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Issues resolved prior to ISO/IEC FCD 11179-3
This document (WG2 Standing Document 12) lists issues prior to FCD 11179-3.

For issues related to FCD 11179-3, see SD13.

For issues deferred to the next revision of 11179, see SD14.

0-Procedural Issues

Issue 013-2: Use of electronic facilities to speed progression

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Procedural

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status
	Resolved


References:
SC32 N0264 and 1999 WG2 editing meeting.

Proposals:

While formal progressions of the standard will be carried out in accordance with JTC1 directives, as much work as possible should be carried out by email and/or teleconference.

Reason:

Progression of the Working Draft should be in accordance with established procedures and with principles agreed at the February 1999 WG2 Meeting.

Issues:

Discussions/Notes:

Comments from Jake Knoppers (1999-06-23)

It is important to note that working via electronic means (at times supported by teleconference) is not contradictory to, as a matter of fact requires, a very structured systematic approach.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Proposed - June 1999

(1) 11179-3 editor distributes (electronically) the revised Working Draft in July;
(2) US body distributes results of their review of the impact of part 3 revision on other parts;
(3) WG2 Convenor distributes proposed course of action for progressing 11179 revision, including a process for indicating acceptance of or objection to the proposal;
(4) WG2 members respond to the proposed course of action by email;
(5) Comments on the July WD, and responses to the comments, should be sent to the WG2 email distribution list during August;
(6) the 11179-3 editor should incorporate text changes to which no objections are raised;
(7) the revised WD should be submitted for a three month CD ballot in September, in time for the ballot to close before the January meeting, so that an editing meeting can be held in conjunction with the Santa Fe WG2 meeting

Revised - September 1999

Since the editor was unable to produce a revised Working Draft in July as originally proposed, we have given up on the attempt to go to CD ballot in September.  Instead a revised working draft will be posted October 1, to act as a baseline against which detailed change proposals can be made to resolve the outstanding issues.  A subsequent draft is targeted for November.  It is then hoped that we will be able to produce  a CD out of the January meeting.

Revised - February 2000

The Santa Fe meeting agreed that the document was still not ready for CD.  The revised target is the Manhattan meeting in May 2000.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Editor Joe Christensen and Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25 and 1999-09-15.

	Status of implementation
	WD 11179-3 (1999-10-04) has been posted to the ftp site.

WG2 N00201 WD 11179-3 (1999-12-13) has been posted to the ftp site.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 013-3: Procedures for progression of Working Draft

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Procedural

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status
	Resolved


References:
SC32 N0264 and 1999 WG2 editing meeting.

Proposals:

Canada has recommended that WG2 establishes procedures to accomplish the merger of ANS X3.285 with part 3, including:

· projects under which each new part can be progressed

· editorial support for new working drafts for each part

· meeting time to discuss the impact on each part.

Reason:

Progression of the Working Draft should be in accordance with established procedures and with principles agreed at the February 1999 WG2 Meeting.

Discussions/Notes:

Comments from US NCITS L8 - 1999-06-25:

An initial reaction is that it may be possible to simply rename Part 5 Naming and identification principles for data elements to Naming and identification principles for data element components and to make some minor alterations to the text.

Similarly, it is possible that a substantial revision of Part 2 Classification for Data Elements may be necessary to reflect the content of ANS X3.285 and DTR 15452. However, an appropriate process needs to be adopted to ensure a considered assessment of  the need for revisions of each Part.

Comments from Ray Gates 2000-07-31:

The status will be left as Draft Resolution until progress is shown to be made on the other parts.

Issues:

1. See Issue 011: Changes to all parts of ISO/IEC 11179 re progression of work

2. See Issue 012: Proposed restructuring and change of name of ISO/IEC 11179 and its parts re restructuring.

3. The extent of implied revision of other Parts is likely to vary significantly.

4. The availability of editors to undertake revisions of other Parts is uncertain.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Prior editors to be asked to assume responsibility for revisions to each part.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.

	Status of implementation
	No working drafts of revisions for other parts are available as of 2000-08-07.

	Final Resolution
	Editors for the revision of each part have been nominated.

	Final Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting in Helsinki, October 2000.


1-Major Technical Issues

Issue 003: Classified_Component

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-12
	Status
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Eliminate the Classified_Component entity by collapsing it into its supertype of Administered_Component.  

This entails moving the Classified_Component relationships to the Administered_Component.  

This results in:
 
Administered_Component_Definition relationship between 
 

Administered_Component and Definition.

Administered_Components now have the following subtypes: 

Classification_Scheme

Conceptual_Domain 

(former subtype of Classified_Component)

Data_Element

Data_Element_Concept 
(former subtype of Classified_Component)

Object_Class 


(former subtype of Classified_Component)

Property 


(former subtype of Classified_Component)

Representation_Class

Rule

Value_Domain

A constraint is required to state that the definition of Data_Element comes from the Data_Element_Concept for that Data_Element.

Reason:

This simplifies the metamodel.  

It allows any Administered_Component to be classified in some scheme.  

The change allows all Administered_Components to have a definition.  As of now not all Administered_Components have definitions.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 023: Canadian Response to Issue 003 which expands on the text changes required, and

· Issue 039: Merging of Classified Component with Administered Component - which restates this proposal in the context of the 1999-08-31 model.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Resolved by Issue 039.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-09-15.

	Status of implementation
	Superseded by proposal in Issue 39.

Any further changes should be made in the context of Issue 039.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 006: Administered_Component

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-12
	Status
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Remove the totality and exclusive subtype constraints on the Administered_Component entity.

The constraint that the “Administered_Components subtypes are total” needs to be removed.  This currently says there can be no other types of components in the registry other than:

Classified_Component 


Conceptual_Domain 


Data_Element_Concept 


Object_Class 



Concept



Concept_Application_Association


Property 

Classification_Scheme

Data_Element

Representation_Class

Rule

Value_Domain

The constraint that the “Administered_Components subtypes are exclusive” needs to be removed.  

Reason:

It allows the administering of other types of components.

There have been discussions that some of these types can overlap.  There also have been discussions that one community views a component as a particular type and another community views it as another type.  Do not fight the wars.  There are “justifiable prejudices”.

Discussion/Notes:

Comments from Ray Gates: Any particular Administered Component should probably be constrained to be of a single type.  If two communities wish to view some Concept as different types, consider defining two Concepts (one of each type) and a Concept Relationship between them, to describe the different perspectives. We may need some text to make this explicit.
Issues:

See Issue 009-01: Encapsulation of Administered Component, which provides another way of representing administered component.  However, the model still specifies what may be considered an administered component.  Extensibility mechanisms are not specified.

See also:

· Issue 024: Canadian Response to Issue 009 proposal 01

· Issue 032: Revise relationship between Registration Authority and Administered Component

· Issue 055: Interpretation of encapsulation in UML syntax.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Resolved by Issue 009 proposal 01 and Issue 032.  This may not be a complete resolution (see discussion notes).

	Draft Resolution Source
	Doug Mann and Ray Gates

	Status of implementation
	Not applicable.  See status of issue 009 proposal 01 and issue 032.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 008: Harmonization of terms and definitions

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-12
	Status
	Resolved.


Proposal:

An analysis of the terms and definitions in the ISO/IEC 11179-3 and other parts of ISO/IEC 11179 should be reviewed and harmonized with existing ISO and ISO/IEC standards.  The suggested order of preference is:

	Standard number
	Standard Name

	00704
	Principles and methods of terminology

	01087-1 & 2
	Terminology work - Vocabulary 

	02382-01 to 35
	Information technology - Vocabulary

	12620
	Terminology - Computer applications - Data categories 

	02788
	Documentation - Guidelines for the establishment and development of monolingual thesauri

	05964
	Documentation - Guidelines for the establishment and development of multilingual thesauri

	11179-1 to 6
	Information technology - Specification and standardization of

data elements

	15452
	Specification of Data Value Domains

	X3.285
	Metamodel for the Management of Sharable Data

	11404
	Information technology - Programming languages - Language independent datatypes

	14481
	Conceptual schema modelling facilities

	14957
	Information technology - Representation values of data elements: Notation of the format

	06523-1 & 2
	Structure for the identification of organizations and organization parts - Part 1

	07826-1 & 2
	General structure for the interchange of code values - Part 1: Identification of coding schemes

	09007
	Information processing systems – Concepts and terminology for the conceptual schema and the information base.


Detailed proposals are contained in WG2 N203, and comments on this proposal are contained in WG2 N219.  Other reference documents are WG2 N215 and N216.

Reason:

To utilize recognized terms and definitions from existing standards.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 011: Changes to all parts of ISO/IEC 11179

· Issue 014: Alignment of metamodel with definitions and other text.

· Issue 068: Qualifying Attribute Names in the Metamodel

· Issue 071: Refining attribute names for consistency

· Issue 075: Further revision of attribute names for uniqueness

· Issue 077: Refining attribute names for consistency

· Issue 078: Refining definitions of terms

· Issue 082: Administered_Component attribute capsule names

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Adequately addressed for this release.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Comments from US L8 meeting of July 20, 2000

	Status of implementation
	Draft CD2 11179-3 output from Helsinki contains the latest terms and definitions.

	Final Resolution
	CD ballot comment resolutions.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting – Helsinki October 2000


Issue 009-01: Encapsulation of Administered Component

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-29
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

Encapsulation of the “administered component” as “administration record”.  This then becomes the datatype for the attribute “administration data” that is utilized in ‘data element”, “data element concept”, “object class”, “property”, etc..

Utilize the revised UML metamodel (under Diagrams below) that incorporates proposals 009-01 through 009-10.

Reason:

To make the model more readable using the object paradigm of UML.

To layer the model with encapsulation.

To align the model diagrammatically with ISO/IEC DTR 15452 with no change from the original model semantics.

Issues:

Resolves Issue 006: Administered_Component.

See also Issue 032: Revise relationship between Registration Authority and Administered Component, which provides a different rationale, and resolves Issue 024: Canadian Response to Issue 009 proposal 01.

See Issue 055: Interpretation of encapsulation in UML syntax, for a discussion of the whole use of encapsulation including references to the UML specification.

Diagrams:

See ftp://ftp.omg.org/pub/docs/ad/99-06-08.pdf for the V1.3 UML manual from OMG.
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Figure 1: 11179-3 Meta Model
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Figure 2: Administration Record Region
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Figure 3: Classification Region
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Figure 4: Data Element Concept Region
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Figure 5: Conceptual Domain - Value Domain Region

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Resolved by Issue 032: Revise relationship between Registration Authority and Administered Component.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Doug Mann & Ray Gates

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD metamodel in Figure 3 and in text.

1999-08-31 metamodel includes proposal from Issue 032 instead.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 009-02: Encapsulation of “object class”

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-29
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

Encapsulation of “object class” for use as a datatype for the attribute “object class” in “data element concept”.

Reason:

To make the model more readable using the object paradigm of UML.

To layer the model with encapsulation.

To align the model diagrammatically with ISO/IEC DTR 15452 with no change from the original model semantics.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 038: Relationship of Data Element Concept to Object Class and Property.

· Issue 055: Interpretation of encapsulation in UML syntax

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Originally agreed, but reopened by Issue 038. Resolution of Issue 038 is to reject the proposal, so the original agreement re Issue 009-02 still stands.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD metamodel in Figure 6 and in the text. Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel - page 5.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 009-03: Encapsulation of “property”

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-29
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Encapsulation of “property” for use as a datatype for the attribute “property” in “data element concept”.

Reason:

To make the model more readable using the object paradigm of UML.

To layer the model with encapsulation.

Issues:

See Issue 038: Relationship of Data Element Concept to Object Class and Property.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Originally agreed, but reopened by Issue 38.  Draft resolution of Issue 038 is to reject the proposal, so the original agreement re Issue 009-03 still stands.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD metamodel in Figure 6 and in the text.  Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel - page 5.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 009-07: Encapsulation of “contact person”

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-29
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Encapsulation of “contact person” for use as a datatype for the attribute “contact person” in “component responsible organization” and . “component submitting organization”.

Reason:

To make the model more readable using the object paradigm of UML.

To layer the model with encapsulation.

Issues:

See also Issue 004: Contact_Person.

See Issue 055: Interpretation of encapsulation in UML syntax, for a discussion of the whole use of encapsulation including references to the UML specification.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD metamodel in Figure 3 and in the text. Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel on page 2.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 011: Changes to all parts of ISO/IEC 11179

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (particularly document SC32 N0264).
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal

Canada proposes that all Parts of multi-part Standards (and specifically 11179) should be progressed in parallel.

Reason:

To ensure consistency between the various parts.  Incorporation of ANS X 3.285 into ISO/IEC 11179 requires changes to most or all parts of ISO/IEC 11179, not just Part 3.

Progression of the Working Draft should be in accordance with principles agreed at the February 1999 WG2 Meeting.

Discussion/Notes

Comments from Jake Knoppers (Canadian expert) - 1999-06-23: 

1. If there is any change to title of Part 5, it should be “Identification and Naming Principles for data element components.”

2. The key question is which part of 11179 is to be the pivot for change incorporating ANSI X3.285 into 11179, if the parts are not to be progressed in parallel.  If this is to be 11179-3, then we need a formal WG2 resolution to the effect that 11179 is undergoing major revisions, that 11179-3 is to be viewed as the normative pivot for all changes to 11179 and that at the time 11179-3 successfully passed FCD stage , that SC32/WG2 resolves to amend, align, harmonize all the other parts of 11179 accordingly.

3. A proposed course of action on Changes to all Parts of ISO/IEC can be made any time.  It should be a National Body (and not expert) contribution. It would be useful if the US proposes a solution as an alternative to the Canadian NB position stated in SC32 N0264.

4. Personally, I feel it is totally counterproductive to progress any further work and balloting on 11179-1 and 11179-2 at this time particularly the lack of harmonization of basic terms and definitions.  As stated in our CDN SC32 N0264 we want all 11179 work to progress in parallel . However if we cannot get WG2 to agree to this, at the minimum, we should require an approach outlined in “2.” The other parts can wait until 11179-3 as pivot has relative widespread consensus. We should not progress parts of 11179 which are not harmonized with the “pivot” work.

5. Further, I and others are trying our best to position SC32/WG2 Metadata standardization work as the generic, common base to be used by all other ISO TCs which are or getting into metadata.  The credibility of SC32/WG2 11179 work to other  ISO TCs as well as outside of ISO is greatly diminished by the current lack of consistency in terms and definitions, a stable underlying reference model, etc.

