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Document Conventions: 

The document is coded in the following way (copying Peter Reynolds’s document convention): 


Green if there is agreement 
Navy if more discussion is needed 
and red if it is contentious. 


Where I have made a change I have emphasised the changed word.

Specification Refinement Proposals:  

Count
Group
Word Separators – Inline breaking
Reformat Element
Count
From Mark Levins: <note> as a child of <count>

Currently the <count> element is very ambiguous, a note as a child element could be used to indicate what was being counted, what was considered
a word etc. 


Mtg: This solution does not go far enough,  and requires further discussion.

Group

The <count-group>, <prop-group> and <context-group> elements can be used within a <group> without any other relevant child elements

From Mark Levins/ John Reid: The <count-group>, <prop-group> and <context-group> elements can be used within a <group> without any other relevant child elements The 1.0 specification allows that a <group> element can contain (for example) a <count-group> without containing anything to count. I think the <group> element should be changed to contain at least one of <group>, <trans-unit> or <bin-unit>.  It was agreed that this also applies to <body> element.

From John Reid: we make the header element optional. If we are going to change names, let's call the trans-unit the trans-group or source-group (preferred). That would also need to be extended to the bin-unit, which would become the bin-group.  

Mtg: No but if names are changed this should be considered. The order of child elements in file could be ordered to match, as closely as reasonable, the order of child elements in the content-group. Thus, the note element would follow the prop-group element. 

Meeting decided this needed further discussion
Word separator

From Yves: Currently when processing a <source> or a <target> element there is no way to know how an inline code such as <bpt>, or <x/> should affect the word breaking. While the majority of original codes are most likely not to be seen as separator (.e.g. <b>...</b> in HTML) a few are word breaker (e.g. <br/>).

It may be useful to have an additional optional attribute in <bpt>, <it>, <ph>, <g/>, <x/>, <bx/>, and <ex/> to indicate whether the code should be considered a word separator or not.

Something like word-break="yes|no" (or 'wb' to keep with the short name tradition). The default would be "no". For example:

<source>Line one<ph id="1" wb="yes">\n</ph>Line two</source>

Meeting decided this needed further discussion

Reformat Element 

From Mat Lovatt:
Proposal 1 
In the XLIFF 1.0 spec, the reformat attribute is used to indicate that all UI attributes may or may not be modified. 
The spec mentions font, size, etc. 
The specific attributes are not detailed. 
A closed list of attributes controlled by the Reformat attribute will remove ambiguity 

Action:  Require a closed list of attributes.
 
Proposal 2 
A reformat element will be used as an alternative to the reformat attribute.
If specified, all attributes listed within the element may be modified in the trans-unit/bin-unit.  

All attributes not within the element may not be modified 

All attributes in the element will have empty or default values. 
The value of the attribute is ignored. Its presence is used to validate and control changes to the 'Real' attribute 
 
The trans-unit/bin-unit may specify a reformat attribute, or a reformat element, but not both.
Mtg:  Yes (Proposal 1 and 2) to the concept

Both proposals needs further clarification. Mat to formulate proposal to do this.  
  
Proposal 3 
If Non XLIFF standard UI attributes are specified using props, a reformat attribute within the prop-group will specify that all attributes within the prop-group may or may not be modified. This is primarily of use for end users that use these values in proprietary environments. 

Mtg: Discussion needs to wait until we discuss the prop-group

