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PSWD The password was not correct (vote not counted)
ORG? Organi zation is not voting nenber of T10 (vote not counted)

Bal | ot totals:
42 Yes

3 No

0 Abstain

2 Organi zation(s) did not vote
47 Total voting organizations

6 Ballot(s) included coments

This 2/3rds majority ballot passed.
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Comments attached to YesC ballot from Lawence J. Laners of
Adaptec, Inc.:

Adapt ec Corments on T10 Letter Ballot of MVC- 2

| ssue 1

The big issue is around the Prevent/Al | ow Medi um Renoval conmmand. MMC- 2

V7. 0c discusses in several sections the use of the Prevent/Al | ow Medi um
Renoval command and how the persistent bit nust be set in order to use Get
Event/ Status Notification. Section 5.3.3, Table 35, goes as far as pointing
to the SPC. However in the SPC, the Prevent/Al |l ow command doesn't have the
bit defined.

| Email Ron and he nmentioned that he doesn't wish to duplicate efforts to
redefi ne commands that are defined el sewhere. | then Enailed Ral ph Wber

and he told ne that Rob Simms has a proposal in the works to fix the SPC.
However, that proposal wasn't excepted by commttee for sonme reason

I would argue that until the SPC has been updated, that MMC-2 shoul d define
how t he Prevent/Al |l ow command shoul d | ook. An inplenentor who doesn't take
the initiative to track down the discrepancies will always get the

i npl ementati on wrong. Heck, even when things are written clearly, folks
still get it wong.

The second issue is polling for ATAPI commands. The spec doesn't really
explain how to do polling, nor on which commands polling should occur. In
our experience, polling needs to occur on Blank, Format Unit, Cl ose Track
Cl ose Session, Flush Cache. I'mnot sure howto get the drive vendors to
agree on this. And for those manufacturers working DVD Blank, C ose Track
and C ose Session have no real neaning.

One other thing that bothers nme is the Sync Cache command has been renaned
in M. Fuji to be Flush Cache. Both use the sane opcode, however both act
quite differently. MMC-2 appears to conformcloser to SCSI than M. Fuji is
even attenpting. 1'd like to know what the MMC-2 editorial comittee
position is on this topic.

O her editorial coments

Format Unit Conmand definition, Section 6.1.3, second paragraph above table
134, tal ks about the Format unit parameter list (see table 69), should say
(see table 134).

Paul Luci er
303-684-4713
pl uci er @t c. adapt ec. com
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Comments attached to YesC ballot from Ron Roberts of
Appl e Conputer:

Annexes need to be conpleted. Information for them cones from other standards
that may or may not be conpleted. (RBC & SBP-2)
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Comments attached to No ballot from Robert Elliott of
Compaq Conputer Corp.:

I amcasting a NO vote for this reason:

CPQ 1. Annex Cis missing. It should be added, or it and references to it
shoul d be renoved.

The rest of the comments are not causing a NO vote. Except for nunber 20,

they are all editorial comments.

CPQ 2. Page ii. Use John Lohneyer's netcom address. Change ot her
references to "synbi os.cont' as John directs.

CPQ 3. Pages ix-xvii. The list of tables and figures shows that both one
and two dashes are used after the table/figure nunber. They shoul d be
consistent. Also, ensure there is always a space after the table nunber
(see table 374).

CPQ 4. Page xviii. Foreward. The description of Annex D is bl ank.

CPQ 5. Page 2. Section 2.2. Standards nunbers should line up vertically.

CPQ 6. Pages 2-3. Section 2.3. Shouldn't ACPlI be referenced for the
Power Managenent annex?

CPQ 7. Page 3. Section 3.1.27. Definition mssing for Direct-overwite.
CPQ 8. Page 4. Section 3.1.3. Change "that" to "which"

CPQ 9. Page 5. Sections 3.1.35/36. Change "CD' to "DVD"

CPQ 10. Page 6. Sectino 3.1.69. Renpbve "is"

CPQ 11. Page 15. Section 4.2.1.2. Mssing text after last word "See ".