Comments from US NCITS L8 - 1999-06-25:

The extent of implied revision of other Parts is likely to vary significantly. An initial reaction is that it may be possible to simply rename Part 5 Naming and identification principles for data elements to Identification and naming  principles for data element components and to make some minor alterations to the text.  By contrast, a substantial revision of Part 2 Classification for Data Elements may be necessary to reflect the content of ANS X3.285 and PDTR 15452. However, a considered assessment of the need for revisions of each Part should be undertaken and an appropriate process then formulated for action relating to the other parts.

Comments from US L8 2000-07-20:

At Helsinki WG 2 should identify editors and the direction for each part of 11179 and 15452.  Jim Carpenter will be suggested for part 2; Judith Newton for part 5 and 15452; Larry Fitzwater for part 6; Dan Gillman for part 1.

A question for part 4 exists because of ISO 704;  Part 4 and the new ISO 704 need to compared and studied.

The SIG recommends that:

1. The revision of Part 2 should include the terminology work.

2. The revision of Part 4 should examine ISO 704 Clause 6.  Part 4 needs to be examined in the expanded areas of the revised Part 3.

Comments from Ray Gates: 2000-07-31:

The status will be left as Draft Resolution until Editors for the other parts are confirmed, and Working Drafts made available.

Issues:

The availability of editors to undertake revisions of other Parts is uncertain.

Some L8 discussions of the multi-part configuration of 11179 and possible name changes precede this proposal.

See also:

· Issue 008: Harmonization of terms and definitions

· Issue 051: Merge 11179-2 into 11179-3

· Issue 052: Merge 11179-3 into 11179-1

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	It was agreed that all parts need to be revised:

· Part 1 - Convenor to ask Dan Gilman if he can prepare a WD.

· Part 2 - Bruce Bargmeyer would prefer to see this part expanded, rather than be subsumed by part 3.

· Part 3 - Relationship between the new metamodel and the original basic attributes needs to be clarified.

· Part 4 - Impact of metamodel to be considered as part of 5 year review.

· Part 5 - Impact of metamodel to be considered as part of 5 year review.

· Part 6 – Phong Ng( has started to prepare a new WD.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.

	Status of implementation
	Not started.

	Final Resolution
	Editors have been nominated for the revision of the other parts.

	Final Resolution Source
	WG2 Helsinki meeting, October 2000.


Issue 012: Proposed restructuring and change of name of ISO/IEC 11179 and its parts

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (documents SC32 N0263 and N0264).
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Canada proposes a change of name of the standard as a whole to The Specification and Administration of Data Element Components and a change of name of Part 3 to Metamodel of Data Element Components and their Basic Attributes. Canada also proposes a restructuring of the parts possibly based on the three regions of the X3.285 model (see N267) adoption of a more logical sequence for the parts (e.g for the metamodel to be part 2 and classification to be part 3 -see N264). Its proposal that parts 2, and 4 to 6 should be applicable to all data element components also has implications for the naming of these parts.

Reason:

A change of name is needed to reflect the broader application of the standard resulting from the incorporation of ANS X 3.285 into ISO/IEC 11179. 

Issues:

See also Issue 010-1: Proposed new title for 11179-3 - “Data Element Components”.

A need for change of name had been identified in previous L8 discussions, and was identified as an issue in the May 1999 Working Draft. There appears to be general agreement that the word 'standardization' in the name of the standard is redundant. There also appears to be general agreement on a new name for 11179 that communicates its purpose as a standard for data registry management. However, retention of the number 11179 is highly desirable, given the standard's widespread identification by its number.

Inclusion of the term 'management' in the new name is desirable as in the ANS X3.285 title Metamodel for the Management of Shareable Data . 

Do terms like 'metamodel' and 'data element components' have instant meaning to the potential audience for this standard?

Discussion Notes

At the June 24/25 L8 meeting, there was a mixed reception to the suggested name changes.  Some members liked the proposed names, as being an accurate reflection of the content of the standards.  Others were concerned that the names were too complex, and not particularly meaningful to the uninitiated.  These members felt simplicity in naming was more important than complete accuracy.

It was suggested that several additional names be proposed and considered by brainstorming via email.  Reasons for objecting to particular names should also be recorded.

Canada has offered another alternative:

Specification of Data Element Components and their Basic Attributes for Management and Interchange

And believes it is important to retain the phrase Data Element Components and their Basic Attributes.

Comments from Ray Gates: 2000-07-31:

The status has been left as Draft Resolution pending the results of the CD ballot.
Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	The majority of participants prefer to retain the existing structure.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.

	Status of implementation
	Not applicable.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted given no ballot comments received to the contrary.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting Helsinki, October 2000.


Issue 014: Alignment of metamodel with definitions and other text

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (documents SC32 N0264 to N0267 especially the references to 'Problems inherited from ISO/IEC 11179-3' in document N0265)

France (document MAT 013 - items 1 and 2) France noted quite correctly that in the normative text of the May 1999 Working Draft, new added features are not consistent with older ones. France also notes that some expressions derived from the UML are not referenced in the normative text of the Working Draft and furthermore are not in accordance with ISO 14662.

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21

	Severity:
	Major technical.

	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

That the normative text (Clauses 4 to 7 inclusive) drawn from the existing Part 3 be checked against, and aligned with, the metamodel and accompanying data dictionary in Clauses 8 and 9.

Reason:

Completeness and consistency throughout the Working Draft and with other Standards.

Issues:

A check of Clauses 4 to 7 for consistency with Clauses 8 and 9 was overlooked in preparation of the Working Draft although considerable effort was made to ensure consistency with terminology in normative references. 

This has caused some confusion. E.g. while the metamodel requires a linguistically-neutral identifier for each data element component, elsewhere the reader is given the incorrect impression that a component may be identified by name only.

Note that further checking with normative references remains to be completed, and it is likely that this will encounter instances where there are conflicting definitions of terms, and some criteria will need to be adopted for choosing between competing versions of the same term.

For specific problems relating to inconsistencies between the metamodel and the text see:

· Issue 008: Harmonization of terms and definitions

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Editor to undertake a thorough comparison of Clauses 4-7 with Clauses 8 and 9 and with other Standards and to then update Working Draft immediately following June 24/25 L8 discussions. Input/assistance from Doug Mann would be most welcome.

In updating Clauses 4 to 7 for consistency, some changes will be made to achieve more consistent format and presentation of text and tables throughout the Working Draft of making.

No attempt was made at the meeting to explicitly answer the question.  “What is the level of granularity that the standard should have?”.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Joe Christensen, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490).

	Final Resolution
	Metamodel has been aligned with the definitions in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490). Any problems found in the CD should be raised as ballot comments.

	Final Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Joe Christensen, 2000-07-20.


Issue 016-1: Linguistically neutral identifier – problem 1

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (document SC32N0265)

France (document MAT013 - item 3)
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status
	Resolved


Proposal:

A linguistically neutral identifier should be made mandatory for all data element components.

Reason:

To ensure unambiguous reference to data element components across diverse organisations, languages and cultures, all data element components must have a unique and linguistically neutral identifier, as described in ISO/IEC 11179-6 for data elements.

Issues:

Problem 016.1 - inherited from ISO/IEC 11179-3

The following summarizes the use of Names and Identifiers as described in clause 7 of [3].

1. A data element must be assigned a primary name, called Name.  (Clause 7.1.1.)  Names may be specified with a Context.  (Clause 7.1.6.)  Context becomes mandatory if Name occurs in an Information Exchange.  (Clause 7.1.6.)

2. A data element may have zero, one or more Synonymous Names.  (Clause 7.1.5.)  Synonymous Names must be specified with a Context.  (Clause 7.1.6.)

3. A data element may be assigned a language independent unique (within a registration authority) Identifier.  (Clause 7.1.2.)

4. If  the Name of a data element is not unique within a Registration Authority,   the Identifier becomes mandatory, in order to distinguish the data elements with duplicate names.  (Clause 7.1.2.)

5. When an Identifier is specified, the Registration Authority that defines the scope of the Identifier must also be identified.

6. A data element may have one or more Related Data References
, which is a reference to any data element in the same or another Registration Authority.  When the related data is controlled by another Registration Authority, the reference shall be a unique identifier, “e.g.
 comprise the Registration Authority and Identifier of the referred data as allocated by the registration authority.”  (Clause 7.3.3.)

This leads to the following problem:

When a data element is initially registered, it may have a unique ‘Name’ and therefore not be assigned an identifier.  Subsequently, references may be established to that data element by ‘Name’, both from within the same registration authority and other registration authorities.

If a need arises to create a second data element with the same name, (presumably with a different Context), Identifiers will have to be assigned to both data elements.  However, it may be non-trivial to locate references in other Registration Authorities that were originally created using the data element Name.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	The distinction between identification and naming is recognized by the standard.

Problem 1 is to be addressed by the editor as part of Issue 014: Alignment of metamodel with definitions and other text.

If there is any other text that is unclear on this point, specific text changes should be proposed.  This may require changes in parts other than part 3.

However, individual registration authorities are responsible for the values used for identifiers.  The standard requires only that the identifiers be unique.  Many registration authorities may have existing identifiers they wish to use, and they should be permitted to do so.  The standard assumes no “intelligence” or structure in the data identifiers and treats them as linguistically neutral, but should not place constraints on how organizations may choose to use them internally.

Agreed that how one wishes to map identifiers into an organization's internal information systems, applications, etc. is an internal matter for that organization.

Editor to ensure a clear distinction between linguistically-neutral and non-linguistically-neutral concepts in normative text.

The terms “linguistically neutral” and “non-linguistically neutral” are preferred to “language-independent” and “language-dependent”, respectively, because the latter terms are used by SC22 in reference to computer programming languages, whereas in our context, we mean spoken and written human languages.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Included in 1999-05-05 WD.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 016-2: Linguistically neutral identifier – problem 2

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (SC32N0265)

France (MAT013 - item 3)
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status
	Resolved


Proposal:

A linguistically neutral identifier should be made mandatory for all data element components.

Reason:

To ensure unambiguous reference to data element components across diverse organisations, languages and cultures, all data element components must have a unique and linguistically neutral identifier, as described in ISO/IEC 11179-6 for data elements.

Issues: (updated 2000-08-01)

In CD 11179-3, although a linguistically neutral identifier is a required attribute of Administered Component, Administered Component itself is optional in many cases, so this is not a complete solution.

See “Issue 037: Requirement for Administered Component Information” which restates problem 2 in the context of the 1999-08-31 metamodel.

Discussion/Notes”

The 1999-06-25 meeting resolved that a linguistically-neutral identifier for each data element component is already a mandatory requirement in the metamodel, and instructed the Editor to ensure that the Committee Draft makes this abundantly clear.  However, this is not in fact the case. Issue 037: Requirement for Administered Component Information, restates problem 2 in the context of the 1999-08-31 metamodel.  See further discussion under Issue 037.

Comments from Ray Gates 2000-07-31:

What is still outstanding here is the fact that Administered Component is optional for several component types (see Issue 037), and therefore both Name and Identifier are optional as a result.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Administered Component requires a linguistically neutral identifier.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Joe Christensen, 1999-06-25.

	Implementation Status:
	Implemented in draft CD2 11179-3.

	Final Resolution
	Issue 037 accepted – Administration Record made mandatory.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD 11179-3 Editing Meeting – Helsinki October 2000.


Issue 019: Supporting Various Levels of Granularity of Data

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada, France
	Severity
	Major technical.

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-23
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposals:

See Draft Resolution.

Reason:

How will the standard address the need to recognize that different users have data at various levels of granularity and how does this affect interchange? 

For example, organizations having data at high levels of granularity can always combine these more granular data elements into less granular data elements for interchange with organizations who work with less granular data elements. Take “name of individual”. For some organizations/applications as single 35 character field is sufficient, i.e. Granular Level 0 (35 characters maps into your standard mailing label printed with a 12 pitch typeball –an enduring legacy practice in EDI). Other organizations take a more granular approach having separate data elements for  surname and given name(s) [increasing known as primary and secondary identifiers from a cultural adaptability perspective], i.e. granular Level 1. Organizations with Level 1 granularity can share data with Level 0 organizations but the reverse is not true.

Note: An extract from the Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat Addressing Standard was provided as an example.

Issues:

Issue 019 was originally titled “Issues raised by France” (in MAT013).  Those issues are covered by Issues 014 and 016.  Therefore, this issue has been restated to cover an issue raised by Canada in response to the discussion of MAT013.

See also:

· Issue 031: Objectified Relationship Names, which proposes renaming “component classification association” (referred to in the draft resolution).

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	The standard already addresses this issue, as follows.

(1)
The “data element concept association” allows inter-relationships between concepts to be identified.

(2)
The “component classification association” allows relationships between data element components to be classified.

(3)
The resolution of Issue 01 has provided a way to indicate that certain data elements can be derived from others.

The text should be reviewed to ensure the above facilities are adequately described.  If specific deficiencies exist, change proposals to correct them are invited.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Included in 1999-05-05 WD.

Included in 1999-08-31 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 023: Canadian Response to Issue 003

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (CAN 32C0048R3)
	Severity
	Major technical.

	Date Submitted:
	1999-05-13
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Proposal Summary:

Make the following changes to Figure 5 of WD 11179-3 (1999-05-05):

1. Rename “Classified Component” to “Administered Component”.

2. Make the relationship with Classification Scheme optional in both directions.

Detailed text changes:

Make corresponding text changes to WD 11179-3 (1999-05-05), as follows (this includes changes to more fully implement the proposal in Issue 03 itself):

1.
In clause 4, Definitions, add the following definitions. (These new definitions will also need to be reflected in revised versions of 11179-1 and 11179-2.)

	Administered component:
	Any data element component administered in a data registry.  An administered component is a generalization for: a data element, data element component, classification scheme, object class, property, conceptual domain, value domain, representation class or rule.

	Classified component
	Any administered component that participates in a classification scheme.


2.
In clause 8.9, first paragraph, remove the reference to classified component by changing the last sentence to read:

“An administered component is a generalization for: a data element, data element component, classification scheme, object class, property, conceptual domain, value domain, representation class or rule.  Each of these subtypes has the relationships of the administered component.”

3.
In clause 8.15, to remove inappropriate references to “classified component”, and to reflect the optionality of the classification scheme, replace the entire clause by:

“An administered component may be classified in zero
, one or more classification schemes. Classification schemes may coexist and any administered component may have a different name in each one since they are each from a different context
. 

Classification schemes that associate one component to one or more others (component classification association) assist navigation through a large number of object classes or other classified components
.  Classification schemes with inheritance support understanding by contributing the definition of the one or more parent components.”

