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 Attachment 1  -  Joe Christensen/Centrelink 
A.
Editing Issues

1.
Registration Status (Part 6)

Although an editing meeting for Part 6 is not scheduled as part of the above meeting, we are keen to be involved in the progression of the upcoming third edition of the ISO 11179 suite of standards. The ISO registration status categories have been the area of most concern to us in implementation of a business definitions registry.  We have implemented a registration life-cycle process that makes a number of adaptations to 11179/6, and would be happy to share this approach with other interested parties. We also be pleased to exchange information and ideas with any interested parties about practical implementation of a registration life cycle policy and process.

Our principal areas of concern with the registration status categories in 11179/6 are:

· Mixing of concepts of registration (proposed, candidate, standard, etc.), operational or applicable status (retired, superseded, etc.) and usage status (local domain item)

· Insufficient differentiation between the life cycle process applicable to administered items and the restricted management of what are described as “local domain items”

2. Types of administered item (Part 3)

Even though 4.7.2 states, in relation to Figure 2, that “Additional types of Administered Item may be defined as extensions to this standard.” I have observed misunderstanding of this point by many users. It is suggested that some changes are made to make it clearer that “extensions” are valid, and/or the metamodel revised to encompass them. 

In our metadata registry implementation, we will be including additional types of administered item that are essential for business use and understanding, for example standard population, standard data set, etc.

Authoritative documentation of administered items is dependent upon a suitable set of metadata descriptors or “attributes”. The approach we are taking is to use a core set of metadata descriptors that are common to all administered items, together with some metadata descriptors that are specific to administered item types. 

The 11179/3 metamodel contains most but not all of these metadata “attributes”, and Annex C2 is helpful. While we are confident that we have come up with a robust set of metadata attributes, working through the 11179/3 material about attributes is tedious. We suggest that consideration be given to the development of a Technical Report covering “Documentation (and management) of Metadata Attributes for Administered Items” that includes worked examples, such as some practical examples of relationship types, etc. We would be happy to contribute our experience to such a Technical Report, which could be a self-contained report or part of a broader Registry Implementation Standard or Technical Report.

3.
Relationships (Part 3)

The complexity and multiplicity of relationships is evident by the many clauses in 11179/3 about relationships (note that many of these clauses relate to relationships that apply to specific administered item types). 

We are working systematically through the Relationships issue, with a view to differentiating between relationships that need to be managed (in a registration lifecycle sense) and those relationships that are essentially descriptive. 

A criticism of 11179/3 is that while it articulates a Derivation Rule, it does not acknowledge the importance of a guideline/direction/instruction within an authoritative set of metadata attributes. Also, apart from a few examples in C.2.4.7, it lacks specific direction about the actual types of relationship that need to be administered. Coverage of Relationships in a Technical Report or Standard about Metadata Registry Implementation would be very welcome.

4.
Context 

11179/3 is a little ambiguous about Context. 

11179/3 variably refers to Context as a universe of discourse in which a name or definition is used, named or defined. I would argue that Context is the universe of discourse in which an administered item has meaning, consistent with the emphasis in the Standard on the importance of semantic meaning. This has been the subject of a recent e-mail exchange I have had with Ray Gates. 

There is also a tension between (a) the (ISO) registry administration requirement that all administered items be named and defined within a Context and (b) the practical business requirement that the business context in which an administered item has meaning is clearly communicated to registry users. 11179/3 states that Context “may be a business domain, an information subject area, an information system, a database, file, data model, standard document, or any other environment determined by the owner of the registry.” I do not believe that physical data stores are adequate descriptors of Context (meaning) and I have reservations that they are adequate descriptors of Context (naming and defining).

We believe that some clarification of the concept of Context and some minor editorial changes are required.

B.
Standards development issues

4.
Open Source Solution

As mentioned recently, we are interested in an Open Source solution to implementation of a metadata registry. Given that our organization inevitably needs effective interchange of information and its associated metadata, this seems to be preferable to implementation on a DB/2 platform.

We are keen to establish a dialogue with SC32 delegates who have experience with Open Source Solutions for metadata registries, or have an interest in pursuing the possibilities. 

5.
Registry Implementation Standard or Technical Report

We see real potential for an Implementation Standard or Technical Report. It should facilitate wider take-up of ISO 11179, especially if it can be written in plain English. It could incorporate, or complement TR 15943 (which to us falls short of providing sufficient guidance about registry content). Again, we would be happy to contribute our work as input to this.

 Attachment 2 
Joan Burnside, Alistair Hamilton Australian Bureau of Statistics
Issue 1 - Describing aggregate data using ISO 11179

The following issue was raised with Dan Gillman via email in March 2005 - Dan's email response follows.

Issue

How to describe the aggregate column of datasets in a way that is both consistent with ISO 11179 and practical in application.  

