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Boultbee

	Para.
	Boultbee Comment
	Response

	p. ii
	Five instances of double periods. Fixed.
	

	Foreword
	Three instances of double periods. Fixed.
	

	3.1.2.1.1, 
Para. 2, sentence 2
&
3.1.3.1
Para. 2
	Should be “phrases …refer” or “phrase…refers.” I would delete the two commas in that sentence also.

I tentatively changed 3.1.2.1.1 to “phrases…” but left 3.1.3.1 unedited.
	

	3.1.2.1.3
Footnote 2
	I will defer to Dave, but I am OK with “apparent size.” Alternately, how about just “appearance”?
	

	3.1.2.5
	Two instances of double periods. Fixed.
	

	3.1.4.1.2.1
Footnote 6
	The standard does not explicitly require maps. By default it is up to the supplier to decide how and what to document in an inspection. I have seen customer specs. that require maps and that indicate the smallest imperfection to map. ISO requires maps. 
Did we have a definition of “relevant scratch” that we subsequently deleted?
I suggest the footnote be deleted.
	

	3.1.4.1.2.1
Para. 4
	I suggest we add “See 3.1.4.3” at the end.
	

	3.1.4.1.3
	One instance of triple periods. Fixed.
	

	3.1.4.2.2.2
	Last sentence, I think it should say either “there is no need to apply accumulation or concentration rules,” or “there is no need to perform accumulation or concentration inspections.”
	

	3.1.4.2.2.4
&
3.1.4.2.3.1
	At some point we need to fix the font of the formulas to match the earlier ones. I deleted the commas after the formulas to be consistent with the earlier ones.
	

	Footnote 7
	This is what the “Disregard Scratch Widths Less Than” and “Disregard Dig Diameters Less Than” are all about. 
MIL-C-48497A Amendment 2, 3.3.5.2.1.2, after a verbal description of the scratch accumulation rules says “Disregard all scratches less than the minimum allowable width to be considered. (See 3.3.5.2.1).” [which is the scratch table.] After the dig table it says “Disregard all digs less than the minimum allowable dig diameter to be considered in table.”
MIL-F-48616, 3.4.1.2.1 says “All scratches of widths less than or equal to the maximum allowable width, and greater than or equal to the minimum scratch width to be considered (See Table 1) shall be included in the integration.” The wording for digs is similar.
We need to say what the purpose is of the “disregard” columns in Tables 3 and 4. 
	

	3.1.4.3.3
	Commas go inside quote marks, two places. Fixed.
	

	3.1.4.3.2
Footnote 8
	I think it should say “no digs with an apparent size greater than magnitude 50.”
	

	3.3
	I propose, “No blemishes such as streaks, smears, stains, blotchiness, discoloration, etc. visible to the unaided eye shall be permitted within the clear aperture on an optical surface lying in a focal plane. Unless otherwise specified on the component drawing or procurement document, blemishes on a polished surface which lies outside the focal plane in an optical system shall be acceptable when it can be shown that these blemishes do not impair the spectral performance and durability requirements.”

	

	4.1
	At some point we need to fix the number and tolerance alignment. It is a formula object from Gene Kohlenberg’s use of OpenDoc instead of Word, I believe.
	

	4.3.1
	Two instances of double periods. Fixed.
	

	5.3
	I think this is an example of too rigid adherence to the document outline. I don’t think there is such a thing as “area imperfections of the bulk material.” This paragraph should be deleted.
	

	6.1
Footnote 11
	I vote “Yes.”
	

	7.3.1
	How about “…if they interfere with the functional performance specified for the cemented element.” My intent is that “functional” includes optical [spectral], environmental and mechanical performance. I don’t believe users specify these for the interface, they specify them for the completed cemented element (component?).
	

	8.1.1-8.1.5
	If we want to shorten the document, these paragraphs could be condensed into a single paragraph.
	

	8.1.6
	One instance of triple periods. Fixed.
	

	8.2.1
	Two instances of double periods. Fixed.
Deleted comma after “horizontal.”
	

	8.2.2
	Two instances of double periods. Fixed.
	

	9.2.4 & 9.2.5
	Consider changing the order, since 9.2.2 and 9.2.3 go in the order visibility…dimensional.
	

	9.4.1
	In an effort to be precise this definition is overly complicated and still has issues.
I propose “An opening through which light can pass.”
	

	9.4.2
	I propose “The minimum area over which the optical requirements apply.”
With this definition you don’t need a separate definition of “aperture.”
	

	9.4.3
	Add “of” so it reads “…the area of a non-circular….” Fixed.
	

	9.6
Footnote 15
	I agree. We are on the verge of several circular definitions. 
	

	9.6.4
	I propose the ISO 9211-1 definition of rim as “any area outside the clear aperture.”
	

	9.6.5
	JDSU defines a bevel as “visible to some max size and the angle is always 45°” and a chamfer is fully dimensioned with min and max and angle. Thus typically a bevel is applied to remove a sharp edge to improve resistance to chipping (a “protective bevel”), whereas a chamfer has a more functional purpose, such as mating with a bezel. But many sources use them synonymously.
I propose the JDSU definitions.
	

	9.6.6
	I propose we use the “toleranced feature” definition.
	

	9.7.4
	I propose “ The intersection of the two reflecting surfaces of a roof prism.”
	

	9.8.8
	There is also a phenomenon called devitrification in which small crystals (“devit”) form in the otherwise amorphous glass. “Inclusions” is used in glass specifications to include foreign matter and devit.
I propose we substitute “inclusions” for “foreign matter.”
	


	

	9.9.4
	Delete the last sentence. It is a comment, not part of a definition. Some coatings can exhibit haziness, so the current comment is too limiting anyway.
	

	9.9.3
Footnote 16
	Feathering is a type of edge separation. Does it warrant its own definition in this standard? I agree with Bill Royal, we should change the title to “Cement Separation.”
	

	9.10.1
Footnote 17
	Do you mean “streak” or “sleek”?
A streak is a smudge and does not involve a tearing of the surface as a scratch does. Unfortunately, this definition of “scratch” does not include the tearing aspect. It should.
	

	9.11.1(3)
	What does this mean? 
	

	9.11.2
	I propose this be simplified to “A very small hole in a coating.”
	

	9.11.3
	Delete “round” from the title and text. Coating spatter is never referred to as “round coating spatter” and it need not be round to be spatter.
	

	9.12.1
Footnote 21
	I agree with Bill that not all chips are chonchoidal. I propose that all the words associated with that inference be deleted.
	

	Annex D
	We need to use the “Keep with next” paragraph formatting tool to keep the whole table on the same page. Fixed.
	

	Annex F
	In the text, add “F” to the table numbers. Fixed.
	



