Continuing to work through the live pages, and having done some further research and thinking about transcription presentation, I think we have to render glyph characters so that the @type (runover, justification, etc) is made evident to the reader somewhere besides in the markup itself. As the literature makes clear, it’s required editorial practice that the reader see how we’re interpreting all marks—and while the reader can in most cases see the mark rendered, there’s no indication what we’re making of it, unless the reader can go behind the scenes and look at the markup.

There’s a place to explain the markup in the note on “Editorial Methodology” (as presently revised, not in what’s uploaded). The note has a subsection named “Element, Attribute, and Value Usage,” with sub-subsections devoted to classes of punctuation (among other things). We can direct readers to these sub-subsections.

But how? Good practice demands a brief identification (“line ends with justification character”) and a link to the note (“see Editorial Methodology: Element, Attribute, and Value Usage – Justification, Runover, and Word Division”). We’ve already got a setup for such identifications in the glosses. Just add a <ref> callout at the appropriate place in the witness, which sends the reader to the gloss page, where the reader sees the brief identification followed by the link for further explanation. (Those sections, subsections, and sub-subsections in the Editorial Methodology already have xml:ids assigned, since I created them for purposes of internal linking within the note.) I think we should use this gloss page procedure, so that we remain consistent with the current architecture, rather than build something different that would mean yet another thing for the reader to keep track of.

But. It’s also good practice to keep explanatory notes separate from textual notes. The separation is partly a matter of audience – some readers are mystified or bored by textual notes – and more importantly a matter of clarity. It would not be cool to mix the kinds of glosses in a numbered series.
One way – and I imagine the simplest way – to separate the two kinds of notes is simply to create a new kind of page, called something like “textual glosses.” That’s a bore since it opens yet another tab; and it may look ridiculous since there may be only a few (or one) brief textual note on it. Would it be possible to sector the gloss page, so that a explanatory-gloss callout sends the reader to one series of glosses (explanatory), and a textual-note callout sends the reader to a second series of glosses (textual) – but on the same webpage, so we’re generating one tab/webpage for one family of items (all glosses for a given witness)?
If the xslt for what I’m proposing would be too difficult, if not impossible, then I’ll persuade myself not to think of where the reader is sent as a page, but merely as a position on a page – now an explanatory gloss, now a textual one -- which the reader doesn’t have to conceptualize as if it were a printed page with the two kinds of glosses neatly separated.
Needless Alarm (witness)
· Sequence of overwriting seems to work clearly.

Defiance of War (witness)
· Should be treated as simple overwriting, with Position 1 rendering as what’s underneath; Position 2, the clear title.

Glen of Glenfarg (witness)
· Neither witness loading

Hill of Kinnoul (witness)
· Second p. of facsimile came up once, then disappeared
Lochleven (witness)
· Second p of facsimile came up once, disappeared

· Seeing two images of same page stacked atop one another
On Papa’s Leaving Home

· (apparatus) Deletion doesn’t render in “end of the poems” (in Date)

· (witness) Second p of facsimile came up once, disappeared

Scotland (witness)
· line 3: can “dreary way” be both a deletion and an addition?

· Line 8: the runover line is an orphan at top of second page. The <l> accordingly is interrupted by a page break and p. no. Does the xslt understand this?

On the Rainbow (witness)

· I’ve revised the @type for <g> at the end of each of lines 2-3, which I do not think is an “endline” mark as  previously coded but an insertion mark (functioning like a caret), and so I’ve changed the value to read “insertion”. The encoding guide will need to be updated accordingly. (I don’t know if that “endline” usage occurs elsewhere, where such an interpretation might be correct. If you search and find it, you can leave the term in the Encoding Guide for now.) Another solution would be to tag it as a metamark: which do you think?
· Look at the markup for lines 5 and 12, please, and see facsimile To account for the extra “r” before “reflect” and the extra “n” before not, it’s been treated as an overwrite. But I think Ruskin is inventing a form of deletion. Having realized that he wrote the “r” and “n” too close to the previous word, he repeated those letters but made them very heavy. The original “r” and “n” may also be partially erased. If so, it’s too difficult to tell from the facsimile and my notes say nothing about the issue.
· Line 8, the doubleletter isn’t rendering, and I’m wondering if that’s because the encoder has tried to put two values in the same <hi> tag. Didn’t know one could do that. See also “Ragland Castle”
· Second p. of poem, line 4, and last line: the two words run together, “itjustly”, in xml are marked for a double space between them, as the facsimile does show; however, the space element is closed up on either side to “it” and “justly.” So the xslt isn’t reading it as a double space, but ignoring the element altogether. Same thing is going on in the last line with “Thebeauties”. (Where I’ve added glosses to these lines, I’ve been careful not to disturb the spacing around the <space> element so you can see how it was done.)
· Also in that last line, I don’t mind the “upon” being treated as an addition, but there should be a space shown between “upon” and “The” so I’ve added that. But still the encoded extra space isn’t showing up.
Ragland Castle (witness)