The last paragraph is inappropriate in its present form, but there may be something here worth capturing somewhere:

Each subtype of classified component shall be a) comprehensive, b) have no implied representation, and c) provide enough categories to make classification useful.

4.
In clause 8.16, in the third row of the table, change “classified component” to “administered component”, and delete the last sentence of the clause.

5.
In clause 8.18, change the first sentence of the second paragraph to read:

“An object class is a subtype of an administered component, and thus inherits all of the attributes and relationships of this supertype.”

6.
In clause 8.18, in the first sentence of the third paragraph, change “a classified component” to “an administered component”.

7.
In clause 8.19:


Change the second paragraph to read:

“A property is a subtype of an administered component, and thus inherits all of the attributes and relationships of this supertype.”

At the beginning of the third paragraph, change “a classified component” to “an administered component”, and delete the last sentence of the third paragraph.

8.
In clause 8.20:


Change the third paragraph to read:

“A data element concept is a subtype of an administered component and thus inherits all of the attributes and relationships of this supertype.”


At the beginning of the fourth paragraph, change “a classified component” to “an administered component”.

9.
At the end of clause 8.21, change: “classified component” to “administered component”.

10.
In clause 8.23:


Change the second paragraph to read:

“A conceptual domain is a subtype of an administered component and thus inherits all of the attributes and relationships of this supertype.”

11.
In clause 9.3:

a)
In the section entitled “Classification Scheme”, either delete the last paragraph of the Notes/Comments sub-section beginning “A classification scheme cannot also be a ...”, or amend the list to include all other sub-types of administered component.

b)
Delete the whole section entitled “Classified Component”.

c)
In the sections entitled “Component classification association” and “Component classification association - type description”, we leave the references to “classified component” in the Defintion and the Notes/Comments.  We can still use “classified component” as a term (definition to be added to clause 4, based on that in 11179-1, with changes).

d)
In the section entitled “Component definition”, change both occurrences of “a classified component” to “an administered component”.

e)
In the section entitled “Conceptual domain”, change “classified component” to “administered component”.

f)
In the section entitled “Data element”, either delete the paragraph of the Notes/Comments sub-section beginning “A data element cannot also be a ...”, or amend the list to include all other sub-types of administered component.

g)
In the section entitled “Data element concept”, change “classified component” to “administered component”.

h)
In the section entitled “Link”, we leave the term “classified component”.

i)
In the section entitled “Object class”, change “classified component” to “administered component”.  Also, in the next sentence, “classs” should be “classes”.

j)
In the section entitled “Property”, change “classified component” to “administered component”.

k)
In the section entitled “Rule”, either delete the paragraph of the Notes/Comments sub-section beginning “A rule cannot also be a ...”, or amend the list to include all other sub-types of administered component.

l)
In the section entitled “Value domain”, either delete the paragraph of the Notes/Comments sub-section beginning “A value domain cannot also be a ...”, or amend the list to include all other sub-types of administered component.

12.
In Annex F, where the metamodel is expressed as a set of object role model sentences:

a)
Replace:

All administered components must be 
classification schemes,
 or classified components,
 or data elements,
 or rules,
 or value domains.

By:

An administered component must be one of:
a classification scheme,
 or a conceptual domain,
 or a data element concept,
 or a data element,
 or an object class,
 or a representation class
 or a rule,
 or a value domain.

We intend that the use of the phrase “one of”, allows us to delete other rules expressing exclusivity.

b)
Delete all of the following:

A classification scheme cannot also be 
a classified component,
 or  a data element,
 or  a rule,
 or  a value domain.

A classified component is always a kind of administered component.

A classified component cannot also be a 
classification scheme,
 or a data element,
 or a rule,
 or a value domain.

All classified components must be 
conceptual domains,
 or data element concept's,
 or object class's,
 or representation class's.

A data element cannot also be a 
classification scheme,
 or a classified component,
 or a rule,
 or a value domain.

A rule cannot also be a 
classification scheme,
 or  a classified component,
 or  a data element,
 or  a value domain.

A value domain cannot also be a 
classification scheme,
 or  a classified component,
 or  a data element,
 or  a rule.

c)
Replace: 

“A classified component must be defined by one or more definitions.”

By:

“An administered component must be defined by one or more definitions.”

And reposition the statement accordingly.

d)
Replace:

“A conceptual domain is always a kind of classified component.”

By:

“A conceptual domain is always a kind of administered component.”

e)
Replace:

“A data element concept is always a kind of classified component.”

By:

“A data element concept is always a kind of administered component.”

f)
Replace:

“A definition must be defining exactly one classified component.”

By:

“A definition must be defining exactly one administered component.”

g)
Replace:

“An object class is always a kind of classified component.”

By:

“An object class is always a kind of administered component.”

h)
Replace:

“A property is always a kind of classified component.”

By:

“A property is always a kind of administered component.”

i)
Replace:
“A representation class is always a kind of classified component.”

By:

“A representation class is always a kind of administered component.”

Reason:

Canada supports the intent behind the proposal in Issue 03, because it seems reasonable to be able to classify any of these component types, but have the following comments on the way it has been implemented.

1.
The proposal is entitled “Eliminate Classified Component”, yet in Figure 5 of WD 11179-3 (1999-05-05), the entity is still called “Classified Component”, rather than “Administered Component”.  We believe the latter would be more appropriate, since all components must be administered, but we do not believe all components must be classified (see also next point).

2.
A new relationship has been added between “Classified Component” and “Classification Scheme that is shown as mandatory in both directions, meaning that:

a)
All components must be classified.  However, textual description in clause 8.15, third paragraph (in both [2] and [3]) states that “a classified components may exist in this structure without being associated with any other classified component. In essence having a classification scheme is optional”.  Therefore, let us make it so.

b) A classification scheme cannot be defined in advance of using it to classify a component.

This relationship may be redundant with Component Classification Association. The question is whether the Association is there only to link multiple components in a scheme, and whether there any value in allowing a single component in a scheme? It at least needs to be possible to add the components to the scheme individually.

Also, the new relationship is many to many.  Do we need any attributes with this relationship?

3.
Ideally, we would like to maintain a distinction between an Administered Component, and a Classified Component (see proposed definitions in the next section).  The definitions imply that:

a)
A classified component is a sub-type of an administered component.

b)
All the sub-types of administered component may also be sub-types of classified component.


We have been unable to come up with a way to clearly illustrate this diagrammatically, so propose using an optional relationship, and using “classified component” as a term, but not as a distinct class.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 003: Classified_Component

· Issue 039: Merging of Classified Component with Administered Component

· Issue 050: Reconcile 11179-2 with 11179-3 classification region

· SD14 Issue 057: Is Context model(l)ed correctly?

· Issue 058-1: Correct cardinality and roles between Classified_Component and Classification_Scheme_Item

· Issue 058-2: Change the definition and role of Classified Component

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Resolved by Issue 039 as modified by issues 050 and 058.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-09-15.

	Status of implementation
	Metamodel changes:

· 1999-12-13 metamodel implements proposal from Issue 039 with changes from issues 050 and 058.

Text changes to be determined once existing text stabilizes..

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 037: Requirement for Administered Component Information

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Canadian expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-05
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal: 

[Note: This proposal has been updated to relate it to CD-11179-3 (SC32 N0490).]

Make Administered Component required in any object class where it appears.

Reason:

Without Administered Component information, a data element component cannot be:

· identified

· named

· defined

· classified

The metamodel in CD 11179-3 shows “Administered Component” as an encapsulated property of:

· Data Element - <<Required>>

· Data Element Concept - <<Required>>

· Conceptual Domain - <<optional>>

· Value Domain -  <<optional>>

· Rule - <<optional>>

· Classification Scheme  - <<optional>>

· Object Class - <<optional>>

· Property - <<optional>>

· Representation Class - <<optional>>

While we may need to allow certain of the above object classes to be optional, where an instance is present, the “Administered Component” information should be required, to allow the object to be administered.  If we want to make some registration information optional, this should be specified within Administered Component.  If we want different rules for different classes, we can specify properties and relationships as <<Conditional>>.

If there is a concern that maintaining this information is too much effort, an implementation could be set to default “Steward” information, and to automatically generate identifiers.

Issues:

This issue was discussed extensively during the 1999-09-15 conference call of Ray Gates with the U.S.  There are differing viewpoints.  There are some users who want the simplicity of the basic attributes defined in the existing 11179-3.  There are other users that want the increased functionality provided by the metamodel.

1. What use is a data element component with no identifier, no name and no definition?

2. What does it mean for the standard to specify an attribute as required?  Required for what purpose?

3. Do we need to specify different profiles for different purposes?  E.g. for Administration; for Interchange.

4. Since the standard is intended to support shareable data, is Interchange all that matters?  Can Administrators set there own rules for internal use?

5. How do we satisfy a broad spectrum of requirements?  Should we even try?  Do we know what these requirements are?

6. Can we support the existing basic attributes using views of the metamodel?  (See Annex F in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490) for examples.)

See also:

· Issue 016-2: Linguistically neutral identifier – problem 2

· Issue 039: Merging of Classified Component with Administered Component

· Issue 084: Consistency in use of Identifiers, Names, Versions

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Make Administered Component information required.

	Draft Resolution Source
	CD ballot comment CAN-P03-031.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in draft CD2 11179-3

	Final Resolution
	CAN-P03-031 accepted

	Final Resolution Source
	CD 11179-3 editing meeting – Helsinki October 2000


Issue 039: Merging of Classified Component with Administered Component

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Canadian expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-05
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

1. Allow any Administered Component to be classified.

2. Eliminate Classified Component as an encapsulated property within the various Object classes where it currently appears.

3. In the Classification Region of the meta model, replace Classified Component by Administered Component.  (This is the same Administered Component that appears in the Administration Record region of the model.)

4. Make the relationship from Administered Component to Classification Scheme optional, such that any Administered Component may be classified, but none has to be.

5. Eliminate Classified Component as an encapsulated property within the various Object classes where it currently appears.

Reason:

Classified Component has no properties of its own. Making the relationships explicitly to the Administered Component makes it clear that classification is intended to be supported for any Administered Component.

With the current separation of the encapsulation of Administered Component and Classified Component within each object class, it could be inferred that the fact the each class has both is coincidental rather than expected or required.

Issues:

This effectively restates “Issue 003: Classified_Component” in the context of the latest meta model diagrams.

See also:

· Issue 023: Canadian Response to Issue 003.  The detailed text changes in that proposal should be reviewed as a guide to the changes that need to be made to implement the current proposal.

· Issue 040: Rename Link in Classification Region of Meta Model

· Issue 041: Representation Class as Classification Scheme

· Issue 042: Description of Classification Region Meta Model Components

· Issue 050: Reconcile 11179-2 with 11179-3 classification region

· Issue 051: Merge 11179-2 into 11179-3

· Issue 058-1: Correct cardinality and roles between Classified_Component and Classification_Scheme_Item

· Issue 058-2: Change the definition and role of Classified Component

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed. See also resolution of issue 58 1999-12-09

	Draft Resolution Source
	U.S. teleconference with Ray Gates on 1999-12-09.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in the 1999-12-13 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 041: Representation Class as Classification Scheme

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Canadian expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-05
	Status:
	Withdrawn.


Proposal:

Subsume Representation Class within Classification Scheme.

Delete the Representation Class property from all occurrences of the Data Element class.

Delete the Representation Class class from the Data Element Region.

Reason:

“Representation Class” is a way of classifying “Representations”, which are relationships between Data Elements and Value Domains.  

If the proposals in Issues 039 and 040 are accepted, the classification region now allows any Administered Component, or Association between Components to be classified.

Any Representation between Data Element and Value Domain can now be represented as an instance of Classification Scheme Link, which can then be classified as part of a classification scheme.  Classification Schemes can be created to represent what previously would have been created as a Representation Class.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 039: Merging of Classified Component with Administered Component

· Issue 040: Rename Link in Classification Region of Meta Model

· Issue 042: Description of Classification Region Meta Model Components

· Issue 050: Reconcile 11179-2 with 11179-3 classification region

Should we leave “representation_class_qualifier” where it is?

If the proposal is accepted, we need to show how views of the metamodel can be used to allow representation class to be derived, for those users who do not need the full classification scheme model.

Discussion/Notes:

During the U.S. teleconference with Ray Gates on 1999-09-16, this proposal was tentatively accepted.  However, discussion of Issues 39 and 50 has identified problems with the existing representation of Classified Components, which may invalidate this proposal.  Further discussion is required.

Jake Knoppers would like to see some practical examples of the issue and its proposed solution.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Withdrawn.  Because “Representation” is a relationship, not an Administered Component, it cannot be directly classified.  Also, leaving Representation Class in the model, does not prevent anyone from using classification of data elements or value domains instead.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Ray Gates

	Status of implementation
	Not incorporated in the 1999-12-13 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 043: Support for multiple languages

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-06
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

A registry must be able to record information, including Names, Definitions and Reference Documents, in multiple languages, treating the languages equally.

Reason:

Several countries, including Canada, Belgium, Switzerland, have more than one official language, and may be legally required to make information available in multiple languages.  Others registries may simply wish to make information available in multiple languages for the benefit of their clients.

Issues:

The key issue is whether we should incorporate this support into the existing standard, or submit a new work item request for a new standard.  

This proposal suggests that it is viable to incorporate the necessary changes as part of the current revision.

Specific changes are proposed as separate issues:

Issue 44 - Support multiple documentation languages in registration authority.

Issue 45 - Allow multitple languages to be specified for Reference Documents.

Issue 46 - Make Language a property of Defintion and Designation, rather than of context.

Issue 47 - Use codes from ISO 639-2:1998/T to represent languages

Issue 48 - Allow for variations in language use between countries.

These proposals may not be complete.  The rest of the metamodel needs to be reviewed for other language dependencies, especially descriptions and value domains.

See also: Issue 079: Refining the representation of Language in the model

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-10-08.

	Status of implementation
	Issues 044,045,046 and 048 are implemented in the 1999-10-15 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 050: Reconcile 11179-2 with 11179-3 classification region

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-12
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

1. Incorporate into the WD 11179-3 metamodel, those aspects of 11179-2 that are currently missing. (E.g. Classification Scheme Item and its relationships.

2. Incorporate into a revised 11179-2, those aspects of the WD 11179-3 classification region that are currently missing. (E.g. “Link” and its relationships.)