CPQ 12. Page 18. Section 4.2.2.4. Make formatting of "Mde-1 Q',
"Mode2 @', and "Mbde 3 Q' consistent.

CPQ 13. Page 18. Section 4.2.2.4. There are periods instead of spaces
around "to" in TNO and | NDEX definitions.

CPQ 14. Page 18. Section 4.2.2.4. Add "The" before this sentence:
"Mbde-2 Q data format is shown in Figure 8."

CPQ 15. Page 19. Section 4.2.2.5. Change "is" to "total". "I1 - 112
define the ISRC, and total 60 bits in length."

CPQ 16. Page 20. Section 4.2.2.6. After Figure 11, there is an
underlined ( after "PO NT=B0".



CPQ 17. Page 24. Table 11. Formatting differs fromother tables within
byte 2. Gid should still be visible.

CPQ 18. Pages 25/27. Figure 13. Caption and picture are on separate
pages.

CPQ 19. Page 28. After Table 15, add period after "nunber of bl ocks"

CPQ 20. Page 30. Table 17. Also Table E.3. Refers to CHANGE DEFI NI TI ON
whi ch has been renpved from SPC-2. Should it remain in this spec? Also,
persi stent reservation commands are not listed. Should they be

menti oned here?

CPQ 21. Page 64. Table 43. Different caption font fromother tables in
this area.

CPQ 22. Page 65. Table 44. Extra "r" in "PvntJunprr".

CPQ 23. Page 72. References to sub-clauses have two periods: e.g. "in
sub-clause 5.2.1..". The sanme probl em occurs el sewhere (including text
after tables 64, 67, 70, 73, 78, and 81). Soenetines sonething |ike
"4.1.6., " appears.

CPQ 24. Page 88-81. Tables 86 and 89. Bytes 2 and 3 are listed multiple
times with different neanings.

CPQ 25. Page 86. Table 99. M ssing sub-clause cross references for
features 0003-0105h

CPQ 26. Page 93. Table 112. M ssing space in 2048 row in "NMbde2"
M ssing period in 2352 row after "F8h"

CPQ 27. Page 123. Byte 17, Bit 4-5 line needs better formatting.
"00 32 BCKs 01 16 BCKs"

CPQ 29. Page 120. Table 138 and subsequent text. Fmt DATA vs. Fnt Dat a.
CpLi st vs. CnplLl ST.

CPQ 30. Page 123. Table 143. "IP Mdifier" header split into 3 lines.

CPQ 31. Page 127. Table 149. Different fonts or font sizes than other
tables in this area

CPQ 32. Page 131. Table 156. Should "0 - n" be "4 - n"?

CPQ 33. Pages 132, 244. Tables 159, 350. 1In Byte 1 row, "Persistent
Prevented" is split into >2 lines.

CPQ 34. Page 136. Table 170. Formatting of vertical line in Code Oh row
i s inconsistent.

CPQ 35. Page 144. Table 186. "Change Mandatory" split into 3 lines.

CPQ 36. Pages 159, 160, 164, 166. Tables 210, 211, 217, 220. |In first
col um, sonetables use ":" instead of "..." used in these tables. O her
tabl es use nothing at all, like table 243.

CPQ 37. Page 213. Section 6.1.24.7, before Table 299. "Error! Reference
source not found."

CPQ 39. Pages 218, 231, 236. Tables 306, 330 338. Notes should use
superscript snmall font instead of "*4" fornmat, |ike other tables.



CPQ 40. Pages 218-219. After Table 306, nissing periods after "ATS - 7"
and "CTS - 7".

CPQ 41. Page 227. Table 320. Equation nmissing in Increnmental row.

Sone font size problens in text after table. (I assune this is

an editorial/Acrobat conversion problem not a technical hole)

CPQ 42. Page 238. After Table 341. Period missing after "specific error”
CPQ 43. Page 241. Table 346. Caption missing closing ")".

CPQ 44. Page 245. Table 354. Sonme rows are centered, sone aren't.