Background

ABS is planning to release aggregate dataset on the National Data Network and to describe them using ISO 11179.

ISO 11179 allows for the description of an aggregate as a Data Element with an object class that has a single member.

In some of our datasets there are more than 8.5 million aggregate data elements.

There are practical considerations that need to be taken into account before applying full Data Element descriptions to aggregates.

Example

As an illustration, the table below is a simplified extract from the dataset we are seeking to describe.  
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New South Wales

1 cylinder

31149

New South Wales

2 cylinders

40932

New South Wales

3 cylinders

21564

New South Wales

4 cylinders

1864489

New South Wales

6 cylinders

1205741

New South Wales

8 cylinders

129328

New South Wales

12 cylinders

776

New South Wales

Other and not stated

1491784

Victoria

1 cylinder

54980


In describing this data we have fully described 'State' and 'Number of Cylinders' as Data Elements but have described the count column as a 'Measure Element' with a property and a value domain.

To correctly describe the 'Count' column (or aggregates) as `Data Elements each aggregate value has a new object class, eg the object class for the first number is something like "Motor vehicles, registered in New South Wales as having 1 cylinder".  For the second number it is something like "Motor vehicles, registered in New South Wales as having 2 cylinders" and so on.  The property and value domain/representation remain the same.

The above example results in sixty four aggregate data elements.  In the case of the full data cube there are more than 8.5 million aggregate data elements.

Proposal

Local discussion on the issue concluded that in many situations it would be sufficient for the aggregate to be described in the ISO 11179 terms of a property and value domain combination (currently we are calling this a 'measure element' in our metadata) and that the context of the presentation provides sufficient information to explain the object class.  This also recognised that any aggregate taken out of context could, and should, be described using an object class, property and value domain (a Data Element).

Dan's Response

Dear Joan,

I have some ideas on your problem of describing tables using the constructs in 11179.  The major problem, as you ably described, is the uncontrolled rise in the number of data elements.  The way around this I've found is to use data elements as a last resort.  Try to describe as much as you can with value domains first. 

Take your example of the table of numbers of registered motor vehicles by number of cylinders by state.  First, why register "state" as a data element?  What semantics are lost by registering it as a conceptual domain and value domain (for a particular representation)?  I claim no semantics are lost.  The same goes for number of cylinders.  Also, how about registration?  Is it necessary to register the number of cylinders value domain?  For the states, yes.

Now, for the last column, here is where the problem really resides, in my view.  First, the counts can be described as a non-enumerated value domain. So, each column is describable as a value domain.

For any table, there is a unit of analysis - which corresponds pretty closely with the idea of a population.  That is, what do the counts count? In this case, registered motor vehicles.  This is the only object class you have.  Therefore, I think, you represent the entire table as a data element. What is the property?  Use the combination of states / cylinders / counts.

Finally, here is how this will look:

Table (i.e. derived) data element --

Object class: Registered vehicles in Australia

Property: state x number of cylinders x counts

Value domain: array of value domains, defined by {vd1, vd2, vd3}, where

Value domain 1: states of Australia - names

Value domain 2: number of cylinders (i.e. a list of numbers)

Value domain 3: counts (nonenumerated, probably {all integers greater than or equal to zero})

One note - In theory, the table stubs are actually value meanings and not values.  So, if the table is rendered in the traditional way, with stubs and headers, each row will be labelled with a series of value meanings rather than a series of values.  Therefore, the VD1 and VD2 are not really being used as value domains but as a source for the conceptual domains. 

Let me know if this works.  I am worried that I've provided a solution that does not generalize.

Yours,

Dan

Issue 2 - Terminology in ISO 11179 Part 1 and Part 3

In the Australian Bureau of Statistics both the Economic and Social Statistics Divisions have been developing documentation and guidelines for describing their data using ISO 11179.  We have a difference emerging in the description of the fundamental model for data elements which seems to stem from different descriptions used in Part 1 and Part 3 of the standard.  The issue is around the use of 'Representation' or 'Value Domain' as a part of the fundamental model.

Email discussions with Bruce, Doug and Dan provided clarification. They indicated that the use of "representation" in Part 1 is intended to refer to the whole "representation" portion of the model, including value domain, unit of measure, datatype, representation class, etc. and that a person should not equate "representation" in Part 1 to mean "representation class" in Part 3.  The fundamental model is Object Class + Property = Data Element Concept = Value Domain = Data Element.

However, the use of Representation in Part 1, Figure 1- Fundamental model for data elements, has the potential to confuse users of the standard.  Recommend that in this figure the term Representation be replaced with Value Domain to be consistent with Part 3.