Reason:

Canada has previously stated its position (in SC32 N0264) that changes to all parts of 11179 should be progressed in parallel, to ensure consistency.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 003: Classified_Component

· Issue 011: Changes to all parts of ISO/IEC 11179

· Issue 039: Merging of Classified Component with Administered Component

· Issue 041: Representation Class as Classification Scheme

· Issue 042: Description of Classification Region Meta Model Components

· Issue 051: Merge 11179-2 into 11179-3.

· Issue 058-1: Correct cardinality and roles between Classified_Component and Classification_Scheme_Item

· Issue 058-2: Change the definition and role of Classified Component

Discussion/Notes:

From US teleconference with Ray Gates on 1999-09-16:

In order to make the classification region of the 1999-08-31 metamodel consistent with 11179-2, the relationship “classification scheme node” needs to be replaced by an object class “classification scheme item”, with properties “type” and “value”.  The cardinality of all the relationships in the classification region should be reviewed once this change has been made.

The objectified relationship “classification scheme link” should probably be associated with “classification scheme item”, rather than with “classified component”, though its purpose needs further clarification.  Examples should be provided to show how this part of the model is intended to be used.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Metamodel has been revised to be more consistent with 11179-2.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-10-08.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in the 1999-10-15 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 053: Support for Application Level Attributes

	Submitter/Source:
	US - brought forward from X3.285 issue list (issue 36).
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-15
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

We need to address the attributes that should be documented at the application level. This would require extensibility, since all application level attrib utes cannot be established in advance.

Reason:

The work we have done to date is at the "abstract" level, not the "application" level, i.e., we are establishing what can be documented before the data is used in an application. Some potential attributes include "purpose for which data is collected", "statistical methodology used in data collection" and other potential data quality attributes. 

Issues:

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	This is an area that should be dealt with by individual registries in their particular business environment. 

	Draft Resolution Source
	NCITS L8. 1999-12-09

	Status of implementation
	Not incorporated in the 1999-12-13 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 055: Interpretation of encapsulation in UML syntax

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Cdn Expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-16
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Original proposal:

We need to find two distinct representions for object classes encapsulated as properties in the UML.  One representation must signify containment (where 1:1 cardinality is required between containing and contained objects), the other must signify reference (where many-to-one cardinality is permitted between containing and contained objects).

Revised proposal:

We need to be able to distinguish in the model and/or the accompanying text between attributes which represent reference objects, and those which represent value objects.  (See discussion notes below.) 

Reason:

To avoid ambiguity in the metamodel.  In some instances, attributes such as “Object Class” should be Reference Objects, in order to be shared across “Data Element Concepts”, in other instances, such as “Component Identifier” which is intended to be unique and is thus most appropriately a Value Object.

Issues:

This issue arose out of discussion of Issue 038: Relationship of Data Element Concept to Object Class and Property during the teleconference of the U.S. with Ray Gates on 1999-09-16.

The issue is how to interpret the use of an object class as a property in the UML metamodel.  In particular, the use in the 1999-08-31 metamodel within Data Element Concept of the properties:

<<Optional>> object_class : Object_Class

<<Optional>> property : Property

Does this imply containment (such that a contained instance of Object_Class can be the property of only one containing Data Element Concept  instance) or can it be interpreted as a reference, such that more than one referring Data Element Concept can reference the same referred object instance.  Ray Gates interpreted the above syntax to mean containment, Doug Mann as reference.

1999-10-18:  Research has shown that the UML notation used in the metamodel does not imply either a reference object or a value object.  It may be either.  Rational Rose supports an indicator for each attribute which may take one of three values:  “reference”, “value” or “unspecified”. Doug has left them all as “unspecified”.  The value of the indicator does not get reflected in the diagram in any way.

Can we even reach agreement on what should be a reference object, and what should be a value object?  If we cannot, what are the implications for inter-operability? For information on UML encapsulation see:

ftp://ftp.omg.org/pub/docs/ad/99-06-08.pdf for the V1.3 UML manual from OMG. 

See section “3.47 Composition” pages 3-74 to 3-78.

See  section “3.25 Attribute” pages 3-40 to 3-42.

See also Issue 009-01 which introduced this notation.

Discussion/Notes:

1999-09-16:

Discussion indicated that we need to be able to distinguish both types.

Examples of Containment (implying 1:1 cardinality) include:

· Component Identifier within Administered Component

· Registration Authority Identifer within Registration Authority

Examples of Reference (allowing a M:1 cardinality) include:

· Object Class within Data Element Concept

· Property within Data Element Concept

· Person within Steward

· Person within Submitter

Ray Gates suggested that where reference is intended, we revert to showing relationships between classes, and specify object classes as properties only where containment is intended.  However, other solutions would acceptable as long as there is a way to distinguish the intended cardinality.

1999-10-08:

Ray restated his perception of the problem in terms of “reference objects” and “value objects” (see revised proposal above).  The following definitions/descriptions are taken from “UML Distilled - second edition” by Martin Fowler:

“Reference objects are things like Customer.  Here, identity is very important, because you usually want only one software object to designate a customer in the real world.  Any object that references a Customer object will do so through a reference or pointer; all objects that reference this customer will reference the same software object.”

“Value objects are things like Date. You often have multiple value objects representing the same object in the real world.”

“Within UML, attributes are usually used for value objects, and associations are used for reference objects.”

Ray felt this lent support to his proposal in Issue 38.

However, many members felt they did not want to impose a single view.  For now the model will be left as is.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	UML reference from OMG were provided to support the interpretation.

	Draft Resolution Source
	NCITS L8 1999-12-08

	Status of implementation
	UML reference incorporated in the 1999-12-13 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 061: Generalizing support for Time Frames

	Submitter/Source:
	Dan Gillman, U.S. expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-12-02
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Remove begin date and end date attributes associated with individual classes (such as Value Domain and Permissible Value) and create a Time Frame class that is related to Administered Component.  The Time Frame class will have the appropriate attributes, such as begin date and end date, that allow for managing valid time periods.

Reason:

Many organizations require that metadata be valid for a specified period of time.  These requirements differ from organization to organization, but the essential notion of a valid time period persists.  Not all metadata within an organization requires that valid times be associated with them either.  So, a general framework for managing valid time periods is needed in the metamodel to account for the wide variety of situations where time is an essential set of metadata elements.

Issues:

Are all valid time periods describable in the same way?

Determine the essential attributes of Time Frame class and the relationships between this class and others.

Determine optionality of attributes and relationships.

See also: 

· Issue 026: Last Change Date.  Can change dates be treated like start and end dates?

· Issue 078: Refining definitions of terms, which provides definitions for the terms “effective date” and “until date”.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	It was agreed that there is a need to recognise the “effective timeframes” for administered components.  There should be an “effective date” to denote the date of start of use rather than the creation date, which is a different concept.  There should be an “until date” to denote the end of use date.  [Note: the minute taker did not catch if these two dates should be encapsulated into an effective timeframe.]

Note:  Permissible Values and Value Meanings still need their own dates because they are not treated as Administered Components.

	Draft Resolution Source
	NCITS L8 SIG meeting 2000-03-15/16

	Status of implementation
	Attributes “Effective Date” and “Until Date” are implemented for Administered Component in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490).

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution considered accepted given lack of ballot comments to the contrary.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD ballot comments.


Issue 062: Clarifying the level and role of the Metamodel

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Cdn. expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-01-02
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

Clarify references to the metamodel as a “Conceptual model”, and what this implies.

How best to resolve the issues requires discussion.  The following is one possibility:

· Although the metamodel need not be physically implemented as specified, it must be possible to unambiguously map between the implementation and the metamodel in both directions.

Reason:

Some of the statements about the metamodel and how it is intended to be applied, appear to be contradictory, or are at best unclear.

In the 1999-12-13 WD:

· in clause 2.2, para. 1:  “To be conformant with this standard, the database will support the complete structure and content specified by this data model. The metamodel may be extended. However, an installation is not allowed to modify the minimal schema provided by this conceptual metamodel.”

· in clause 2.2, para. 4:  “Since this standard is specified as a conceptual model, there can be no exact mapping to an implementation of a metadata registry.”

· in clause 6.1, para. 5:  “This data model describes the schema of a registry where descriptions of shareable data are stored.”

Issues:

1. What does it mean to disallow modification to a model that does not map to an implementation?

2. The statement that there “can be no exact mapping” is clearly false.  Possibly there “need be no exact mapping”.

3. What does it mean to conform to a model which need not map to an implementation?

4. See also SD14 Issue 066: Impact of Metamodel Extensions on Data Sharing and Access.

Discussion

1. The wording of the proposal was agreed to be more correct than the current wording.  In particular, the sentence quoted in bullet 2 above should be deleted.

2. The reference in bullet 1 to a minimal schema needs to be clarified.  We need to explicitly identify what we consider to be “core” or “minimal”, and whether there are any gradations between the core model and the complete model.  How does the core model relate to the basic attributes listed in the existing part 3?  We need to retain the reference to extensibility.

3. In the third bullet,  “schema” should be “conceptual schema”.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed in principle 

	Draft Resolution Source
	U.S. teleconference with Ray Gates 2000-02-24.

	Status of implementation
	Final resolution implemented in draft CD2 11179-3 output from Helsinki.

	Final Resolution
	Resolved by CD ballot comment CAN-P03-036.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000


Issue 065: Refining Enumerated Domain Values

	Submitter/Source:
	Doug Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-03-01
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposals:

The modelling of components that represent the items in an enumerated domain has proven to be difficult reading.  The following modelling proposal provides a simpler to read representation.  This does not contain an objectified relationship.  It allows permissible values to be in many enumerated domains. 
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Reason:

To make the model more precise for understanding by the uninitiated readers.

Issues:

A change to the draft resolution is proposed in SD13 Issue 081: Remove inappropriate aggregation symbols

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed with the following changes to names:

· Class “Permissible Value” renamed to “Value”

· Class “Allowed Value” renamed to “Permissible Value”

· Relationship “allowed_meaning” renamed to “permissible_value_meaning”.

· Relationship “allowed_value_set” renamed to “permissible_value_set”

· Relationship “allowed_permissible value” renamed to “permitted_value”.  Note: we are not satisfied with this name.  Suggestions for improvement are invited.

	Draft Resolution Source
	L8 telecon with Ray Gates, 2000-03-15.

	Status of implementation
	Draft resolution implemented in the 2000-04-13 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution considered accepted given the lack of ballot comments received to the contrary.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000.


Issue 084: Consistency in use of Identifiers, Names, Versions

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-06-06
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals: 

Apply a consistent structure to items that require identifiers, versions, and names.  

For the object classes of "Context" and "Value Domain" that may be Administered_Components, allow the "Administered Component" attributes to carry the name, version, and identifier.

Specifically:

	Object class - Attribute
	Requested Action

	Context - context_name
	Remove from the model

	Context - context_version
	Remove from the model

	Value_Domain - value_domain_name
	Remove from the model

	Value_Domain - value_domain_identifier
	Remove from the model


Reason:

These attributes currently exist in the set of Administered_Component attributes.  It is extremely confusing to have multiple similar attributes.  How is one to easily explain when one or the other is to be used.  If there is only the Administered_Component attributes, there can not be any confusion over names and identifiers.

	Object class - Attribute
	Requested Action / Reason

	Context - context_name
	Remove from the model / If context is administered, this is handled by "Designation - name".

	Context - context_version
	Remove from the model / If context is administered, this is handled by "Component_Identifier - version".

	Value_Domain - value_domain_name
	Remove from the model / If value domain is administered, this is handled by "Designation - name".

	Value_Domain - value_domain_identifier
	Remove from the model / If value domain is administered, this is handled by "Designation - name".


Issues:

· Issue 016-2: Linguistically neutral identifier – problem 2

· Issue 030: Identification and naming of context

· Issue 037: Requirement for Administered Component Information

· Issue 074: Remove “Name” attribute from Value Domain

Discussion:

Comments from Ray Gates (2000-07-30)

The proposal contradicts the resolution of Issue 074.

The reason that these attributes existed separately is that the Administered Component information for Context and Value Domain is optional (see Issues 016-2 and 037).  Some participants have argued that they want to be able to store information in the registry without fully administering it.

I support this proposal if and only if the Administered Component information is made mandatory (i.e. Accept the proposal in Issue 037).

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Proposal accepted.

	Draft Resolution Source
	CD ballot comment CAN-P03-031,

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in draft CD2 11179-3.

	Final Resolution
	Proposal accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD 11179-3 editing meeting – Helsinki October 2000.


Issue 087: Terminology: Data element, Administered Component et al

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Cdn expert
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-08-07
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals: 

CD ballot comments are requested on the appropriateness of various terms used in the meta model, in particular:

	Current term
	Usage
	Possible Alternative

	Data  element
	that which applies a Value Domain (representation) to a Data Element Concept
	Data component

	Administered component
	any object administered within a metadata registry
	Administered data component

	
	
	Metadata registry item


Reason:

There seems to be some dissatisfaction with current terminology.  This issue is raised to encourage discussion within National Bodies as part of the CD ballot process.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 010-2: Proposed change of terms in 11179-3 “Data Element Components”

· Issue 086: Consistency between diagrams and text

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	The following terms are proposed:

Use "item" instead of "component".

Use "administered item" for any item that has associated administration information (an "administration record").

Use "registry item" for any item stored in a registry.

Use "metadata item" as a generic term for any item described by the metamodel (whether or not it is stored in a registry).

Use "metadata set" for a collection of metadata items.

Use "bound metadata set" for a metadata set for which a binding exists.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Resolution of CD ballot comment CAN-P03-192 (#371)

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in draft CD2 11179-3.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Continuation CD editing meeting – New York April 2001


Issue 088: Restoring Basic Attributes to CD 11179-3

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Cdn expert
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-01-15
	Status:
	Resolved


References:

1. SC32 N0490 CD 11179-3 Information technology - Data Management and Interchange - Metadata Registries (MDR) - Part 3: Registry Metamodel (MDR3)
http://www.sdct.itl.nist.gov/~ftp/l8/sc32wg2/hel-docs/32N0490-CD-11179-3.pdf

2. WG2 HEL 002 Consolidated Comments on CD 11179-3
http://www.sdct.itl.nist.gov/~ftp/l8/sc32wg2/hel-docs/WG2-HEL-002-ALL-11179-comments.doc

3. SC32 N0572 Interim Resolution of Comments on CD 11179-3 (to be published)

Problem Description:

Canadian comment CAN-P03-162 in [2] describes the following problem:

"Many of the existing uses of 11179-3 are in other standards, both ISO (e.g. CD 15944-1 [5], TC211 IS 19115) and non-ISO (e.g. Dublin Core Document Properties).  These standards reference the "basic attributes" of ISO/IEC 11179-3:1994, and do not need a registry.  We need to continue to support such basic attributes in the revised standard, with explanations and justifications of any incompatibilities between the two versions."

