding being developed.” adds nothing beyond what 5.2.2 already says: “An EXTERNAL ELEMENT is one that is not part of the data, but is needed by the encoding to properly represent the content or to document the content.”

The sentence should be replaced by “EXTERNAL ELEMENTs are defined in 5.2.2.”

RESPONSE:   The sentence suggested will be appended. (<ENCODING ELEMENT>).
UK_T058:

A.3, second paragraph, first sentence

The sentence,

“For character-based encodings, external elements are also character-based.”,

uses a concept (“character-based encodings”) that is not defined. A definition needs to be included, perhaps by reference to CGM (ISO/IEC 8632).  Even if this definition is added, the sentence will add no value because every coded element in a character-based encoding is “character-based”. Therefore the sentence should be removed.

RESPONSE:   The text “(e.g., a clear text encoding)” will be appended to the first phrase of the 2nd paragraph.
UK_T059:

A.3, second paragraph, second sentence
The sentence,

“Uses of external elements within character-based encodings include, but is not limited to, delimiters, field separators, field names, and whitespace.”,

has these problems that should be corrected as indicated:

1. “Character-based encodings” needs to be defined, perhaps by reference to CGM (ISO/IEC 8632).

2. The list needs to be itemized.

3. “EXTERNAL ELEMENT” needs to be used

4. The subject “uses” and the verb “is” do not agree in number.

5. The items in the list do not agree in number (“whitespace” is singular).

Suggested rewording:

“An EXTERNAL ELEMENT in a character-based encoding may serve as:

a. a delimiter, 

b. a field separator, 

c. a field name, or

d. whitespace.”

Note that this is not a normative statement, so a phrase such as “not limited to” is not needed.

RESPONSE:   The lead in sentence is replaced by:  “The purposes served by an ENCODING ELEMENT in a character-based encoding include, but are not limited to:”

In item c, “or” should be “and/or”.
UK_T060:

A.3, third paragraph, first sentence
The sentence, 

“For binary encodings, external elements are additional binary elements that may contain text or other information.”, adds no value and should be removed. Further, the term “binary encodings” is not defined.

RESPONSE:   The 1st sentence is replaced by “For binary encodings, external elements consist of a specific set of bits assigned a meaning.”
UK_T061:

A.3,  third paragraph, second sentence
The sentence,

“Uses of external elements within binary encodings include, but are not limited to: field sizes, continuation indicators, extension indicators, links to items within the transmittal, and field quantization information.”, has most of the same problems that the second paragraph, second sentence did. Additional problems specific to this sentence are:

1. “extension” and “continuation” of what?

2. The formal term “<FIELD>” rather than the informal “field” should be used. It should be cross-referenced to its definition.

3. What are “items within the transmittal”? In fact, what is a “transmittal”? We see only a “SEDRIS transmittal” defined.

After binary encoding is defined, by reference or otherwise, a suggested rewrite is:

“An EXTERNAL ELEMENT in a binary encoding may serve as:

a. a <FIELD> (see 5.2.9) size specification

b. a <FIELD> continuation indicator, 

c. a <FIELD> extension indicator, 

d. a link to other elements (see 5.x.x) within the transmittal, or 

e. to provide <FIELD>  quantization information.”

Note that the phrase “links to items within the transmittal” is not understood and in the suggested rewrite,  a possible meaning has been guessed. Another UK comment (UK G006)deals with defining “element” rigorously and the (see 5.x.x) intends to link to that definition if it is in Clause 5.

RESPONSE:   The lead in sentence is replaced by:  “The purposes served by an ENCODING ELEMENT in a binary encoding include, but are not limited to:”

In item d, “or” should be “and/or”.
UK_T062:

A.4 Compression, first paragraph and Clause 6, Conformance
The first paragraph:

 “An encoding may specify how compression techniques apply. All compression should ensure that the initial uncompressed data is recreated after decompression. Thus, only lossless compression should be supported.” 

shows a serious logical flaw in the conformance clause. Only the conformance of files is dealt with and not the conformance of readers and writers of files.  Without specifying that a writer must correctly encode a SEDRIS transmittal and that a reader must correctly decode the transmittal in such a manner that the same abstract data structures that were encoded are decoded, then there is no assurance of end-to-end usability.  These concepts need to be added to this specification. At present, there is no statement anywhere in the standard that the encoded data must be decoded into the same data.