CPQ 45. dobal. 1In tables throughout, sone references to "Sub-clause A 1"
have A.1 in bold; some do not.

CPQ 46. Page 258. "ED NOTE: " still in docunent.

CPQ 47. Page 260. "Synchronous cache" should be "Synchronize Cache" in 2
pl aces.

CPQ 48. Page 278+. Section labels |like "E 1" nissing period after
E ("E 1").

CPQ 49. Page 278. Section E.1. Change ", to ," in text.

CPQ 50. Page 280. Extra underscore in "Table E. 2 shows transition"
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Conments attached to No ballot from George Penokie of
| BM Cor p.

Page 18

Note 1, George Penokie, 10/22/98 11:12:52 AM
Forward- the Annex D information is m ssing.

Page 21

Note 2, George Penokie, 10/22/98 11:16:43 AM
Section 2.1 - The reference to SPI should be to SPI-2 and there should be nor
reference to SIP as SPI-2 includes SIP

Note 3, George Penokie, 10/22/98 11:17:56 AM
Section 2.2 - The reference to SPI-2 should be renoved or change to SPI-3.

Page 24

Note 4, George Penokie, 10/22/98 11:26:38 AM
3.1.27 - There is no definition specified for direct-overwite.

Page 28

Note 5, George Penokie, 10/22/98 11:31:06 AM
Section 4.1.2 - The term ' ad-dres' should be 'address'

Note 6, George Penokie, 10/22/98 11:38:22 AM

Section 4.1.2 and probably el sewhere: Wen stating the error to be reported
the following format is recommended: ' CHECK CONDI TI ON status and set the sens
key to ABORTED COVMAND and the additional sense code to MESSAGE ERROR This
sentence currently states '"term nated with CHECK CONDI TI ON, LOG CAL BLOCK
ADDRESS OUT OF RANGE'. Wth that statenent | have no idea what the sense key



is supported to be.

Note 7, George Penokie, 10/22/98 11:40:22 AM

Section 4.1.2 - The term'will' should not be used in a standard it is either
shal |, should, or nmay but not wll.
Page 29

Note 8, George Penokie, 10/22/98 11:44:10 AM
Section 4.1.3 It would be a good idea to add in a cross-reference to where th
node sense and flush cache conmands are defined.

Note 9, George Penokie, 10/22/98 11:48:20 AM
Section 4.4 - Most of this section is already defined in the various protoco
standards and shoul d not be duplicated in a conmand standard. Renobve it.

Page 30

Not e 10, George Penokie, 10/22/98 11:51:24 AM
Section 4.1.4.4 - This information should be in an annex if anywhere.

Page 44

Note 11, George Penokie, 10/22/98 11:58:54 AM

General - If this is intended to becone an | 0GOS standard then the periods need
to be changed to conmas in nunbers (e.g. 22.05 should be 22, 05.

Page 50

Note 12, George Penokie, 10/22/98 12:02:28 PM

Section 4.2.5 It would be a good idea to cross-reference to where the comand
are defined.

Page 61

Note 13, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:31:32 PM

Table 19 - There are several bytes in this table with no definition. Wat are
they used for?

Not e 14, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:32:23 PM

Table 20 - There are several bytes in this table with no definition. Wat are
they used for?

Page 64

Not e 15, George Penokie, 10/22/98 12:06: 44 PM

Section 4.3.5 - This nunbered list should be a lettered list (i.e. a,b,c)
nunbers inply order, letters do not.

Page 65

Note 16, George Penokie, 10/22/98 12:08:56 PM

Section 4.3.6.1 - Use the format described in previous conment and the hex
val ues shoul d be renoved.

Page 67

Note 17, George Penokie, 10/22/98 12:10:19 PM

Section 4.3.6.3 Use the format described in previous comment and the hex
val ues shoul d be renoved

Page 68

Not e 18, George Penokie, 10/22/98 12:11:15 PM
Section 4.3.6.7 Use the format described in previous comment and the hex



val ues shoul d be renoved
Page 70

Note 19, George Penokie, 10/22/98 12:12:21 PM
Section 4.4 - Loose the hex code and put in cross-references to where the
commands are defi ned.

