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Resolution of comments on JTC 1/ SC 25 N 1071: ISO/IEC ISO/IEC 2nd CD 15045-2: IT - Home electronic system (HES) Gateway — Part 2: Modularity and Protocol
E: editorial, G: general, T: technical
	Page
	Line
	Clause
	E/G/T
	ID
	Comment
	Proposed change
	Resolution 

	00
	00
	
	G
	DE01
	The German NC disapproves the draft with the following comments:
	
	Noted

	00
	00
	All
	T
	DE02
	The Scope states that “this part specifies the structural, functional and signalling requirements for modular interfaces and intermediately connecting busses with sufficient detail to create products that can offer interoperable gateway functionalities. It specifies with sufficient detail all required layers, or stacks, of the intermediate protocol (RGIP) needed to design interoperable Home Electronic System network interface and Service Modules.”

The current draft does not fulfil this scope. 
	Add the necessary details especially of the Generic Interworking Functions (GIWF) and the Residential Gateway Intermediate Protocol (RGIP). 
	Accept. Sections 8.2 and 8.3 were revised to specify the GL protocol (formerly called the RGIP).  Added explanation to Sections 6.1 and 6.2 that the GIWF is the responsibility of the network system provider.  ISO/IEC 18012-2 contains further specifications for the GWIF.

	00
	00
	All
	T
	DE03
	The Residential Gateway Intermediate Protocol (RGIP), which is not described in detail, appears to take the role of UPnP or other middleware protocols that have already been defined by industry consortia. Given its limited resources, it is questionable that SC25 WG1 can come up with a comparably acceptable protocol within a reasonable time frame. 
	Look at exisiting protocols like UPnP or IGRS to take the role of RGIP.
	Accept.  WG1 determined that UPnP and IGRS do not provide all the required functions of the RGIP (renamed the Gateway Link protocol). ISO/IEC 18012-2 contains further specifications for the GWIF.  DDS was selected for the high level GL protocol.  Ethernet and IP were specified for the lower layers of the GL protocol.

	00
	00
	All
	T
	DE04
	The document is very generic and should actually be part of ISO/IEC 15045, Part 1. 

For this Part 2 more specific details of protocol (Residential Gateway Intermediate Protocol), language (Abstract Intermediate Language) and bus (Residential Gateway Intermediate Bus) would be expected. 
	Revise the document for technical detail and clarity.
	Accept in principle.  Document has been revised to add technical detail and clarity.

	00
	00
	Cover sheet 
	G/T
	J01
	Title should be changed.
	Part 2: Home network architecture (or Distributed residential gateways or half  gate ways) and connection protocols
	Reject.  None of the proposed titles is adequate. [Editor's remark: the term "half-gateway" is the basic "modular" element.  The protocol in the Interoperability "CIF" is a fundamental element of the gateway standard.  This part specifies both of these elements.]

	00
	00
	All
	T
	NL01
	The current draft does not fulfil this scope. 
	Add the necessary details e.g from  Generic Interworking Functions (GIWF) and the Residential Gateway Intermediate Protocol (RGIP). 
	Accept in principle. Sections 8.2 and 8.3 were revised to specify the GL protocol (formerly called the RGIP). Added explanation to Sections 6.1 and 6.2 that the GIWF is the responsibility of the network system provider.  ISO/IEC 18012-2 contains further specifications for the GWIF.

	00
	00
	All
	T
	NL02
	Given its limited resources, it is questionable that SC25 WG1 can come up with a protocol comparable to RGIPG in an acceptable period.
	Look at exisiting protocols like UPnP or IGRS to take the role of RGIP.
	Accept.  Existing protocols were looked at. See resolution of DE2 and DE3.

	00
	00
	All
	T
	NL03
	The document is very generic and should actually be part of ISO/IEC 15045, Part 1. 

For this Part 2 details of protocols), language and bus would be expected. 
	Revise the document for technical detail and clarity.
	Accept. Details were added to improve clarity throughout the document.

	00
	00
	
	G
	UK 1
	The UK supports the general direction of this draft standard but notes that some sections are currently incomplete.
	
	Accept.  Details were added throughout the document.. Sections 8.2 and 8.3 were revised to specify the GL protocol (formerly called the RGIP).