RESPONSE:   Such a conformance clause is unnecessary in that the conformance clause of Part 3 prevents the problem.
UK_T063:

A.4 Compression, first paragraph, second and third sentence
The assertions such as “All compression should ensure that the initial uncompressed data is recreated after decompression.” and “Thus, only lossless compression should be supported.” should be covered in normative text and do not belong here. A “NOTE” might be appropriate here that guides implementers and refers to the normative text (that needs to be added) and observes that therefore all compression must be lossless.

Here is a suggested re-write of this paragraph:

“Encodings may use compression. 

NOTE

As a consequence of 6.x.x, only lossless compression may be used.”

RESPONSE:   Accepted in principle. Text will be added to Clause 4 so that, if compression is used, only loss-less compression is used.
UK_T064:

A.4 Compression, second paragraph
The sentences, 

“Compression may be applied in many different ways. The entire transmittal may be compressed using external compression techniques, blocks of data within a transmittal may be defined for compression purposes, or individual elements within the transmittal may be individually compressed.”, say something that is pretty obvious in a complex manner. Further, they use terms like “blocks of data” that are informal and not defined. Here is a suggested rewording (and this material can be added to the reduced first paragraph):

“An encoding may choose to compress an entire SEDRIS transmittal or any collection of elements within a SEDRIS transmittal.”

RESPONSE:   The phrase “blocks of data” is replaced by “subset of data”. Also, “individual elements” is replaced by “individual <DRM OBJECTS>”.
UK_T065:

A.5 Efficiency considerations, first two sentences

The sentences, 

“This part of ISO/IEC 18023 permits the insertion of additional elements within a transmission for the purpose of improving access efficiency to the content of the transmittal. Such additional elements are one use of external elements.”, are misleading, as is the title of this subclause. If the only purpose of such EXTERNAL ELEMENTs is for access efficiency, then the title should be “Access efficiency”. 

The sentences can be re-worded and simplified and some grammar and spelling errors corrected:

“A.5
Access efficiency”

An encoding may use EXTERNAL ELEMENTs to enable more efficient access to elements within a SEDRIS transmittal.”

RESPONSE:   The title will be changed as suggested. The following text will be used:

“An encoding may use <ENCODING ELEMENT>s to enable more efficient access to portions of a transmittal. It should be possible to remove all <ENCODING ELEMENT>s used for access efficiency without impacting the meaning of the environmental data.”
UK_T066:

A.5 Efficiency considerations, last three sentences
The last three sentences, 

“When provided, these additional elements may not alter the functionality or meaning of the environmental data content of the SEDRIS transmittal. They only provide improved navigation throughout the transmittal for applications that process the encoding. It should be possible to remove all such additional elements without impacting the meaning of the environmental data.”, 

add no value and should be removed. This is a requirement that does not belong to non-normative material and should be addressed in Clause 6. It also contains grammar errors (such as agreement in number of the subject “they” and the verb “provided”.)

At most, this might be a NOTE with this suggested text:

“NOTE: As a consequence of 6.x.x, EXTERNAL ELEMENTs used for access efficiency may not alter the meaning of a SEDRIS transmittal.”

RESPONSE:   Accepted in principle.
Editorial

Index

UK_E001:

First paragraph following the table of contents.

There is a missing period in “The Foreword provides background on the standards process for the SEDRIS standard” .

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_E002:

Index - fourth paragraph following the TOC, first list item A
There is a bad character “?” in “Guidelines for encodings?provides advice on developing concrete encodings of SEDRIS transmittals.”