At the Helsinki Editing meeting for CD 11179-3, it was resolved that:

1. The description of Basic Attributes should be restored, with appropriate changes to reflect the changes in the model.

2. Compatibility with the published 11179-3 must be preserved as much as possible.  

3. Errors in Annex F should be addressed.

4. Canada would submit a change proposal to effect the above resolutions.

This document is a first draft of the promised change proposal.

Additional Considerations:

1. In ISO/IEC 11179-3:1994, the basic attributes are referred to as "attributes of data elements".  This terminology is no longer appropriate because the revised standard addresses more than just data elements.

2. In Helsinki, it was resolved that the term "Administered Component" be changed to "Administered Item", to refer to any item administered in a metadata registry.

3. Because the primary reason for restoring the basic attributes is to deal with situations other than registries, a more generic term than "Administered Item" is desirable.  The proposal here is to use the term "Metadata Item".

Proposal:

The following is a summary of a the proposed changes:

1. Describe the Basic Attributes of Metadata Items.

2. Some attributes will be common to all metadata items (e.g. name, definition, and attributes associated the Administration Record in the registry.

3. Some attributes will be specific to particular types of metadata item (e.g. a Value Domain has a datatype, but a Conceptual Domain does not.)

4. Explain how the new basic attributes relate to the metamodel.

5. Revise Annex F to map the old basic attributes to the revised basic attributes, rather than to the data model.

Issues:

1. We need to determine which attributes of the model are considered "basic".

2. We cannot be consistent with both the old attributes and the new model.

Detailed text changes:

To be supplied later.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle.  Detailed text changes requested.

	Draft Resolution Source
	CD Editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in FCD 11179-3.

	Final Resolution
	Text provided to restore basic attributes as Clause 5, with a cross-walk in Annex F.

	Final Resolution Source
	Continuation Editing Meeting in New York in 2001-04-02/06.


Issue 091: Naming & Definition Region Restructure

	Submitter/Source:
	US
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-02-07
	Status
	Future topic


Proposal:

Naming and Definition Region restructured to support multiple names and multiple definitions within a Context.   The following is the proposed revision.

[image: image7.wmf]Context

context_administered_item [1..1] : Administration_Record

context_description [1..1] : string

Administration_Record

1..n

0..n

+grouping

1..n

+having

0..n

subject_set_area

Terminological_Entry

Language_Section

language_section_language [0..1] : Language

1

1..n

+containing

1

+partitioning

1..n

languages

Definition (of Administered Item)

definition_text [1..1] : string

preferred_definition [0..1] : True_False

0..n

1

+defining_entry_of

0..n

+containing

1

definition_entry

Designation (of Administered Item)

name [1..1] : string

preferred_designation [0..1] : True_False

0..n

1

+naming_entry_of

0..n

+containing

1

name_entry

0..1

0..1

+specifically_using

0..1

+specifically_referencing

0..1

term_definition-pairing


Administration_Record

An item for which administrative information is recorded.

Public Attributes:

identifier [1..1] : Item_Identifier

A unique identifier for an administered component.

Note: If the data is to be shared with an outside registry, the identifier includes a registration authority identifier to make it globally unique.  If the data is not to be shared externally, the registration authority portion of the identifier is not required.

registration_status [1..1] : String

A designation of the position in the registration life-cycle of an administered component.

administrative_status [1..1] : String

A designation of the position in the processing life-cycle of a registration authority for handling registration requests.

creation_date [1..1] : Date

The date the administered component was created.

last_change_date [0..1] : Date

The date the administered component was last changed.

effective_date [0..1] : Date

The date an administered component became/becomes available to registry users.

until_date [0..1] : Date

The date an administered component became/becomes no longer available to registry users.

change_description [0..1] : String

The description of what has changed in the administered component since the prior version of the administered component.

administrative_note [0..1] : String

Any general notes about the administered component.

explanatory_comment [0..1] : String

Descriptive comments about the administered component.

unresolved_issue [0..1] : String

Any problem(s) that remains unresolved regarding proper documentation of the administered component.

origin [0..1] : String

The reference(s) to the document, project, discipline or model that was the origin for the administered component.

Context
A universe of discourse in which a name or definition is used.

Public Attributes:

context_administered_item [1..1] : Administration_Record

The administered component information for a context.

context_description [1..1] : string

The textual description of the context.

Definition (of Administered Item)
The definition of an administered item within a context and language.

Public Attributes:

definition_text [1..1] : string

The text of the definition.

preferred_definition [0..1] : True_False

An indicator that the definition text is a preferred definition for an administered item within a language.

Designation (of Administered Item)
The designation of an administered item within a context and language.

Public Attributes:

name [1..1] : string

A name by which an administered component is known within a specific context.

preferred_designation [0..1] : True_False

An indicator that the name is a preferred term for an administered item within a language. [see main entry term in ISO 12620]

Language_Section
The part of a terminological entry containing information related to one language.  [ISO CD 16642 (2000)]

Public Attributes:

language_section_language [0..1] : Language

The identifier of the language used to group a set of designations and definitions.

Terminological_Entry

An entry containing information on terminological units for a specific administered item within a context (subject field)

INFOMODELER DIAGRAM
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NIAM/ORM SENTENCES

ADMINISTRATION-RECORD 

An ADMINISTRATION-RECORD must be HAVING one or more TERMINOLOGICAL-ENTRYs.

CONTEXT  

A CONTEXT must be DESCRIBED-BY exactly one CONTEXT-DESCRIPTION.

A CONTEXT may be GROUPING any number of TERMINOLOGICAL-ENTRYs.

CONTEXT-DESCRIPTION  

A CONTEXT-DESCRIPTION may be DESCRIBING at most one CONTEXT.

COUNTRY-IDENTIFIER  

A COUNTRY-IDENTIFIER may be CLARIFYING any number of LANGUAGEs.

DEFINITION  

A DEFINITION must be DEFINING-ENTRY-OF exactly one LANGUAGE-SECTION.

A DEFINITION must be DESIGNATED-BY exactly one DEFINITION-TEXT.

A DEFINITION may be NOTED-AS at most one PREFERRED-DEFINITION.

A DEFINITION may be SPECIFICALLY-USING at most one DESIGNATION.

DEFINITION-TEXT  

A DEFINITION-TEXT must be DESIGNATING one or more DEFINITIONs.

DESIGNATION  

A DESIGNATION must be DESIGNATED-BY exactly one NAME.

A DESIGNATION must be NAMING-ENTRY-OF exactly one LANGUAGE-SECTION.

A DESIGNATION may be NOTED-AS at most one PREFERRED-DESIGNATION.

A DESIGNATION may be SPECIFICALLY-REFERENCING at most one DEFINITION.

LANGUAGE  

A LANGUAGE must be IDENTIFIED-WITH exactly one LANGUAGE-IDENTIFER.

A LANGUAGE may be REFINED-WITH at most one COUNTRY-IDENTIFIER.

A LANGUAGE may be USED-BY any number of LANGUAGE-SECTIONs.

Every LANGUAGE
 is associated uniquely with one combination of
a LANGUAGE IDENTIFER DESIGNATING the LANGUAGE
and  a COUNTRY IDENTIFIER CLARIFYING the LANGUAGE.

LANGUAGE-IDENTIFER  

A LANGUAGE-IDENTIFER may be DESIGNATING any number of LANGUAGEs.

LANGUAGE-SECTION  

A LANGUAGE-SECTION may be CONTAINING any number of DEFINITIONs.

A LANGUAGE-SECTION may be CONTAINING any number of DESIGNATIONs.

A LANGUAGE-SECTION must be PARTIONING exactly one TERMINOLOGICAL-ENTRY.

A LANGUAGE-SECTION must be USING exactly one LANGUAGE.

NAME  

A NAME may be DESIGNATING any number of DESIGNATIONs.

PREFERRED-DEFINITION  

A PREFERRED-DEFINITION may be NOTING any number of DEFINITIONs.

PREFERRED-DESIGNATION  

A PREFERRED-DESIGNATION may be NOTING any number of DESIGNATIONs.

TERMINOLOGICAL-ENTRY  

A TERMINOLOGICAL-ENTRY must be CONTAINING one or more LANGUAGE-SECTIONs.

A TERMINOLOGICAL-ENTRY must be GROUPED-BY exactly one CONTEXT.

A TERMINOLOGICAL-ENTRY must be SPECIFYING exactly one ADMINISTRATION-RECORD.

Reason:

To support multiple names and multiple definitions within a Context, the Naming and Definition Region needs to be restructured

Issues: 

See also:  Issue 057: Is Context model(l)ed correctly?

Discussion/Notes”

Doug Mann discussed the proposal with Sue Ellen Wright of TC 37.  This is a view that TC 37 could accept.  

The definitions have not been updated with the most current definitions.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Implementation Status:
	Included in FDIS

	Final Resolution
	Accepted with minor changes, except that the ORM and NIAM models are omitted.

	Final Resolution Source
	FCD Editing Meeting, Seoul, Korea, May 2002


2-Minor Technical Issues

Issue 001: Data_Element relationship to Rule

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-12
	Status
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Refine the structure between Rule and Data_Element to support an environment where an IDEF0 activity with its ICOMs (inputs, controls, outputs, mechanisms) or a function of “x = f(y)” can be expressed.

1. Remove the data_element_rule relationship.

2. Add the entity Input_Set.  This is an ordered set aggregation of Data_Elements that is used to derive a Data_Element. 

3. Add the relationship between Data_Element and Input_Set that identifies the set of Data_Elements that are used to derive the Data_Element.

4. Add a relationship between Input_Set and Rule to derive the Data_Element.

Reason:

This new entity and relationships specify a “x = f(y)” where
  
x is the resultant output Data_Element
 
y is the Input_Set of Data_Elements
 
f() is the Rule

Issues:

See also:

· SD14 Issue 022: Applying Rules to Data Element Concepts

· Issue 027: Guidelines on the use of Rules

· Issue 035: Addition of a dimensionality attribute to the conceptual domain

· Issue 054: Cardinality of Relationship “Data Element Contained in Input Set”

· Issue 064: Data Element Derivation

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed.  Modified by Issue 054 in 1999-12-13 metamodel.

Superseded by Issue 064.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Changes to metamodel:

· Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD in Figures 8 and 9.

· Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel - pages 1 & 7.

· Retained in 1999-10-15 metamodel - pages 1 & 7.

· Modified by Issue 054 in 1999-12-13 metamodel.

· Replaced by Issue 064 in 2000-04-13 metamodel.

Corresponding text changes:

The following text changes have been made in 1999-05-05 WD:

1. Addition of class Input Set in clause 9.3.

2. Addition of relationship Derivation in clause 9.3.

The following text changes still need to be made:

1. Remove relationship “Data element rule” from clause 9.3.

2. Add relationship “Derivation Input” in clause 9.3

3. Add relationship “Derivation Output” in clause 9.3

In 1999-12-13 WD, clause 9.3 becomes clause 7.3 and all text has been removed pending revisions to incorporate all metamodel changes.

Superseded by Issue 064.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted. Superseded by Issue 064.

	Final Resolution Source
	See Issue 064.


Issue 002: Concept_Application_Association

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-12
	Status
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Specify the Concept_Application_Association role.

Add an attribute to Concept_Application_Association for role.

Reason:

This allows the role to be specified for the association of two concepts.  

It also allows the same two concepts to be associated with different roles.

Issues:

See also Issue 031: Objectified Relationship Names which renames “Concept_Application_Association” to “Concept_Relationship”.

See also Issue 071: Refining attribute names for consistency

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Rejected on the grounds that the Definition associated with the Object_Class Administered_Component provides sufficient capability to describe the role of the Concept_Relationship.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-09-15.

	Status of implementation
	Changes to metamodel:

· Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD in Figure 6.

· Retained in 1999-12-13 metamodel - page 5.

· Reversed in 2000-05-14 metamodel.

Corresponding text changes:

The following text changes have been made in 1999-05-05 WD:

1. Addition of Attribute Concept application association -role in clause 9.3.

In 1999-12-13 WD, clause 9.3 becomes clause 7.3 and all text has been removed pending revisions to incorporate all metamodel changes.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 004: Contact_Person

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-12
	Status
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Add attributes to contact person 

Contact_Person add the attributes:

phone_number


required

electronic_mail_address

optional

fax_number


optional

telex_number


optional

Reason:

To add attributes from the original ISO/IEC 11179-3 that were not expressed in ANSI X3.285

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 009-07: Encapsulation of “contact person” which encapsulates “contact person” as a separate “Person” class

· Issue 060: Naming of Attributes based on Encapsulated Data types, which considers the naming of attributes based on the Person class.

Are there other attributes that should added:  e.g.  Cell phone number, pager number?

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed.

	Draft Resolution Source
	X3 L8 meeting in June 99.

	Status of implementation
	Changes to metamodel:

· Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD in Figure 3 as attributes of the new Person class.

· Retained in 1999-12-13 metamodel - page 2.

· Cell phone number and pager number  included in 2000-05-14 metamodel.

Corresponding text changes:

· The attributes (including cell phone number and pager number) have been added in clause 6.10 of 1999-12-13 WD.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 005: Component_Registration_Authority

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Modify the identifier to make it a concatenated attribute.

The identifier should be decomposed to include the following attributes:

International_Code_Designator

Organization_Identifier

Organization_Part_Identifier

OPI_Source

Data_Identifier

Reason:

To align with ISO/IEC 11179-6

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 009-09: Encapsulation of “component identifier”

· Issue 025: Canadian Response to Issue 005.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Resolved by Issue 025.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD in Figure 3.

1999-08-31 metamodel (page 2) replaces this with the proposal from issue 025 .

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 007: Data_Element_Concept relationship with Conceptual_Domain

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-12
	Status
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Change the cardinality of Conceptual_Domain to Data_Element_Concept

The cardinality of Conceptual_Domain to Data_Element_Concept should change 
from (1,N) to (0,N).  This will allow a Conceptual_Domain to exist without a Data_Element_Concept.

Reason:

This will allow the existence of a Conceptual_Domain without the existence of a Data_Element_Concept.  

This will permit registration of code sets without requiring a usage of the code set in a Data_Element_Concept.