Page 71

Not e 20, George Penokie, 10/22/98 12:13:20 PM
Section 4.4.1.3 Use the format described in previous comment and the hex
val ues shoul d be renoved

Page 74

Not e 21, George Penokie, 10/22/98 12:14:26 PM
Section 4.4.6 Use the format described in previous comment and the hex val ues
shoul d be renoved

Page 79

Not e 22, George Penokie, 10/22/98 01:13:34 PM

Section 5.3.1 - 1st paragraph - This '...even if none of the Profiles |isted
is current.' should be this '...even if none of the Profiles listed are
current.'

Page 81
Not e 23, George Penokie, 10/22/98 01:17:25 PM

Section 5.3.2 - Wiat is a queue? Is this sonething newor is it what is now
called the '"task set'?

Page 105

Not e 24, George Penokie, 10/22/98 01:43:02 PM

table 99 - It looks like several of the cross-references are m ssing.
Page 110

Not e 25, George Penokie, 10/22/98 02:35:25 PM
Tabl e 108 - There seens to be several cross-references mssing in this table.

Page 115

Not e 26, George Penokie, 10/22/98 04:18:43 PM
Tabl e 115 - Put horizontal |ines between codes to hel p separate one codes
description fromthe next.

Page 126

Not e 27, George Penokie, 10/22/98 04:23:08 PM

Section 5.5.7 - There is no need to duplicate information that is already in
anot her standard. This can only lead to problens down the road. The page
shoul d reference the standard where it is defined in the sanme way comuands
that are defined in other standards are.

Page 127

Not e 28, George Penokie, 10/22/98 04:24:09 PM

Section 5.5.8 - There is no need to duplicate information that is already in
anot her standard. This can only lead to problens down the road. The page
shoul d reference the standard where it is defined in the sanme way comuands
that are defined in other standards are.



Page 142

Not e 29, George Penokie, 10/22/98 04:29:22 PM
table 143 - The first colum should be made wider so the r in Mdifier doesn
nove to another |ine.

Page 146

Not e 30, George Penokie, 10/22/98 04:32:16 PM
Section 6.1.4 If this is to be an |1 SO standard then big nunber do not have
commas but rather spaces (e.g. 65 534).

Page 165

Not e 31, George Penokie, 10/22/98 04:45:14 PM

Section 6.1 and probably el sewhere: Wen stating the error to be reported the
following format is reconmended: ' CHECK CONDI TI ON status and set the sense ke
to ABORTED COVMAND and the additional sense code to MESSAGE ERROR This
sentence currently states '"term nated with CHECK CONDI TI ON, LOG CAL BLOCK
ADDRESS

Page 232

Not e 32, George Penokie, 10/22/98 04:54:24 PM
Section 6.1.24.7 - 3rd paragraph after table 298 - There is an illega
cross-reference

Page 241

Not e 33, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:01:08 PM
Tabl es 312 and 313 have thin lines while table 314 has thick lines all shoul d
be the sane.

Page 242

Not e 34, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:02:23 PM
Tabl es 312 and 313 have thin lines while table 314 has thick lines all shoul d
be the sane.

Not e 35, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:02:49 PM
Tabl es 312 and 313 have thin lines while table 314 has thick lines all shoul d
be the sane.

Page 243
Not e 36, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:03:38 PM

Tabl es 312, 315, and 313 have thin lines while table 314 has thick lines al
shoul d be the sane.

Page 246

Not e 37, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:05:28 PM

Table 320 - It looks like there is a mssing equation in this table.
Page 259

Not e 38, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:08:34 PM
Table 344 - This is the way all those other tables (e.g. 314, 315, 316, etc.)
shoul d be nade to | ook I|ike.

Page 264

Not e 39, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:10:41 PM
Table 354 - This table is really nessed up in the pdf file.



Page 269

Not e 40, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:12:13 PM
Section 6.1.35 - If this command is obsolete then why is it described here.