· PENDING YOUR IDEA HOW TO HANDLE TEXTUAL GLOSSES, I’VE CREATED A SECOND GLOSS FILE

· Line 1 -- Double letter doesn’t seem to be rendering (not sure): same markup as queried above, for “On the Rainbow”

· Line 1—x above line. I’ve coded this as a metamark, function=”unknown” which needs to be added to Encoding guide. Whatever it is, it’s not part of the poem. There’s another instance in “The Storm”. Also, I’ve coded for a cross-mark rather than the letter x.
SPRING: BLANK VERSE

· Line 1 – what had been treated as a “faded” letter (using the element <hi> but I think the encoder must have intended <unclear>) is in fact pencil, I believe, Ruskin forgetting to overwrite the letter in ink, as was his practice at this time. So I’ve used <handShift> to change the medium from ink to pencil for the duration of this one letter

· A new page of glosses in your Final Review folder mixes contextual and textual together. There didn’t exist a gloss page for “Spring” already, so I didn’t attempt to keep the two kinds of glosses separate at this point.

THE SEA

· I’ve created a “glosses2” which has a textual note

THE STORM

· Since first encoding this, we’ve introduced “metamark” and that seems to me the correct interpretation of the word “bad” which Ruskin adds, not as part of the poem, but as a comment on it. It shouldn’t be tagged, therefore, as we did the first time—as a simple addition. Instead of two transcripts named “the_storm_a” and “the_storm_b”, I’ve made a single witness file “the_storm”, which is in your Final—New Completed folder. See what you think of how I’ve marked this up. We need to consider how this markup would render.
· I’ve designated as the @function of this metamark the value “rejected”; if you agree, that value needs to be added to the Encoding Guide.

· There’s a new gloss file for “The Storm”

LOOK AT THAT SHIP

· In MS XI witness, look at the <unclear> tag on “buil[t] and compare gloss. I have a theory that the terminal letter was a d not a t, and that Ruskin deliberately erased it. The letter itself is illegible, so I’ve taken the “t” away from the <unclear> tag and made the tag self-closing. Also, I don’t think it is faded because of the fold, as asserted by the tag. The probable reason is explained in the gloss, but what should the element and agent-attribute be? Should we use gap?
· Gloss file created, in your Final folder

TIME: BLANK VERSE
· MSIA version, the “doubleletter-fill” capitals aren’t rendering at all; the letters don’t show up at all. There are about 9 of these. But they do render for the MS III version: the difference in coding is the instruction for “caps” followed by a period in the MS IA
· The doubleletter caps fail to render also in the glosses

· The date at the bottom of the poem should be flush left: do we use <hi rend=> for that, inventing a new value of “flush-left”? Also there shouldn’t be so much space between the date and the last line of the poem. Is this because it’s tagged as a paragraph?
· I’ve changed HANDX in MS III version to identify Collingwood. That date at bottom also needs to render flush left
· For one gloss (xml:id BASELINEPUNCTUATIONGLOSS), I’ve placed a pointer on line 2 of MS IA version, and line 24 of MS III. Will that confuse the program?

Account

· (VIII) “Part of Brussels” (prose, part 1): lower part of transcript page displaced on top of facsimile

· (IX) “Calais” (poem): second page comes up once, disappears (seeing two images stacked atop one another)

· Table: links ( “not found”

To do:

· Page images of Poems 1891 and 1902