This will allow the registration of a Conceptual_Domain without having to have registered a related Data_Element_Concept, Property, and Object_Class

Issues:

Issue 056: Relationship between Data Element Concept and Conceptual Domain – Its roles and name

Issue 059: Improvement of Relationship Role Labels

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed.  Modified by Issues 056 and 059.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Included in 1999-05-05 WD metamodel Fig. 9.

Included in 1999-08-31 metamodel - page 1.

Relationship name added in 1999-12-13 metamodel - page 1.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 009-04: Encapsulation of “unit of quantity”

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-29
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Encapsulation of “unit of quantity” for use as a datatype for the attribute “unit of quantity” in “value domain”.

Reason:

To make the model more readable using the object paradigm of UML.

To layer the model with encapsulation.

Issues:

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD metamodel in Figure 7 and in the text. Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel on page 6.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 009-05: Encapsulation of “datatype”

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-29
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Encapsulation of “datatype” for use as a datatype for the attribute “datatype” in “value domain”.

Reason:

To make the model more readable using the object paradigm of UML.

To layer the model with encapsulation.

Issues:

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD metamodel in Figure 7 and in the text. Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel on page 6.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 009-06: Encapsulation of “codeset”

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-29
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Encapsulation of “codeset” for use as a datatype for the attribute “codeset” in “value domain”.

Reason:

To make the model more readable using the object paradigm of UML.

To layer the model with encapsulation.

Issues:

See Issue 033: Removal of value domain - character set.  Also, the proposal uses the term “codeset”, but it has been implemented as “character set”.  We need to determine whether these terms are synonymous, and in either case, which we want to use.

See Issue 055: Interpretation of encapsulation in UML syntax, for a discussion of the whole use of encapsulation including references to the UML specification.

See SD14 Issue 067: Use of Character Collections and Encoding Schemes for Value Domains

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Originally agreed, but reopened by Issue 033: Removal of value domain - character set.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD metamodel in Figure 7 and in the text. Removed from 1999-08-31 metamodel (page 6) by implementation of Issue 033.

	Final Resolution
	Resolved by Issue 33.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 009-08: Encapsulation of “representation class”

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-29
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposals:

Encapsulation of “representation class” for use as a datatype for the attribute “representation class” in “data element”.

Reason:

To make the model more readable using the object paradigm of UML.

To layer the model with encapsulation.

Issues:

See also Issue 041: Representation Class as Classification Scheme.

See Issue 055: Interpretation of encapsulation in UML syntax, for a discussion of the whole use of encapsulation including references to the UML specification.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Originally agreed, but reopened by Issue 041: Representation Class as Classification Scheme.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD metamodel in Figure 8 and in the text. Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel on page 7.

	Final Resolution
	Agreed.  Issue 041 withdrawn.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 009-09: Encapsulation of “component identifier”

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-29
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposals:

Encapsulation of “component identifier” for use as a datatype for the identifier” in “component registration authority”.

Reason:

To make the model more readable using the object paradigm of UML.

To layer the model with encapsulation.

Issues:

See also Issue 005: Component_Registration_Authority.  Superseded by Issue 025: Canadian Response to Issue 005.

See Issue 055: Interpretation of encapsulation in UML syntax, for a discussion of the whole use of encapsulation including references to the UML specification.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Resolved by Issue 025: Canadian Response to Issue 005.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD metamodel in Figure 3 and in the text. Replaced in 1999-08-31 metamodel on page 3 by proposal from Issue 025. 

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 009-10: Change “component name context” to “designation”

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-03-29
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposals:

Change the name of “component name context” to “designation”.

Reason:

Use of designation that is well defined in ISO 1087-1.

Issues:

See also Issue 031: Objectified Relationship Names.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-05-05 WD metamodel in Figure 4 and in the text. Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel on page 2.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 010-2: Proposed change of terms in 11179-3 “Data Element Components”

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-04-21
	Status
	Resolved.


Proposals:

Throughout the document the term “data element” should be changed to “data element component” wherever the notion is of one of the components in the metamodel.  Wherever the notion of just “data element” exists the term should not change.

Reason:

To allow management of other components that are used to create data elements.  Examples are: data element concept, value domain, conceptual domain, object class, property, classification scheme, representation class.  

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 086: Consistency between diagrams and text

· Issue 087: Terminology: Data element, Administered Component et al

Discussion Notes

1999-10-07  This is being left as an open issue with a request to the members to propose with reason better terms for use.  There seems to be problems with many potential terms. 

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Superseded by Issue 087.

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	N/A

	Final Resolution
	Resolved by Issue 087.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD 11179-3 editing meeting – Helsinki October 2000


Issue 021: Name-context relationships

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Cdn Expert
	Severity
	Minor technical.

	Date Submitted:
	1999-08-20
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Clarify the textual description of the context of a name to match the representation in the metamodel.

Specific text changes will be proposed once the next working draft is available.

Reason:

Clause 5.3 currently specifies that a name should be unique, without saying anything about context.  This text needs to be clarified.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 030: Identification and naming of context.

· Error! Reference source not found.
Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	The following text should be added to clause 4.6.1.

"A particular name must be unique for a particular language within a given context and across all types of administered items. For example, a data element and a value domain may not both have the same name within a particular context in any one language.  Either, suitable qualifiers should be added to names to make them unique, or if that is not possible the definitions of context need to be refined to allow the use of distinct contexts."

	Draft Resolution Source
	CD ballot comment CAN-P03-069.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in the draft CD2 output from Helsinki CD editing meeting.

	Final Resolution
	CD ballot comment CAN-P03-069 accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000.


Issue 024: Canadian Response to Issue 009 proposal 01

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (CAN 32C0053R2)
	Severity
	Minor technical.

	Date Submitted:
	1999-05-12
	Status:
	Resolved.


References:

[1] WD 11179-3  Specification and standardization of data elements - Part 3: Basic attributes of data elements. 1998-12-08 (Draft for Washington meeting)

[2] WD 11179-3  Specification and standardization of data elements - Part 3: Basic attributes of data elements. 1999-05-05 (Draft for Matsue meeting) 

Proposal:

Summary proposal:

Instead of the change proposed by Issue 09 item 1, in Figure 3 of [1] merge Component_Record with Component_Registration_Authority, since the record is maintained by a Registration Authority about a Component.

[Note:  This summary proposal describes the change in terms of [1], for comparison with Issue 09, while the detailed proposal describes the changes in terms of [2], which is the latest WD.]

Detailed proposal:

In Figure 3 of [2]:

1. Replace the class “Administration_Record” by “Administered Component”, with the single property:

<<Required>> identifier: Component Identifier
(See also the proposal in Issue 16.)

2. Move the properties currently associated with Administration Record to the association class Component_Registration_Authority.

3. In Figure 4, replace “Administration Identification” by “Administered Component” (assuming the proposal in Issue 23 to rename “Classified Component” in Figure 5 is accepted)., with the single property:

<<Required>> identifier: Component Identifier

4. Remove other references to:

identification: Administration_Identification
from Figures 6, 7, 8 and 9.

Reason:

We object to this combination in principle, because the “Administered Component” and the corresponding “Administration Record” are two separate concepts in the real world, and should be kept separate in the conceptual model.

However, there are also some practical objections to the changes that have actually been made to  the meta-model.

Rather than simply merging Administration Record with Administered Component, a complex series of encapsulations has been attempted, some of which are specified as optional, with relationships at each level, which leads to a series of inconsistencies.

Some of these problems are described and resolutions proposed in Issue 23. The following additional problem exists.

In Figure 4 of [2], “Administration_Identification” is shown as containing the properties:

<<Required>> identifier: Component_Identifier

<<Optional>> record: Administration_Record

Component_Identifier includes parts defined by Registration Authority.  However, the relationship to Registration Authority is via Administration_Record (see Figure 3 in [2]), and Administration_Record is optional.

Figure 3 also suggests that Administration Record has an existence independent of a Registration Authority, whereas in fact it is the candidate Administered Component that has an independent existence, and the Administration Record is the record of that existence maintained by a registration authority.

Issues:

Issue 006: Administered_Component

Issue 009-01: Encapsulation of Administered Component

Issue 016-2: Linguistically neutral identifier – problem 2

Issue 023: Canadian Response to Issue 003

Issue 032: Revise relationship between Registration Authority and Administered Component

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Resolved by issue 032.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-09-15.

	Status of implementation
	Superseded by issue 032 in 1999-08-31 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 025: Canadian Response to Issue 005

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (CAN 32C0054R1)
	Severity
	Minor technical.

	Date Submitted:
	1999-05-13
	Status:
	Resolved.


References:

[1] WD 11179-3  Specification and standardization of data elements - Part 3: Basic attributes of data elements. 1999-05-05 (Draft for Matsue meeting) 

[2] ISO/IEC 11179-6  Specification and standardization of data elements - Part 6: Registration of Data Elements

Proposal:

1. We should identify two structured identifiers, as shown in Figure 1 of 11179-6:


Registration Authority Identifier



<<Required>> International Code Designator (ICD)



<<Required>> Organization Identifier (OI)



<<Optional>>  Organization Part Identifier (OPI)



<<Conditional>>  OPI Source (OPIS) 


Component Identifier



<<Required>> Registration Authority Identifier



<<Required>> Data Identifier



<<Required>> Version

2. These structures should replace the existing Component Identifier in Figure 3 of [1], and the “identifier” of Registration Authority should become “registration authority identifier”.

Reason:

1. Issue 05 correctly recognizes that 11179-6 provides a structure for Registration Authority Identifier.

2. However, as applied in Figure 3 of [1], the identifier has been expanded directly within Component Identifier, while Registration Authority refers simply to “identifier”.

Issues:

Issue 005: Component_Registration_Authority

SD13 Issue 028: Providing default values for optional parts of identifiers

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted.  Need to check for corresponding text changes.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 026: Last Change Date

	Submitter/Source:
	US in telecon with Ray Gates, Canadian expert.
	Severity
	Minor technical.

	Date Submitted:
	1999-07-12
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Add an attribute to the Administration_Record for Last_change_date  This would be a conditional attribute linked with the occurrence of a change.

Reason:

To provide a record of the latest change to an Administration Record.

This was a suggested attribute in the original 11179-3 Annex A.

Issues:

See also: Issue 061: Generalizing support for Time Frames.
Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted. Need to check for corresponding text changes.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated 1999-08-31 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 029: Move OPI Source out of Registration Authority Identifier

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Cdn Expert.
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-08-30
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

Remove “OPI-source” from the proposed new Registration Authority Identifier class, and move it to the Registration Authority class as descriptive data, not part of the identifier.

Reason:

Organization Part Identifier (OPI) is an optional part of the registration authority identifier, and OPI Source is conditional on the presence of the OPI.  The OPI source presumably identifies the source of the OPI, and as such is descriptive information, and not truly part of the identifier.  It is not required to make the identier unique, and should not be repeated whereever the identifier is used (e.g. within Component Identifier).

Issues:

Also impacts 11179-6.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Having been pointed to a copy of ISO 6523 by Doug Mann, and having reviewed the way in which OPI Source is defined, I accept that it is an integral part of the identifier, and withdraw this proposal.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Ray Gates.

	Status of implementation
	Not applicable.

	Final Resolution
	Withdrawn.

	Final Resolution Source
	Ray Gates.


Issue 030: Identification and naming of context

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Cdn Expert.
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-08-30
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

Add to Context, the attribute:


context_administered_component [0..1] : Administered Component

to allow Context to be treated as an Administered Component.

The context for each Administered Component of type “Context” should be defined by this standard as being this standard.

Reason:

To be able to administer contexts.

When the “Administered Component” attribute is present the “name” and “version” attributes in Context can be omitted.  Conversely,  when the “name” and “version” attributes are present, the “Administered Component” attribute can be omitted.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 021: Name-context relationships

· SD14 Issue 057: Is Context model(l)ed correctly?

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490)

	Final Resolution
	Accepted

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000. (SC32 N0487)


Issue 031: Objectified Relationship Names

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US Expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-08-31
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

The terms used to designate objectified relationships (relationships that have attributes) should have one designation that is the same for the relationship and the object class.

	May 1999 Relationship Term
	May 1999 Object Class Term
	Proposed replacement Term

	Registration
	Component Registration Authority (see Issue 032)
	Registration

	Steward
	Component Responsible Organization
	Steward

	Submission
	Component Submitting Organization
	Submitter

	Value Domain Relationship
	Value Domain Association
	Value Domain Relationship

	Data Element Concept Relationship
	Data Element Concept Association
	Data Element Concept Relationship

	Link
	Component Classification Association
	Link (modified by Issue 040)

	Concept Relationship
	Concept Application Association
	Concept Relationship

	Component Definition
	Description
	Definition

	Component name
	Designation
	Designation


Reason:

When creating a relationship with attributes in UML, an object class is created for the relationship to hold the attributes and methods.  Using the same designator for both the relationship and the object class then allows one definition to represent both.

Note that this notion is a modelling paradigm problem that is presented syntactically in different forms in different modelling languages.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 032: Revise relationship between Registration Authority and Administered Component

· Issue 040: Rename Link in Classification Region of Meta Model.

· Issue 076: Reviewing the use of Objectified Relationships

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	TBD.  Partially superseded by Issues 032, 040 and 076.

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000.


Issue 032: Revise relationship between Registration Authority and Administered Component

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US Expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-08-31
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Change the cardinality of the relationship between Registration Authority and Administered Component, to:

· A Registration Authority registers any number of Administered Components.

· An Administered Component is registered by one Registration Authority.

The attributes from Component Registration Authority would be moved into Administered Component since the relationship is no longer a many-to-many.

Reason:

The relationship between Registration Authority and Administered Component should reflect usage in one registry.  There needs to be explanatory text that the metamodel represents one registry in a multi-registry environment.

Issues:

Resolves Issue 009-01 and Issue 024.  Modifies Issue 031.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US telecon with Ray Gates. 1999-12-09.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel.

Corresponding text changes will be required.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 033: Removal of value domain - character set

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US Expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-01
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

The attribute for value domain that is used to specify the character set should be removed.

Reason:

This attribute is too implementation specific.  

Its definition is” The character set used in a value domain.” and “The collective symbols of a formalized writing system for a language used to intelligibly communicate data.”

The content is also vague.  Is it ASCII or UNICODE?  Is it Latin or Arabic?  There are two very different notions of character set.  One has the notion of storage; the other the notion of presentation.

Discussion/Notes:

Canada agrees that there is a need to distinguish the different notions of character set, including separate terms and definitions, but believes that removal of the attribute is not the right solution.