	00
	00
	
	E
	UK 2
	The early sections of the draft standard tend to be repetitive with the draft successively “enhancing” the text with further detail later in the draft.
	Refine the overall structure of the draft to include detail only where required. Simplify early text where possible.
	Accept.  Structure was reviewed by editor.  Document was restructured and early text was simplified.

	4
	20
	FOREWORD
	E/T
	J04
	See J01 
	See J01
	Reject.  However, for clarification, Figure 1, 2, and 4 were replaced. (See resolution to J1).

	5
	58
	INTRODUCTION
	T
	J05
	Figure 1 is not enough to express basic architecture of this document.  See attached diagram.
	Add another architectural diagrams
	Accept, Figures 1, 2, and 4 were replaced to incorporate concept of Gateway Link in place of RGIP.

	5
	48 to 58
	Introduction
	E
	UK 3
	The detail here is unnecessary in the introduction.
	Delete. 
	Accept. Editor restructured document. Please see new Section 1.2.

	6
	80 to- 112
	Scope &Purpose
	E
	UK 4
	The Scope is over-long and over-detailed.
	Delete lines 80 – 95. Place lines 96 – 112 in new sub-clause “Structure”
	Accept.  Please see new Section 1.2.

	6
	61
	
	E/T
	J06
	See J01
	See J01
	Reject. Please see resolution to J01.

	6
	66
	1.1
	T/E
	J08
	“connecting busses” is not adequate.
	Connecting busses or links
	Accept. “Gateway Link” (GL) terminology was incorporated throughout the document.

	6
	66
	1.1
	E/T
	J07
	“Modular interfaces” is not adequate.
	“Connecting interfaces between distributed RGs” or “RG interconnection protocol” 
	Accept. Added clarifying text in Section 11.

	6
	68
	1.1
	T/E
	J09
	See J02, RGIP should be changed.
	See J02
	Accept.  Change to Gateway Link (GL).  “Gateway Link” is more precise than “connecting.”

	6
	71
	1.1
	T/E
	J10
	See J02, RGIP should be changed.   Rest of all “RGIP” should be changed of this document.
	See J02
	Accept.  (see above)

	6
	89
	1.1
	T/E
	J11
	“gateway modules” should be changed.
	“gateways”
	Reject.  [Editor's remark: These modules are not complete gateways--only half of a gateway.  The proposed change would be incorrect.]

	7
	110
	1.1
	T/E  
	J12
	See J10
	
	Accept. Revised text to reflect new diagram(s).  See Sections 1.3.1 and 1.3.2.

	7
	113 to213
	Purpose
	E
	UK 5
	We question the value of this sub-clause.
	Accommodate the essential content later in the draft. Delete the balance.
	Accept in principle. Document was restructured, moving informative or tutorial material to a later section.

	8
	152
	1.2.2.2
	T/E 
	J13
	“or circuit cards and interconnected  ~” should be deleted.
	
	Accept. In Section 1.3.3.2 placed “circuit cards” in parentheses as an example implementation: (e.g. circuit cards)

	8
	153
	1.2.2.2
	T/E
	J14
	“module” should be changed.
	Should be changed to “gateways”
	Reject.  Proposed change would be incorrect. [Editor's remark: see resolution of J11]

	8
	157
	1.2.2.3
	T/E
	J15
	“module” should be changed.
	Should be changed to “distributed gateways”
	Reject.  [Editor's remark: see resolution of J11]

	8
	165
	1.2.2.4
	T/E
	J16
	“Modularity” should be changed.
	Should be changed to “Connectivity”
	Reject.  [Editor's remark: "connectivity" is too vague--does not convey the modularity and intermediate nature of the language and protocol]

	8
	174
	1.2.2.4
	T/E 
	J17
	See J16
	
	[Editor's remark: same as above]

	8
	175
	1.2.2.4
	T/E 
	J18
	See J16
	
	[Editor's remark: same as above]

	8
	181
	1.2.2.4
	T/E
	J19
	See J15
	
	Reject.  [Editor's remark: see resolution of J11]

	8
	256
	3.1.7
	T/E
	J21
	See J02, RGIP should be changed.
	See J02, “RG connecting protocol” or “RGCP”
	Accept.  RGIP was changed to GL  [Editor's remark: see resolution of J9, J11 and J16] 

	11
	257
	3.1.7
	T/E 
	J20
	See J03, “RGIB” should be changed of this document.
	“RG connecting links” or “RGCL”
	Accept.  [Editor's remark: see above]

	12
	314
	3.2
	T/E
	J22
	See J02 and J03
	“RGIB” and “RGIP” should be changed to ”RGCL” and “RGCP”
	Accept.  [Editor's remark: see above]

	13
	326
	Conformance
	E
	UK 6
	Case of the word “Implement”.
	Change to lower case.
	Accept. Change made to Section 4.1.

