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JAMA

Comments on Deliverable Code SC1-D2, Version 1.0

<Overview>

We at JAMA have reviewed and studied the SC1-D2, version 1.0.  Although it is still unknown how detailed the format of automotive repair information will be standardized, we concluded that it should be very difficult to develop the standard of information format that satisfies user requirements suggested as SC1 within a limited period.  In addition, some inconsistences have been discovered in the contents.  However, we would like to remind that we are willing to provide the emission-related repair information and make it “accessible” to the repair-side.  Therefore, we would like to suggest referring and following to the case in US, and to move the discussion in OASIS away from the “architecture” to the “accessibility”.

<Comments>

1. User requirements suggested as SC1 contain a wide range of information (more than US case) including the information that could not be required for emission-related repairs.  For example, because Job Time is used for warranty reimbursement to the car manufacturer and third-party users (repairers) cannot ask car manufacturers for reimbursement, there could be no reason why the Job Time is required for emission-related repairs.

2. SC1 also contains new items in addition to US case.  In the past, SAE has been asked by EPA and tried to develop the standard data format by analyzing and investigating the documents of each car manufacturer, discussing and negotiating with all related parties, and seeking the standard.  Therefore, it should not be feasible to complete the development of standard within the period.

3. The delivery of printable data has been discussed without any SCs that consider a process to protect the copyright.

In US, EPA requested SAE to establish the standard format of emission-related repair information within 1 year in 1994 so that the emission-related repair information could be delivered to third-party users (repairers) from 1998.  SAE then organized working groups with specialists in each area and studied DTD, Data Model, etc.  However, SAE had finally failed to develop the standard format of emission-related repair information within the period since the difference in the data structure of service manuals among car manufacturers was more than expected, the search pass of data model was frequently changed, and then DTD was modified continuously.  This caused the delay in enforcing the air pollution restriction law.  J2008 itself was not employed as well.

Although SAE did employ the SGML (ISO standard) as a standard data format of emission-related repair information, SGML was finally regarded as a “NOT” suitable data format for distribution because of rapid change and expansion of IT environment.

In consideration of this US case, we believe that the format must have greater flexibility so that the objectives of OASIS can be realized quickly.

We understand that the objective of OASIS project is to support the enforcement of the air pollution restriction law from technical aspect.  So the top priority is to complete this project on schedule in order not to affect the schedule of related laws.  

Therefore, we disagree the SC1-D2, version 1.0 because it will not be completed within the period.

<Suggestion>

We at JAMA would like to propose the followings that could be feasible to be completed within the period, and to suggest to start discussing Europe-specific issues such as multi-languages, Internet environment, etc.:

1. Move the discussion in OASIS away from the “architecture” of the presentation of emission-related information (one of the main factors of project failure) to the “accessibility” of that information.

2. Implement the same data delivery and terms & conditions etc. as the one in US.

3. Handle only emission-related repair information as mentioned in the Charter (just re-confirmation)

4. Employ the same conditions for e.g. data to be covered, type of contents, etc. as the one in US.

(End of the document)