Attachment 3 
ABS (Don Bartley) and AIHW (Trish Ryan)
1.  Support for Federated MDR Schemes

With growing interest and implementation of federated metadata registry schemes, it is important that 11179 support this particular type of implementation. Although no particular requirement is highlighted in this issue, the significance of this type of implementation should be recognised in developing Part 3. . 

2. Support for multiple Registration Authorities

Part 3 does not currently support multiple Registration Authorities. In some current MDR implementations, a single registry supports registration by multiple authorities. Harmonisation of data, and thus metadata across sectors or subject fields is an increasingly important focus of metadata registries. These sectors or fields are often governed by separate RAs. This needs to be supported by Part 3 in its next edition. 

Attachment 4
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) - (Nigel Mercer, David Braddock, Trish Ryan, David Neilsen, Jachson Ribeiro)

1 Clarification of meaning of ‘classification scheme’

‘Classification scheme’ is not clearly defined in the standard. The degree of looseness in the current Part 2 has allowed for various applications. Relationship between classification schemes and context may also need to be considered

A redrafted Part 2 may and resolution of related issues may either resolve this issue or make it redundant

2 Clarify purpose & use of context
11179/3 is a little ambiguous about Context. 

11179/3 variably refers to Context as a universe of discourse in which a name or definition is used, named or defined. It could be argued that Context is the universe of discourse in which an administered item has meaning, consistent with the emphasis in the Standard on the importance of semantic meaning. 

There is also a tension between (a) the (ISO) registry administration requirement that all administered items be named and defined within a Context and (b) the practical business requirement that the business context in which an administered item has meaning is clearly communicated to registry users. 11179/3 states that Context “may be a business domain, an information subject area, an information system, a database, file, data model, standard document, or any other environment determined by the owner of the registry.” Physical data stores are inadequate descriptors of Context (meaning) and we have reservations that they are adequate descriptors of Context (naming and defining).

Some clarification of the concept of Context and some minor editorial changes are required. 
3 Concatenation vs object class

Concatenation versus Object class (Eg Address in the current TR treated as concatenation, however its arguable that it could be an Object class with Address usage type as a property for example) Address line instead could be the concatenation (as in  Australia’s National Health Data Dictionary – Health Care Client Identification Data Set Specification). 
4 Cross-referencing 11179 and 20943

20943 provides very valuable assistance with interpretation and implementation of 11179. Although 20943 references 11179 extensively, the reverse is not the case. 
Subject to ISO rules about the relationship between TRs and standards, include extensive cross references to the 20943  in all 11179 parts, at strategic points, when appropriate

5 External sources for value meanings

How to deal with referring to external sources for (enumerated conceptual domain) as opposed to maintaining the value meaning and codes within the MDR. The referral should be done at Conceptual domain? More examples should be used in the 4.2.13 section of the 20943-3 to better illustrate this issue. 

6 Identification of object classes and properties

Better guidance is needed on the identification of object classes and properties, especially the intersection between the two. Consistent implementation of the standard relies on sufficient guidance to be confident of consistent decisions in identifying object classes and properties on the basis of the same available information. . 

There is potential for a property to become an Object Class E.g. Name as Property or as an Object Class. Does context plays a part on this? E.g. A structured name for identification versus a name for mailing. (In the first instance name seems to be an object class in the second case a property seems to be sufficient.) . 

Possibly include more guidance in a Technical report like 20943: Parts 1 and 3. . 

7 Inconsistent terminology in TR 20943

Inconsistent use of terminology in the TR. (data element versus metadata item). 

Review and adjust as appropriate.. 

8 Clarification of relationship between value meanings, conceptual domain meanings and classification scheme entries 

Concatenation versus Object class (Eg Address in the current TR treated as). 
9 Supplementary codes/sentinel values

11179 does not recognise the difference between ‘sentinel values’ or ‘supplementary codes, or ‘flavours of null’ (eg “Unknown, not stated, not applicable). These codes are variously used in particular applications and need to have a place within the standard. Inclusion in the value domain (as recommended in 20943.

Consider whether these values should be managed within a ‘datatype’ construct and/or alternative mechanism within 11179:3. . 

10  Use of qualifiers
More guidance is needed on the application of qualifiers to data elements, data element concepts, properties, object classes to maximise reusability of metadata items within the registry. 

Qualifiers are another way of indicating ‘context’ and thus limit the scope of meaning of the metadata item.

11 Improved representation of location of value domains, or components of value domains, within a structured set

Where a value domain, permissible value or value meaning is part of a structured set, existing mechanisms for representing location within, and relationships among, the structured set (relationship) are inadequate. . 

See 20943:3 for LOINC example. Some value domains can convey location in an hierarchical structure via numbering schemes which embed position in a hierarchy. However, other structured sets of value domains like LOINC codes rely on position in the set to communicate meaning. . 

No specific proposal yet. Improvements in representation and management of relationship types may assist as may enhancements that represent groupings of metadata items. 