Page 277
Not e 41, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:15:18 PM

Section 6.1.40 - 5th paragraph after table 373 - There should not be any
editors notes in this version of the docunent.

Page 281

Not e 42, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:20:45 PM

Annex A - This annex is not needed as it is a duplication of what is in SPC
The odds are it will be outdated before this standard is conplete. So there
no point in having it.

Page 295

Not e 43, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:23:45 PM

Annex C- What's going on here?? If this standard is not conplete then what is
it doing in letter ballot? If it is conplete then this section needs to be
renoved of filled in. | cannot vote yes for an inconplete standard.

Page 311

Not e 44, George Penokie, 10/22/98 05:29:03 PM
Table N.3 - There are no cross-references in this table.
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Conments attached to No ballot from Gene MIIigan of
Seagat e Technol ogy:

The editor and other contributors on MMC-2 should be conplinented on a draft,
whi ch has provided admi rabl e docunentation of this application area. Wiile th

bul k of the following comments are editorial | decided | should vote NO since
the draft identifies additional tasks to be done in the draft including a

m ssing nornative annex; two TBDs in Table 227; and a TBD under Table Q 2.
Page nunbers are pdf page nunbers

Page 1
Title here is different than in body. Al so suggest just plain SCSI as in othe

new SCSI st andards.

Page 2

"hol der's" quickly identifies patent statement as an obsol ete patent

st at ement .

Page 3

Version 2? This is not the style used in other SCSI follow on standards
al though it may be a better style.

Page 18
The Annex D requirenents in the foreword are for what?

Way was Annex P onmitted?

Page 19



In the Introduction change "This MMC-2" to "The MMC-2" (I think this inplies
there are nore MMC-2 comand sets).

As commented on the title page " SCSI-3" should be changed to SCSI nearly
globally except where it is used to distinguish from"SCSI-2". In that case i

shoul d be "SCSI-3 and subsequent SCSI standards”

I think Fibre Channel FC-4" should be changed to "Fi bre Channel Protoco
(FCP)".

In Introduction's list of transports why is ATA/ ATAPI -4 not incl uded?
An ancient coment at least to the T10 Chair, why ask for interpretations?

Page 20
Simlarly to the Introduction, the Scope's |ist of mappings should include
ATA/ ATAPI - 4.

In OGbjective (3) "Initiator conputers" sounds awkward and redundant to ne. |
suggest j ust

"conmputers" or even better "hosts". But just "lInitiators" would be OK to SCS
people. Gobally it

shoul d be noted that "Initiators" is better than "initiators" in the other
standards. Better but different.

Page 21
The second sentence of the second paragraph of Normative References is not a
sent ence.

In 2.1 "DI'S" are not approved and would fall into 2.2. But | suggest it may b

nore expedient to
pronote themto 2.1 where they are by deleting the acronym"DI S". (Leave it t

the ANSI editor to
object if they have not then reached that stage. The ANSI editor routinely
checks the catal ogs on the nornative references.

Wien MMC-2 is balloted as an |1 SO | EC standard there would be a letter ball ot
to fix all the orphan subclauses. This will result in the cross-references
being different by .1 in the two publications. | suggest elimnating them now
produci ng the sanme cross-references in the US donestic and the internationa
standards. O phan subcl ause are those that can not be cross-referenced withou

referencing all other subclauses in the clause. The first two paragraphs of
Clause 2 are an exanple. An exanple fix would be to change the Structure to:
2. References

2.1 Normative References

The follow ng ..

2.1.1 Approved References

2. 1.2 References under devel opnent

2.2 O her References (O 2.1.3 if these are intended to be Nornative)

Note that with this construction the first two paragraphs of this clause can
now be cross-referenced without dragging in O her References if that is

i nt ended.

SBC i s published and should be noved from2.2 to 2.1

In 2.3 first line nake "specification" plural

Secretariat is not enough. Fully state which Secretariat is being referred to

I think it was also a great horse



Page 22
In loose talk I think on sone 1394 reflectors | have seen these referred to a

the I EC 61883 series of standards. But | have suspected that this nay be
incorrect and that the IEC series were nore |likely extracts fromthe other
references. But in any case | presune | EC 61883 series should be accounted fo

in some of these subcl auses.