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
Introduction

UK_E003:
Design goals, first sentence

In “The following design goals for the Abstract transmittal format and all concrete encodings are defined:” the word “Abstract” should not be capitalized.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
Scope

UK_E004:

1. <title> tag in html

The title tag should be corrected to refer to the appropriate document and clause. It currently reads;

<title>ISO/IEC 18041-4:200x(E) -- Foreword</title>

RESPONSE:   Accepted. This applies to all files for this part.
3  Definitions

UK_E005:

The hyperlinks on words/terms in several definitions fail to include the last letter of the words. The specific terms are “object instances” and “SEDRIS transmittals”.

RESPONSE:   The terminology in Part 2 will be made consistent with the terminology in Part 1. Also, hyperlinks will include all of the term.
UK_E006:

3.8 

The whole definition is presented on bold in IE.

RESPONSE:   Accepted. Also, the term will be “abstract transmittal format” and the text “platform-independent” will be removed.
4 Concepts

UK_E007:

4.2. last sentence
The "s" in "files" is separated in "subsidiary files. It is not within the italics.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
5 Transmittal structure

UK_E008:

Table 5.2

The "n" in "exactly n occurrences where n is a positive integer" should not be a superscript.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_E009:

5.2.1, in the list
In “<DATA TABLE DATA FILE REFERENCE.” the final “.” should be a “>”.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
Annex A Guidelines for encodings

UK_E010:

Table A.1

Hyperlink for the table entry “A.3 External elements” does not work.
RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_E011:

Introduction

The “Introduction” is unnumbered.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
UK_E012:

Introduction

We suggest that A.1 be “Introduction” for consistency with the organization of subclauses in the main body. Then the Table of contents can be A.1.1 and all subclauses can be renumbered.
RESPONSE:   The numbering will be made consistent with other clauses.
Editing Meeting Comments
Technical
EM_T001:

  5.2.1 Add the terminal OBJECT_REFERENCE and remove COMPONENT_REFERENCE, ASSOCIATE_REFERENCE and AGGREGATE_REFERENCE

RESPONSE:   Accepted.

EM_T002:

  5.2.1 Add the terminal TRANSMITTAL_REFERENCE

RESPONSE:   Accepted.

EM_T003:

5.2.4  In  the production rule for <sedris transmittal root file>, add <OBJECT_REFERENCE> with multiplicity to exactly 1 immediately preceding the object instances.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.

EM_T004:

5.2.4 Change  the production rule for <referenced objects list> to 

     <referenced objects list> ::= 

                  <  <ee>*

                      <TRANSMITTAL_REFERENCE>

                      <ee>* 

                      <OBJECT_LABEL>  

                      <ee>*   

                  >*

     <published objects list> ::= 

                    <  <ee>*

                        <OBJECT_REFERENCE>  

                        <ee>* 

                       <OBJECT_LABEL>  

                        <ee>*   

                  >*

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
EM_T005:

  5.2.9 Replace terminals COMPONENT_REFERENCE, ASSOCIATE_REFERENCE and AGGREGATE_REFERENCE with  OBJECT_REFERENCE

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
EM_T006:

5.2.9 To the production rule for OBJECT_INSTANCE:

                          -add a ‘°’  to the DRM_CLASS_NAME

                            -add a ‘°’  to the <field_list>, <component_reference_list>, <aggregate_reference_list>, <association_reference_list>

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
EM_T007:

5.2.9 To the production rule for OBJECT_INSTANCE:

                          -Change the multiplicity of <DATA_TABLE_DATA> and <IMAGE_DATA> to be exactly 1. 

RESPONSE:   <DATA TABLE DATA> will be changed to <DATA TABLE DATA REFERENCE> and <IMAGE DATA> will be changed to <IMAGE DATA REFERENCE>. The multiplicity of each will be set to 0 or 1. The word “included” will be added to each parenthetical expression as the first word.
Editorial

EM_E001:
Index


The three lead-in paragraphs below the table should be in a single paragraph.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.

EM_E002:
5.2.7


“transsmittal” (in the title) should be “transmittal”.

RESPONSE:   Accepted.
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