D1) Clarify the effect of approval of this document on CCSDS Working Groups and Documents. 
D2) Section 2.5, first sentence:  I am not sure how the phrase "..., and where the connections between elements, the physics of motion, and external environmental forces must be considered."  From context, this is part of the motivation for the Connectivity Viewpoint, but I suspect I'm not reading the sentence correctly or there's a word missing.
D3) Section 2.6, 2nd paragraph, first sentence:  need space between comma and "hardware."
D4) Section 2.6, 7th paragraph (beginning "The selection of specific..."):  Reference to figure 2-7 should be to figure 2-6.
D5) Section 2.6, 8th paragraph:  Expand acronym "SAP."
(SAP is called out four paragraphs above.)
D6) Section 2.8, reference to figure 2-9 should be to figure 2-8 (in both Para 1 and Para 2).
D7) Section 2.9.2:  References to figures 2-10 (a, b, and c) should be to Figures 2-9 (a, b, and c, respectively).
D8) Section 2.9.3:  Reference to figure 2-11 in paragraph 2 should be to figure 2-10.  Reference to figure 2-10 in paragraph 4 should be to figure 2-9, I believe.  However, I do not see in figures 2-9 a, b, or c, a "pipe" representation that provides inter-layer services as does a SAP (a la the ovals in figure 2-10).  The only pipes I see in any of the figures 2-9 are intra-layer.
D9) Section 3 seems out of place.  It introduces concepts that have already been used.  For example, Section 2.1 uses "encapsulation, abstraction and behaviour [sic]."  It goes on to explain encapsulation at some length, but doesn't mention abstraction or behavior.  Section 3.1 defines abstraction and encapsulation (I'm still waiting for behavior -- whoops there it is in 3.2.4).   My recommendation is to either remove the terminology from section 2 that is defined in section 3, or to move section 3 ahead of section 2, or to provide sufficient explanation within section 2 so that it stands alone. 
D10) Section 4.3, Paragraph 6.  Sentence 2: "How each Space Enterprise is decomposed into component Enterprise Objects highly depends on each space data system,..."  This is confusing to me.  It seems that the space data system should be the *result* of this decomposition, not the constraining entity.  It would make sense if this paragraph is describing building a representation of an *existing* space data system, in which case the text should make that clear.
D11) Section 4.4.1, footnote 1:  "Detailed descriptions of the attributes of Enterprise Objects will be provided in a later issue of this document."  Is it OK to go to ballot with an incomplete document?  Similarly, Section 5.3, note 2, and section 5.4.1, note 3.
D12) Section 5.3:  broken link in the 2nd sentence of the paragraph after Table 5-1:  "...for the more application oriented Functional Objects shown intable Error!  Reference source not found.."
D13) Section 6:  Although the word "scheduling" is mentioned in paragraph 2, the concept of a "schedule" doesn't seem to appear in any of the attributes of the Links, Nodes, or what have you.  For Space Data Systems, "schedule" seems like an important concept to call out explicitly, especially when one considers that the scheduled availability of a node may not be directly derivable from the laws of motion governing it (for example, a remote node may be in view, but I don't have time scheduled on the ground station).
D14) Section 6.3.1, Last sentence of 3rd Paragraph after Figure 6-1:  Fragmentary sentence:  "...selected to deal with these behavioral and environmental  "  No ending to sentence.
(Added arbitray substantive to complete sentence.)
D15) Table 6-2:  I don't believe that this table is intended to be prescriptive, based on the "Typical" in the title, but it seems mistaken to restrict the "Space Link" element to only point-to-point relationships as is currently done.  I would be reluctant to rule out a broadcast network among multiple spacecraft to support, for example, constellation formation flying.
D16) Is the clip-art in, for example Figure 6-2, Figure 6-4, Figure 6-5, etc. serving a purpose (other than bloating the size of the document)?  If this is a language for architectural specification, it seems that such graffiti has no place.
D17) Figures 6-2 through 6-5:  Are these actually adequate representations of the Connectivity View?  If so, then I believe that they're useless.  Where are the attributes specified?  How can I make any reasonable trade offs with these cartoons?  If there are attributes associated with these nodes and links, why are they not shown?  How are they supposed to be shown?  Is there supposed to be traceability between Figure 6-2 and Figure 6-4?  If so, why did the name of some of the nodes change?  (e.g. "Tracking Station" in Figure 6-2 became "Ground Tracking Station" in Figure 6-4.)  These boxes, in the absence of their attributes, provide little to no value.  If this is supposed to be an example that demonstrates the utility of a connectivity view, it fails.  It *might* be improved by the addition of the actual information that imbues each cartoon with meaning, so that we might understand how these things might be useful as tools in reasoning about the connectivity of a space mission.  But it's not useful as is.
D18) 7.2 “The Communications Viewpoint is an engineering and technical view of a space data system that focuses on the mechanisms and functions required to design and implement protocols and communications standards for a space data system, …”  So it appears that this section is supposed to be a tool to help me design and implement protocols.  I don’t believe that there are any real protocol design tools put forth here.  At best, the section presents a restatement of some protocol representation tools.
D19) 7.3.1 -- the first sentence of the section contains a reference to footnote 4, but I cannot find footnote 4.
(Note reference deleted.)
Not all of these comments need to be resolved prior to sending the document out for review.  The comments on sections 3 and 4.4.1 seem to be deferrable until later.  I'm conflicted on whether the comment on section 6 as a whole and the final comment on Figures 6-2 through 6-5 need to be resolved prior to agency review.  I believe that the document is not particularly useful until these are resolved, but I'm willing to be swayed.  I believe that the comments on section 7 can (easily) and should be resolved prior to release. 