The | EC 61883 series are:

| EC 61883-1 (1998-02) Consuner audio/video equipnent - Digital interface -
Part 1: GCeneral

| EC 61883-2 (1998-02) Consuner audio/video equipnent - Digital interface -
Part 2: SD-DVCR data transni ssion

| EC 61883-3 (1998-02) Consuner audio/video equipnent - Digital interface -
Part 3: HD-DVCR data transni ssion

| EC 61883-4 (1998-02) Consuner audio/video equipnent - Digital interface -
Part 4: MPEQX2-TS data Transm ssion

| EC 61883-5 (1998-02) Consuner audio/video equipnent - Digital Interface -
Part 5: SDL-DVCR data transm ssion

An additional IEC 61883: work in progress is | EC 61883-6 Ed. 1.0 Audio and
nmusi ¢ data protoco

Page 23

3.1.4 and 3.1.5 appear to have been crafted | ong ago before the ATAPI
standards project was

aborted. Refer to NCI TS 317:1998 ATA/ ATAPI -4 for a definition of these two
termns.

In 3.1.8 replace "of that can have" with "with"

Replace "a Initiator with "an Initiator” or with "an initiator" globally.

| EC standards in general are now 6XXXX and those wi thout the | eading 6 need t
have 60000 added to their nunber to arrive at a nunber that can be ordered. D
not apply this rule to 1 SO | EC standards.

In 3.1.17 why is it Logical Units and not Logical Blocks? Wn't this confuse
SCsI fol ks?

Page 24
In 3.1.26 | think it should be error free data not error free nedia. Feel fre

to substitute a word such as recording for data to replace nedia.

The definition of 3.1.43 is not quite the sane as used earlier in the
standard, see use of field in 3.0 (orphan).

I amsurprised that Hex is 8 bits since | have always thought it was 4 bits
which nicely fit two at a tine in an octet.

I's Inconplete session really without Lead-in and Lead-out witten? | would
have thought with Lead-in witten and wi thout Lead-out witten.

Page 25

Regarding 3.1.61 is it necessary to linmt nediumto a single disc? Do tapes
not have nmediumor are they not using MVC- 27

In 3.1.76 delete "only".

Page 26
Make 3.1.82 has a singular or has a single.

3.1.83 should change "structure is that the two transparent” to "structure



with the two transparent”. Change the |last sentence to "A single sided disc
has one recording side and one non-recording side." to avoid a two sided disc
recorded only on one side being defined as a single sided disc.

Is contact with the UPC Council only by paper nmil?

The Abbreviations and synbols material appears instead to be conventions,
whi ch shoul d be noved to Conventions. But the addition of real abbreviations
and acronyns woul d be nice.

In 3.4.3 replace "interpretability" with "interoperability". | suspect the
spel | checker provided the word.

In 3.4.5 replace "shall be" with are intended to be"

Page 27

Note 1; Label: Gene MIligan; Date: 10/23/98 12:00:27 PM

In 3.4.7 delete the first instance of "as defined by this standard"

Page 28

Following table 1 the MSF bit is defined. But table one does not have an NMSF
bit. | assune a

cross-reference i s needed.

4.1.2 uses the termcontroller which | believe is not defined for SCSI

In 4.1.2 address should not be hyphenat ed.

In 4.1.2 "is ternminated" should be "shall be termi nated" unless this mandator
requirenent is stated outside the nodel

In 4.1.2 replace specification with standard. This should be a gl obal change
except where referring to a private specification which is not a standard (de
facto and standard are two words [well maybe three] not synonyns).

In 4.1.3 change "accessible" to "addressabl e"

Change "does not have a relationship" to "is not required to have a specific
rel ati onshi p".