	13
	328
	Conformance
	E
	UK 7
	“… if there is any doubt on the safe outcome …”
	Write “… if there is doubt as to the safe outcome ...”
	Accept. Change made to Section 4.1.

	13
	336 f
	4.2
	T/E
	J23
	See J02,03
	“RGIB” and “RGIP” should be changed to ”RGCL” and “RGCP”
	Accept. [Editor's remark: see resolution of J9, J11 and J16]

	13
	341
	5.1
	T
	J24
	This section has to be rewritten including the concept idea of J05.
	
	Accommodate.  (Editor considered with Interop 18012-2 WD) [Editor's remark: some re-writing and diagrams showing distributed model are added (see Figure 2)—they still convey concept of modularity and intermediate protocol (CIF)]

	14
	370
	6.1
	T
	J25
	This section has to be rewritten including the concept idea of J05.
	
	Accommodate.  (Editor considered with Interop 18012-2 WD) [Editor's remark: see above]

	14
	370 to388
	6.1
	T
	NL04
	figure 3 is too generic.  Give details like A/V, household appliances, home controls, telecom, and IT equipment. 
	List specific application areas this standard is to be applied to.
	Accommodate. Clarifying text with a list of applications were added to Section 6.1.

[Editor's remark: A generalised architectural diagram is necessary to convey the concept.  Specific cases were added to the text in Section 6.1.]

	14
	482
	7.3
	T
	J28
	See J02, 03
	“RGIB” and “RGIP” should be changed to ”RGCL” and “RGCP”.
	Accommodate. See resolution of J09.

	14
	370 to 388
	6.1
	T
	DE06
	The model depicted in figure 3 is too generic. Instead of the generic term systems specific application areas like A/V, household appliances, home controls,  telecom, and IT equipment should be listed. 
	List specific application areas this standard is to be applied to.
	Accommodate. Clarifying text with a list of applications were added to Section 6.1.

[Editor's remark: A generalised architectural diagram is necessary to convey the concept.  Specific cases were added to the text in Section 6.1.]

	15
	389
	6.2
	T
	J26
	This section has to be rewritten including the concept idea of J05.
	
	Accommodate. See resolution of J24.

	15
	410
	7.1
	T
	J27
	This section has to be rewritten including the concept idea of J05.
	
	Accommodate. See resolution of J24.

	16
	428 to 472
	7.2
	T
	DE05
	Half-Gateway is not a technical term used by communication experts. The correct expression is gateway. If the intention is to express that this gateway is transferring communication from some protocol to a meta-protocol then this should be expressed by the gateway name e.g. meta-protocol gateway. 
	Change the expression half-gateway to meta-protocol gateway. 
	Reject.  This standard implements a novel architecture for gateways.  Other readers found the term "half-gateway" to be useful and instructive.  Such terms as "meta-protocol gateway" would be needlessly abstract and confusing.

	16
	428 to 472
	7.2
	T
	NL05
	Half-Gateway is not understood by the reader. The correct expression is gateway. Use the term Meta-protocol 
	Change the expression half-gateway to meta-protocol gateway. 
	Reject.  [Editor's remark: see above]

	17
	488
	7.3
	T
	J29
	Internal processes of WAN Interface Block Diagram are design matter of manufactures.
	These internal processes should be deleted.
	Accept in part.  These diagrams are not normative, but informative in nature and serve as examples intended to aid in understanding how the functions might be accomplished within the architecture.  They are shown as informative only.

	18
	540
	7.4
	T
	J30
	See J02,03
	“RGIB” and “RGIP” should be changed to ”RGCL” and “RGCP”.
	Accommodate. See resolution of J9 and J11]

	18
	540
	7.4
	T
	J31
	Internal processes of HAN Interface Block Diagram are design matters of manufactures.
	These internal processes should be deleted.
	Accept in part.  These diagrams are not normative, but informative in nature and serve as examples intended to aid in understanding how the functions might be accomplished within the architecture.  They are shown as informative only.