In order to support cultural adaptabilty, we need to support multiple character sets in both the senses of the term.

1999-12-08.  Without a clear definition of what is meant by character set, and what values the attribute might take, removal may be the safer course of action.  However, at least for interchange purposes, some specification of the character set to be used will be required.  Needs further investigation.

2000-01-25.  In Santa Fe it was agreed that we need to consult experts in character sets and character set encodings to ensure an appropriate resolution.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 009-06: Encapsulation of “codeset”

· Issue 034: Removal of value domain minimum and maximum character quantity

· SD14 Issue 067: Use of Character Collections and Encoding Schemes for Value Domains

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Restore the attribute as “character set encoding”, rather than “character set”.

Note:  This draft resolution needs to be reviewed in the context of SD14 Issue 067. 

	Draft Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.

	Revised Draft Resolution
	Original proposal accepted, pending resolution of SD14 Issue 067.

	Revised Resolution Source
	NCITS L8 meeting 2000-07-20

	Status of implementation
	Attribute removed in 1999-08-31 metamodel and CD 11179-3.

	Final Resolution
	Acceptance of original proposal confirmed.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000.


Issue 034: Removal of value domain minimum and maximum character quantity

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US Expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-01
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Removal of the Value domain attributes maximum character quantity and minimum character quantity.

Reason:

These are defined as:

	Value domain - maximum character quantity
	The maximum number of storage units (of the corresponding datatype) to represent the data element value. 

	Value domain - minimum character quantity
	The minimum number of storage units (of the corresponding datatype) to represent the data element value.


These are very storage specific.

Issues:

There seem to be multiple viewpoints on this subject.  This issue is made to obtain a resolution to the viewpoints.

See also Issue 033: Removal of value domain - character set.

Discussion/Notes:

These attributes presumably relate to the number of bytes used to represent a character in a character set.  Canada believes these are useful attributes and should be retained in some form.

1999-12-08.  U.S. believes the maximum should be optional. (The minimum already is optional.)

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Delete minimum.  Keep maximum.

	Draft Resolution Source
	NCITS L8 meeting (2000-07-20)

	Status of implementation
	Maximum made optional in 1999-12-13 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000.


Issue 035: Addition of a dimensionality attribute to the conceptual domain

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US Expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-01
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

There is a need to specify a dimensionality in a conceptual domain.  The dimensionality is used to constrain the types of operations that may be used on a data element concept.

Reason:

Examples of dimensionality are: area, velocity, mass, length.  This will also constrain the unit of measure in the value domain.  Examples for the dimensionality of length may be: meter, feet, furlong.  Dimensionality will assist in the understanding of Data Element Concepts.

Discussion/Notes:

Notes from the old X3.285 issue list suggest that:

· Dimensionality is recorded as the attribute “Representation Class Unit of Quantity”. It is enforced by good database administration. It may not be possible to enforce at the metamodel level. (The dimensionality may have to be enforced as a rule in the application system.)

“Representation Class Unit of Quantity” is now “Value Domain Unit of Quantity”.  This issue deals with the corresponding concept at the Conceptual Domain.

Issues:

This was an old issue in the preparation of ANSI X3.285.

Is there a better name than “Unit of Quantity” for the Value Domain?  Note:  2000-01-02 - Ray Gates suggests “Unit of Measure” instead of “Unit of Quantity”.

See SD14 Issue 080: Dimensionality and Unit of Measure which is intended to supersede this issue.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted

	Draft Resolution Source
	NCITS L8 meeting 2000-7-20

	Status of implementation
	Implemented CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490)

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000.


Issue 036: Add explanatory comment as an attribute to Administered Component

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US Expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-02
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

Add “explanatory comment” as an attribute to Administered Component.

Reason:

The original part 3 had an attribute “comment” that did not appear in the May 99 metamodel in section 9.  The proposed term is “explanatory comment” instead of comment to convey the notion of providing additional explanation.  The AIHW Knowledgebase users have found this very beneficial in understanding an item in the registry.

Issues:

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	TBD

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-08-31 metamodel and CD 11179-3.

	Final Resolution
	Accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000.


Issue 038: Relationship of Data Element Concept to Object Class and Property

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Canadian expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-05
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Show Object Class and Property as separate classes with relationships to Data Element Concept, not as encapsulated properties of Data Element Concept.

Reason:

A data element concept represents the use of a property in the context of a specific object class.  Object classes and properties may participate in multiple data element concepts.  Therefore, the object class and property, should not be encapsulated but should be shown in one-to-many relationships with Data Element Concept.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 009-02: Encapsulation of “object class” 

· Issue 009-03: Encapsulation of “property” 

· Issue 055: Interpretation of encapsulation in UML syntax

Discussion/Notes

Discussion of this issue during the U.S. teleconference with Ray Gates on 1999-09-16 led to the creation of issue 055, which provides references to the UML specification.

1999-10-08:  Some implementers of registries based on 11179 report difficulties identifying the object classes and properties associated with some data element concepts.  They may not always want to define them as separate data element concepts.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Rejected.

	Draft Resolution Source
	U.S. teleconference with Ray Gates on 1999-10-08.

	Status of implementation
	Not applicable.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 040: Rename Link in Classification Region of Meta Model

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Canadian expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-05
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Rename the class called Link to something more meaningful.

If the proposal in Issue 39 is accepted, then “Administered Component Association” is proposed.

Reason:

The name “Link” is too vague.  This class was previously called “Component Classification Association”.  The intent of this class is to represent associations between components, such that these associations may be classified.

Issues:

The name Link was introduced by Issue 031: Objectified Relationship Names.

See also:

· Issue 039: Merging of Classified Component with Administered Component

· Issue 041: Representation Class as Classification Scheme

· Issue 042: Description of Classification Region Meta Model Components

· Issue 050: Reconcile 11179-2 with 11179-3 classification region.

Discussion/Notes:

From Jake Knoppers:  “The use of the term "link" may be to vague. On the other hand, if "link" is meant to be a synonym for cardinality this is another matter. In this case "association" is but one type of "link", "dependency" would be another type of "link". There may be other types of links among components as well.”

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Rename to “Classification Scheme Item Relation”.

	Draft Resolution Source
	U.S. teleconference with Ray Gates on 1999-09-16.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in the 1999-10-15 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 042: Description of Classification Region Meta Model Components

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Canadian expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-05
	Status:
	Draft Resolution


Proposal:

[Note:  This proposal has been updated to relate it to CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490).]

Reword clause 4.7.1 of N0490 to better describe classified component.  Check that all usage of the term is correct.

Detailed text changes to be provided later.

Reason:

In clause 4.7.1, the text refers to “Classified Components” as if they are part of the model, but classification is now just a relationship of a Classification Scheme Item with an Administered Component.  “Classified Component” is no longer a separate object class.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 039: Merging of Classified Component with Administered Component

· Issue 050: Reconcile 11179-2 with 11179-3 classification region

· Issue 051: Merge 11179-2 into 11179-3

· Issue 058-1: Correct cardinality and roles between Classified_Component and Classification_Scheme_Item

· Issue 058-2: Change the definition and role of Classified Component

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Resolved by CD ballot comments CAN-P03-113 through CAN-P03-119

	Draft Resolution Source
	CD 11179-3 editing meeting in Helsinki

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in draft CD2 11179-3 output from Helsinki

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Continuation CD editing meeting in New York in April 2001.


Issue 044: Support multiple documentation languages in Registration Authority

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-06
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

In the Registration Authority class, replace:


<<Required>> documentation_language

by:


<<Required>> documentation_language (1..*)

or, if the proposal in Issue 47 is also accepted, by:


<<Required>> documentation_language_code (1..*)

and if the proposal in Issue 48 is also accepted, add:


<<Optional>> documentation_language_country_code (0..*)

Detailed text changes will be provided if this proposal is accepted in principle.

Reason:

To support the use of multiple languages within a registry as proposed in Issue 43.

This change augments the specification of language at the Registration Authority level.

Issues:

The use of “(1..*)” to donate multiple occurrences of a property should be confirmed as valid UML syntax.

See also:

Issue 043: Support for multiple languages (generic proposal)

Issue 045: Allow multiple languages to be specified for Reference Documents

Issue 046: Make Language a property of Definition and Designation, rather than of Context

Issue 047: Use codes from ISO 639-2:1998/T to represent languages

Issue 048: Allow for variations in language use between countries

Issue 079: Refining the representation of Language in the model

Discussion Notes

1999-10-08  It was felt that country code must be tied to language code as specified in ISO 639 clause 4.4 

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle.  Detailed text changes required.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-10-08.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in the 1999-10-15 metamodel and CD 11179-3

If additional text changes are needed, they should be supplied by ballot comment on the CD.

	Final Resolution
	Accepted the first option of the proposal, and with Language encapsulated as a separate data type.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting (May 2000)


Issue 045: Allow multiple languages to be specified for Reference Documents

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-06
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

Allow one or more languages to be specified for Reference Documents.

Add the following properties to the Reference Document class.


<<Optional>> documentation_language (0..*)

Or if the proposal in Issue 47 is also accepted, add:


<<Optional>> documentation_language_code (0..*)

And if the proposal in Issue 48 is also accepted, add:


<<Optional>> documentation_language_country_code (0..*)

Detailed text changes will be provided if this proposal is accepted in principle.

Reason:

1. A registry may (be required to) support more than one language.

2. A reference document may be written in a language other than the language(s) normally supported by the registry.

3. A reference document may be written in more than one language.

Issues:

The use of “(1..*)” to donate multiple occurrences of a property should be confirmed as valid UML syntax.

See also:

Issue 043: Support for multiple languages

Issue 044: Support multiple documentation languages in Registration Authority

Issue 046: Make Language a property of Definition and Designation, rather than of Context

Issue 047: Use codes from ISO 639-2:1998/T to represent languages

Issue 048: Allow for variations in language use between countries

Issue 079: Refining the representation of Language in the model

Discussion Notes

1999-10-08  It was felt that country code must be tied to language code as specified in ISO 639 clause 4.4 

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle.  Detailed text changes required.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-10-08.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in the 1999-10-15 metamodel and CD 11179-3

If additional text changes are needed, they should be supplied by ballot comment on the CD.

	Final Resolution
	Accepted the first option of the proposal, and with Language encapsulated as a separate data type.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting (May 2000)


Issue 046: Make Language a property of Definition and Designation, rather than of Context

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-06
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

1.
Remove the property Language from the Context class.

2.
Add Language as a property of the Definition class, as follows:



<<Optional>> language (0..*)


or, if issue 47 is also accepted, then add:



<<Optional>> language_code (0..*)


and if issue 48 is also accepted, then add:



<<Optional>> language_country_code (0..*)

3.
Add Language as a property of the Designation class, as follows:



<<Optional>> language (0..*)


or, if issue 47 is also accepted, then add:



<<Optional>> language_code (0..*)


and if issue 48 is also accepted, then add:



<<Optional>> language_country_code (0..*)

Note:  “Context language” is currently specified as <<Required>>.  This has been changed to <<Optional>> above, to allow it to be omitted in a unilingual registry.

Detailed text changes will be provided if this proposal is accepted in principle.

Reason:

Provides a distinction between a functional context, and a linguistic one.  Provides multilingual support without respecifying a functional context.

Issues:

See also:

Issue 043: Support for multiple languages

Issue 044: Support multiple documentation languages in Registration Authority

Issue 045: Allow multiple languages to be specified for Reference Documents

Issue 047: Use codes from ISO 639-2:1998/T to represent languages

Issue 048: Allow for variations in language use between countries

Issue 079: Refining the representation of Language in the model

Discussion Notes

1999-10-08  It was felt that country code must be tied to language code as specified in ISO 639 clause 4.4 

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle.  Detailed text changes required.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-10-08.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in the 1999-10-15 metamodel and CD 11179-3

If additional text changes are needed, they should be supplied by ballot comment on the CD.

	Final Resolution
	Accepted. For items 2 and 3, the first option was accepted, and with Language encapsulated as a separate data type.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting (May 2000)


Issue 047: Use codes from ISO 639-2:1998/T to represent languages

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Canadian expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-06
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

Use the codes from ISO 639-2:1998/T to represent languages within the Registry.

Append “code” to the corresponding property names, to make the names more representative of the intended content.   I.e.  “language” becomes “language code”.

Detailed text changes will be provided if this proposal is accepted in principle.

Reason:

The properties “Context language” and “Registration Authority documentation language” are currently allowed to be “a name, an abbreviation or both”.

If we are to ensure interoperability between different registries, we need to provide for a common representation and interpretation of data element meanings.

Where international standards exist for certain data elements, we should use them.

Issues:

See also:

Issue 043: Support for multiple languages

Issue 044: Support multiple documentation languages in Registration Authority

Issue 045: Allow multiple languages to be specified for Reference Documents

Issue 046: Make Language a property of Definition and Designation, rather than of Context

Issue 048: Allow for variations in language use between countries

Issue 079: Refining the representation of Language in the model

Discussion/Notes:

Jake Knoppers comments: “Unless I am mistaken neither Canada not the USA has adopted ISO 639 as a "national standard" because of its lack of inclusion of North American native/aboriginal languages. ISO 639 will have to be amended/extended accordingly. This will have to be checked out. (I'll try to look into this when I have some time -likely mid-October, 1999.)”

1999-10-08  It was felt that country code must be tied to language code as specified in ISO 639 clause 4.4 

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle.  Detailed text changes required.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-10-08.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490)

	Final Resolution
	Note added to definition of Language Identifier.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting (May 2000)


Issue 048: Allow for variations in language use between countries

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Canadian expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-06
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

Wherever use of a language is specified, allow this to be made more explicit by specifying the country where the language is being used.  Specifically, add the property:


<<Optional>> language_country_code

Where multiple occurrences of “language” are supported. e.g.:


<<Optional>> language_code (0..*)

then the same number of occurrences of “language_country_code” should be supported.e.g.:


<<Optional>> language_country_code (0..*)

Values for this property should be taken from the alpha-3 code set of ISO 3166-1:1997.

Detailed text changes will be provided if this proposal is accepted in principle.

Reason:

Allow for national variations in the use of language.

Issues:

See also:

Issue 043: Support for multiple languages

Issue 044: Support multiple documentation languages in Registration Authority

Issue 045: Allow multiple languages to be specified for Reference Documents

Issue 046: Make Language a property of Definition and Designation, rather than of Context

Issue 047: Use codes from ISO 639-2:1998/T to represent languages

Issue 079: Refining the representation of Language in the model

Discussion/Notes:

Jake Knoppers recommends using the three digit numeric 3166-1 Country Code to avoid confusion with language codes.