Page 29
| mpl enent ati ons have not really reached the point of being able to wi sh
Change "may wi sh to have the blocks" to "may request that the bl ocks"

In 4.1.4 change "will use the follow ng nanes" to "are naned" and "will be
used differently" to "are

used differently”. But are they really used differently or are they defined
differently and used the

same?

Referring to 4.1.4.2 which of the clauses are "inplenentation sections". In
addition it seens bad

practice for MMC-2 to define Hard Reset detection for ATA/ATAPI. Simlarly I
think SPI-2 shoul d

prevail over MMC-2 regarding Hard Reset detection. "not individual Logica
Units" should be changed to "not just individual Logical Units".

Referring to 4.1.4.3 the first portion of the prior comment applies. Is there
a | ess graphic but nore

techni cal description of "hung Logical Unit" that translates well in other

cul tures?

I think staying in the current Power State with Device Reset is in conflict
with ATA/ ATAPI -4 but there is sone support for this to be changed in
ATA/ ATAPI -5. I n ATA/ ATAPI -4 the ATAPI folks insisted this be used to bring an



ATAPI device out of Sleep. Referring to 4.1.4.4 the ATAPI reset story seens t
have been requested a little differently in the two standards projects.
Page 31

It is confusing to have the first paragraph of Deferred Errors in 4.1.6
defining an error that is not

deferred. | suggest noving this paragraph to a new subcl ause titled Current
Errors as the case in

SPC- 2.

In de-witching the second paragraph a problem has been created. | think the
"that" shoul d be

reinstated as "which" or alternatively replacing "for that" with "that". It i

not correct that nmultiple

command buffering nust be in use for the deferred error to occur. | suggest
renovi ng the phrase

begi nning with "and". However there nay be a reason to add "nultiple command
buffering to the

C/ DVD danger list. To aid a search for conpliance requirenents it would be
better to replace "are

required to inplenent” with "shall" globally except in the definition of
"shal | ".

In 4.1.6 delete "conputer”. Perhaps this is a global change.

It appears that considerable material is redundant to the nornative SPC
requirenents. |s the reason to change it or just to encounter the risk of
having nore roomfor msinterpretation and unintentional onissions on
subsequent revisions?

In 4.1.7 replace "there now exists a MEDI A STATUS NOTI FI CATI ON Feature" with
"a MEDI A

STATUS NOTI FI CATI ON Feature is defined". Al so replace "nust ensure" wth
"shal | ensure"

Page 32
In the first sentence of 4.2.1.1 should "frane" be plural ?

Shoul d the first sentence after Figure 1(and subsequently) be "small franes"
rather than "snmall
bl ocks"? In the second sentence why is it "frane(Frame)"?

Page 34
There is a missing cross-reference under Figure 4.

Page 35
In 4.2.2 delete the second sentence.

In the second paragraph of 4.2.2 change "nust have" two places to "needs" and
"insure" to "ensure"

I have given up on working the nusts. Please globally review nust in this
standard. |If they inpose a conpliance requirenent for this standard use a

"shall" construction. If they are not a conpliance requirement of this
standard (even if they are a conpliance requirenent of sone other standard
[e.g. recorded format standard]) use a formof "is", "needs" or the like to

avoid triggering the conpliance bell

Page 37
Under Figure 7 why are there periods next to sone of the

to"s.

Page 38
Several registration authorities have been nentioned in MMC-2. Since it is



presently not clear, to

me, which nmaterial in MMC-2 is redundant to other nornative standards, it is
al so not clear to ne

which registration authorities are required by MMC-2 itself. This probably
needs to be clear to the

i mpl ementor, it should be clear to the T10 Chair, and it definitely needs to
be clear to the IR since a list needs to be filled out when the draft is
proposed as an international standard.

Page 44
In 4.2.2.8 delete "on that".

Page 58
The "3 Bytes" and "1 Bit" two places | abels needs to be noved for readability
in Figure 24.

Page 65
The hung coment al so applies to Figure 26

Page 67
Should item(3) in 4.3.6.4 have "the sanme single region" rather than "a sane
single region"?