	20
	596
	8
	T 
	J32
	This chapter has to be rewritten including the concept idea of J05.
	
	Accept in principle.  Editor revised text to reflect new diagrams.

	20
	598
	8
	T 
	J33
	“RGIP” caused to misunderstand.
	“RGIP” should be changed to “RGCP”.
	Accommodate.  Removed RGIP and replaced with Gateway Link (GL) terminology throughout the document. [Editor's remark: see resolution of J9 and J11]

	20
	618
	
	T 
	J34
	“Intermediate Bus” should be changed  to “interconnection links”. And “interconnection links” means ordinarily home network protocols, like Ethernet, HomePlug, Home PNA, ECHONET, KONNEX and so forth.   
	“interconnection links between Home gateways”
	Accept. Added clarification of text and diagrams; reconciled terminology with ISO/IEC 18012-2.  [Editor's remark: The intention is to incorporate specific network protocols through reference to 18012-2. See resolution of J11.]

	20
	618
	8.1.1
	T 
	J35
	
	Delete “HES-gateway” and dotted line.
	Accept in part.  Proposal accommodated by change to GL terminology throughout the document.  [Editor considered terminology of “HES-gateway”, and “half-gateway.” See resolution of J9 and J11]

	22
	692
	8.2
	T
	J36
	See  J01,  J02

This section has to be rewritten including the concept idea of J05.
	
	Accept in principle. Text revised to reflect new diagrams (Figures 1, 2, and 4).

	22
	692
	CONTENTS
	E
	J02
	8.2  intermediate protocol (RGIP)
	“RG connecting protocol” or “RGCP”
	Accept. See resolution of J9, J11, and J36.

	22
	702
	8.3
	T
	J37
	See  J01,  J03

This section has to be rewritten including the concept idea of J05.
	
	Accept in principle.  Revise text to reflect new diagrams (Figure 1, 2, and 4 and supporting text).

	22
	702
	CONTENTS
	E
	J03
	8.2  intermediate BUS (RGIB)
	“RG connecting links” or “RGCL”
	Accept. See resolution of J9 and J37.

	22
	702 to 716
	RGIB
	T
	UK 8
	There appears to be a conflict between the content of lines 703 – 705 and that of lines 714 - 716
	Clarify the nature of the residential gateway intermediate bus.
	Accept.  Text added and RGIP terminology changed to GL to reconcile these clauses according to decisions on protocol. Sections 8.2 and 8.3 were revised to specify the GL protocol (formerly called the RGIP).

	22
	714 to 716
	RGIB
	T
	UK 9
	We cannot find, in this draft, the electrical specifications referred to in these lines.
	Add electrical specification. 
	Accept.  See text and note added to Section 8.3. Sections 8.2 and 8.3 were revised to specify the GL protocol (formerly called the RGIP).

	23
	755
	8.3
	T
	J38
	“HES gateway Intermediate bus” is design matter of manufactures.
	
	Accept.  This position is supported throughout the text, such as in Section 1.1: “Required layers of specific WAN or HAN protocols are not specified, but are left entirely to the product manufacturer.” [Editor's remark: intermediate bus is optional but still needs to be specified for those who wish to use it.]

	23
	755
	8.3
	T
	J39
	We does not prefer to design inherent protocpls. 
	“Tunnel via protocol c” should be changed to HAN.
	Accept in principle, wording clarified to explain that “protocol c” HAN.  See Section 8.3. Sections 8.2 and 8.3 were revised to specify the GL protocol (formerly called the RGIP). DDS was selected for the high level GL protocol.  Ethernet and IP were specified for the lower layers of the GL protocol.

	23
	755
	8.3
	T
	NL6
	“HES gateway Intermediate bus” is a question of design for the manufacturer.
	Express clearly that this is an option that may not even be available.
	Accept in principle, wording clarified wording to explain.  See J39.

	24
	768 to 774
	
	T
	UK 10
	The document is incomplete here.
	Complete!
	Accept. Detail has been provided.  Sections 8.2 and 8.3 were revised to specify the GL protocol (formerly called the RGIP).. DDS was selected for the high level GL protocol.  Ethernet and IP were specified for the lower layers of the GL protocol.
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