Page 71

In 4.4.1 delete "actually" and the tenporal "This type does not exist today,
al though it is possible.”

and del ete the bal ance of the paragraph since it is idle discussion having no
bearing on the standard.

In 4.4.1.1 change "There can exist a Logical Unit that is capable of changing
the side of the Disc, but does not have separate Slots fromthe playing
position. This type of Logical Unit reports that it has a Mechani smtype that
is not a changer, but also reports Side Change Capable.” to "A Logical Unit
that is capable of changing the side of the Disc, but does not have separate
Slots fromthe playing position reports that it has a Mechanismtype that is
not a changer, but also reports Side Change Capable." The second paragraph is
hard to parse

Page 78

In Tabl e 34 and probably other portions of the standard use the phrase Vendor
Unique is used. As | recall SCSI standards use Vendor Specific on the picky
point that it may not be uni que.

Page 84

Tabl e 44 has a different acronymfor the Pvnt Junprr than does the text.
Page 97

In 5.3.18 the Test Wite bit set to one should have the "shall" formrather

than the "is" form

Page 100
5.3.22 requires that the commands in Table 90 be inplenmented but there is on

a single comand in Table 90.
Page 101
Tabl e 92 and the associated text al so di sagree on the nunber in the table.

Page 110
In Tabl e 108 and el sewhere a colum is included called Status. The entries in
this case state NOT USED. Does this nmean status is not used or the page is no

used. | suggest deleting the colum and placing "Shall not be inplenented" in
t he Sub-d ause col umm.

Page 113



In Tabl e 113 what does "(Optional) Default 0"for the PS bit nean? |Is a device
that adds the cost of non-volatile nmenory have to default to not using it?

Page 149
Regardi ng the note under Table 154 how fast is "immediately"? Is the tol eranc

infinite?

Page 163
There are quite a few tables (e.g. Table 186) in which the colums are too
narrow for the itens or the font is too large for the colums. This may be du

to pdf differences but should be checked.

Page 196

The structure of sone of the tables (e.g. Table 240) with the sane byte
nunbers repeating is

confusing. | think this confusion could be cleared up by changing the data

I ength nane fromthe

generic DVD structure to the specific (e.g. Copyright Managenent |nfornmation
Data Length).

Al ternatively beginning the information with Byte nunber 4 and changi ng the
data length to additional data |length. The definition of data length inplies
that the Reserved Bytes are included but | assune sone will conclude that it
begins with the second Byte O.

Page 209

Tabl e 261 has a note that the conmand is not nandatory. Are tables with
command i nformation

wi thout a note of this type describing mandatory conmmands?

Page 219
T10 was required to report projects that had a potential year 2000 problem |

appears from Tabl e
282 that MMC-2 has such a problen? Was it reported? Shoul d anyt hing be done
about it?

Page 223

Regardi ng the earlier comment on potential confusion on the repeating Byte
nunbers. The

construction of Tables |ike Table 287 is not confusing and should be used as
the style for the others.

Page 230
A third construction for the tables is found in Table 295. The style
establ i shed by SPC shoul d be used for all cases.

Page 238
The note above Table 307 has a normative requirenent. Normative requirenents
need to be noved fromthe notes to the clause text.

Page 264
Sonet hi ng odd happened to Table 354 in the pdf.

Page 265
The note under Table 356 should be text due to the nornmative requirenent. A
gl obal check is needed.

Page 277
Clause 6.1.40 includes an editor's note concerning work yet to be conpl et ed.

Page 281
Where is ++R in Annex A expl ai ned?



Page 292
What value is B.2.1.17

B. 2 should be MMC-2 not ML,

Page 295
When wi |l Annex C be added?

Page 303
Why does Table L.1 have a columm with no entries?

Page 312
Table N. 3 al so has a bl ank col um.

EE R R I R I R I R I R I R I I R R R R R R R R O I

Conments attached to Yes ballot from Robert Snively of
Sun M crosystens Conputer Co:

None at present. | reserve the right to nake sone before the
closing of the ballot.

EIE R I R R O R End Of Ballot Report EIE R I R R O R