1999-10-08  It was felt that country code must be tied to language code as specified in ISO 639 clause 4.4 

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle.  Detailed text changes required.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-10-08.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in the 1999-10-15 metamodel.

Text changes still need to be specified.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000.


Issue 054: Cardinality of Relationship “Data Element Contained in Input Set”

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Cdn Expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-30
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Change the cardinality of the relationship “Data Element Contained In Input Set” from “0..1” to “0..*”.

Reason:

To allow a data element to be used in more than one derivation rule.

Issues:

Discussion/Notes

Comment from Ray Gates (2000-01-03):

The 1999-12-13 metamodel has renamed “Input Set” to “Source_Data_Element”, though the rationale for doing so has not been recorded.  This new name seems inappropriate since this class may contain multiple data elements, a fact that was reflected in the word “Set” in the old name.  “Data_Element_Source” might be more neutral as to number, or the old and new names could be combined to give “Source_Data_Element_Set”.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed.  Additional change of “Input Set” to “Source Data Element” may need review.

	Draft Resolution Source
	NCITS L8 1999-12-09.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in the 1999-10-15 metamodel.

1999-12-13 metamodel renames “Input Set” to “Source Data Element”.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 056: Relationship between Data Element Concept and Conceptual Domain – Its roles and name

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-10-19
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

To name the relationship between Data Element Concept and Conceptual Domain and to use better role names for the relationship.

The proposed roles are:


A Conceptual Domain specifies any number of Data Element Concepts.


A Data Element Concept is specified with one Conceptual Domain.

The proposed name is “Data Element Concept Domain”

Reason:

To provide better specification of the relationship

Issues:

Issue 007: Data_Element_Concept relationship with Conceptual_Domain

The current relationship is currently unnamed.  “Having” is a poor role name for a relationship.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Work on issue 008 on proposed terms and definitions revision has defined this as "data element concept conceptual domain relationship”

	Draft Resolution Source
	NCITS L8 1999-12-08.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in the 1999-12-13 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 058-1: Correct cardinality and roles between Classified_Component and Classification_Scheme_Item

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-11-17
	Status
	Resolved


Proposals:

To correct the cardinality and roles between Classified_Component and Classification_Scheme_Item in the model from 1999-10-15 on page 4.

This should be:

	Classified_Component
	
	Classification_ Scheme_Item



0..* described_by
describes 1..*

Reason:

The semantics were wrong.  They were:

A Classified_Component must describe one or more Classification_Scheme_Items.

A Classification_Scheme_Item must be described_by one Classified_Component.

They should be:

A Classified_Component must be described_by one or more Classification_Scheme_Items.

A Classification_Scheme_Item describes zero or more Classified_Components.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 039: Merging of Classified Component with Administered Component

· Issue 042: Description of Classification Region Meta Model Components

· Issue 050: Reconcile 11179-2 with 11179-3 classification region

· Issue 058-2: Change the definition and role of Classified Component 

· Issue 059: Improvement of Relationship Role Labels

Discussion/Notes:

Comment from Doug Mann:

Proposal 58.1 was discussed and agreed to at the L8 meeting with Ray Gates.  I feel uncomfortable with the verbs and the cardinality and believe this requires additional examination.

Comments from Ray Gates 1999-12-06:

1.
What the relationship represents

I believe Classified Component in the 1999-10-15 metamodel is simply a way of encapsulating (within Administered Component) an optional relationship with Classification Scheme Item , and also allowing the term Classified Component to be retained.  This is certainly the interpretation I have used in discussion of issues 39, 50 and 51.
2.
Verbs used in the relationship
Given the above interpretation of the relationship, I suggest using “classifies” and “classified by” instead of “describes” and “described by”.  (If issue 59 is accepted, use “classifying” instead of “classifies”.)

3.
Cardinalities used in the relationship
I believe the cardinalities in proposal 58.1 are appropriate given the above interpretation of the relationship and the original definition of Classified Component.

4.
Alternative Representation of the Relationship
Perhaps the encapsulation is causing confusion, in which case we could eliminate Classified Component and substitute an optional relationship with Administered Component.

Comments from Ray Gates 1999-12-26:

The draft resolution of Proposal 58.1 eliminates Classified Component as a separate object class within the metamodel, but need not necessarily eliminate Classified Component as a term.  We need to review the text to determine whether the term is still useful.  If so, we need a revised definition.  I propose:

“A Classified_Component is an Administered Component that has been classified in one or more Classification Schemes by association with one or more Classification Scheme Items.”

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Drop Classified Component and replace with a relationship, as proposed in Issue 039.  Use classifying and classified by with the Relationship name of Classification.


	Administered_Component
	

Classification
	Classification_ Scheme_Item


0..* classified_by
classifying 0..*

	Draft Resolution Source
	NCITS L8 telecon with Ray Gates on 1999-12-09.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in the 1999-12-13 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 058-2: Change the definition and role of Classified Component

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-11-17
	Status
	Resolved.


Proposals:

To change the definition and thus the role of Classified Component

The old definitions were:

A Classified_Component is any component of a data element that may be classified in one or more classification schemes. These components include the object class, property, representation class, data element concept, value domain, classification scheme-class name (?) and data element.

A Classification_Scheme_Item is a component of content in a classification scheme. This may be a node in a taxonomy or ontology, a term in a thesaurus, etc.

The current proposed definitions are:

A Classified_Component is The descriptive information for a classified item in a classification scheme.

A Classification_Scheme_Item is a component of content in a classification scheme. This may be a node in a taxonomy or ontology, a term in a thesaurus, etc. (unchanged)

Reason:

The original definition was a remnant of X3.285 where only specified items could be classified.  The revised definition does not constrain what may be classified.  The revised definition takes into account 11179-2 Classification_scheme_item and that the registry may not have descriptive information on every Classification_scheme_item but only that are necessary.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 039: Merging of Classified Component with Administered Component

· Issue 042: Description of Classification Region Meta Model Components

· Issue 050: Reconcile 11179-2 with 11179-3 classification region

· Issue 059: Improvement of Relationship Role Labels.

Discussion/Notes:

Comments from Ray Gates 1999-12-06:

1.
What the relationship represents

I believe Classified Component in the 1999-10-15 metamodel is simply a way of encapsulating (within Administered Component) an optional relationship with Classification Scheme Item , and also allowing the term Classified Component to be retained.  This is certainly the interpretation I have used in discussion of issues 39, 50 and 51.
2.
Definition of Classified Component
Given the above interpretation of the relationship, I believe the old definition continues to be appropriate.

3.
Alternative solution to Proposal 58.2
The rationale behind proposal 58.2 is stated as the need to support descriptive information.  Meeting this need requires adding appropriate properties.  Changing the definition of Classified Component does nothing to address the need.  The question is where such properties should be placed.

· Properties placed in the Classification Scheme Item would describe the Classification Scheme Item within the Classification Scheme.

· Properties placed in Classified (or Administered) Component would describe the Administered Component.

· To allow different descriptions for relationships with different Classification Scheme Items will require objectifying the relationship, and associating the properties with the relationship.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	As per comments from Ray Gates 1999-12-26.

	Draft Resolution Source
	NCITS L8

	Status of implementation
	The term "classified component" is no longer used in the draft CD2.

	Final Resolution
	Drop the term "classified component" altogether.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000.


Issue 059: Improvement of Relationship Role Labels

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-11-18
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

To use a different form of the verb in the relationship role labels to improve readability.  Rather than using the form of the verb ending with "s" [present-simple] use the form ending with "ing" [present-progressive].  All role verbs should be adjusted, if needed, to insure they are readable in sentences from the model.

Reason:

To improve readability of the model in sentence form as well as the UML form, using one form of the verb in both places.  Note, the sentence form of the relationship should reflect the cardinality of the relationship in the direction from the sentence subject.

EXAMPLE 1:

Using current model role verbs in sentence form.

An Administered_Component may be described_by any number of Reference_Documents.

A Reference_Document may be describes any number of Administered_Components.

Using proposed model role verbs in sentence form.

An Administered_Component may be described_by any number of Reference_Documents.

A Reference_Document may be describing any number of Administered_Components.

EXAMPLE 2:

Using current model role verbs in sentence form.

A Data_Element must be represented_by one or more Examples.

An Example must be represents one or more Data_Elements. 

Using proposed model role verbs in sentence form.

A Data_Element must be represented_by one or more Examples.

An Example must be representing one or more Data_Elements. 

The relationship role verbs should look and read well in both sentence and model forms.

Issues:

See also Issue 058-1: Correct cardinality and roles between Classified_Component and Classification_Scheme_Item

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	See resolution of Issue 058-1.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US telecon with Ray Gates 1999-12-09.

	Status of implementation
	Incorporated in 1999-12-13 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 060: Naming of Attributes based on Encapsulated Data types

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-11-18
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

[Note: The proposal has been modified to reflect the fact the class “Person” has been renamed to “Contact” in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490).]

To make the names of encapsulated items and the names of attributes whose datatype is an encapsulated item the same.  An exception may be required if a role is required.

	Current Attribute Name
	Current Attribute Datatype Name
	Proposed Attribute Name
	Proposed Attribute Datatype Name
	Status of implementation in CD 11179-3
(SC32 N0490)

	administered component information
	Administered Component
	Administered Component
	Administered Component 
	Implemented.

	classified item
	Classified Component
	classified component
	
	Dropped from model by issue 058-2.

	contact person
	Person
	contact
	Contact
	Implemented in conjunction with Issue 075.

	Datatype
	Datatype
	
	
	No change.

	Identifier
	Component Identifier
	component identifier
	
	"item identifier". 

	Identifier
	Registration Authority Identifier
	registration authority identifier
	
	Implemented.

	Language
	Language
	
	
	No change.

	Representation class
	Representation Class
	
	
	No change.

	Unit of quantity
	Unit of Quantity
	Unit of measure
	Unit of measure
	Implemented.


Reason:

To help improve readability and trace-ability for the readers that are not that familiar with the model.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 058-2: Change the definition and role of Classified Component

· Issue 075: Further revision of attribute names for uniqueness

· Issue 085: Contact name

Comment from Ray Gates (1999-11)

1. The datatype name should match the class name in the model.  Therefore, renaming Administered Component to Administered Component Information, would require a similar change to the name of the Administered Component class on page 2 of the metamodel.  Personally, I would rather drop the word “information” from the attribute name.
(Proposal changed accordingly.)

2. For “contact person” and “Person”, I would choose “contact person”, but also rename the property “Name” in “Person” to “Person Name”.

3. However, if we consider a property/attribute name to be qualified by the class name, some of these changes are not really necessary.  We should first agree some principles, and their order of precedence, if they are ever in conflict.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted.

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	Included in FCD 11179-3.

	Final Resolution
	CD ballot comments changed "component" to "item".

	Final Resolution Source
	Continuation CD editing meeting in New York in April 2001.


Issue 063: Refining Relationship Names in the Metamodel

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Cdn. expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-02-19
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposals:

In WG2 N219, Canada proposes some changes to terms and definition as compiled in WG2 N203.  This issue paper relates some of these proposals to the 1999-12-13 metamodel in WG2 N204, and includes some modification to the proposals in N219.

The following proposals relate to the main model in N204.

1.
Relationship between “Data Element Concept” and “Data Element”:

a)
Relationship Name

Current name = “Expression”

Proposed name = “Data Element Concept Expression”

Reason:  A data element expresses a data element concept.  The term “expression” is too generic.  The new name is more specific, and allows “expression” to be used elsewhere.

Notes:

(1) N219 proposed the name “Expression (of data element concept)”.  If agreed, this proposal should supersede the proposal in N219.

(2) The relationship name was changed in the 1999-12-13 metamodel from “representation” without an accompanying change proposal.

b)
Associated labels

I)
Label associated with Data Element Concept

Current label = “represented by”

Proposed label = “expressed by”

Reason:  To better reflect the relationship name.

2)
Label associated with Data Element to better reflect the relationship name.

Current label = “providing representation to”

Proposed label = “expressing”

Reason:  To better reflect the relationship name.

2.
Relationship between “Conceptual Domain” and “Value Domain”:

a)
Relationship Name

Current name = “Specification”

Proposed name = “Conceptual Domain Expression”

Reason:  The term “expression” better describes the relationship between a Value Domain and a Conceptual Domain.  However, the term “expression” alone is too generic.  The new name also provides symmetry with the proposal above.

Notes:

(1) N219 proposed the name “Value Domain Specification”.  If agreed, this proposal should supersede the proposal in N219.

b)
Associated labels

1)
Label associated with Conceptual Domain

Current label = “specified by”

Proposed label = “expressed by”

Reason:  To better reflect the relationship name.

2)
Label associated with Data Element to better reflect the relationship name.

Current label = “representing”

Proposed label = “expressing”

Reason:  To better reflect the relationship name.

3.
Relationship between “Data Element” and “Value Domain”:

a)
Relationship Name = “Representation”

No change proposed to the relationship name.

b)
Associated labels

The labels need to be interchanged.

1)
Label associated with Data Element

Current label = “providing representation to”

Proposed label = “represented by”

2)
Label associated with Value Domain

Current label = “represented with”

Proposed label = “providing representation to”

4.
Data element example

a)
Object class name

Current name = “Example”

Proposed name = “Data Element Example”

Reason:  To make the name more precise.

b)
Relationship name

Note:  The name of the relationship with “Data Element” was renamed in the 1999-12-13 metamodel from “Data Element Example” to “Exemplication”, without a corresponding change proposal.

Proposal:  Correct the spelling to “Exemplification”.

c)
Associated labels

1)
Label associated with Data Element Example

Current label = “representating”

Proposed label = “exemplifying”

Reason:  To better reflect the relationship name.

2)
Label associated with Value Domain

Current label = “represented by”

Proposed label = “exemplified by”

Reason:  To better reflect the relationship name.

5.
Data Element Concept Conceptual Domain Relationship

a)
Associated labels

1)
Label “Specifying” associated with Conceptual Domain, is misspelt.

Reason:

To make the terms more precise.

Issues:

None.

Discussion

1. a) Agreed.   Expression is used as defined in Random House Edition 3 - sense #4 under express; sense #3 under expression.

1. b) Agreed.

2. a) Changed to “Conceptual Domain Representation”

2. b) Use “represented by” and “representing”

3. a) Change to “Data Element Representation”

3. b) Use “represented by” and “representing”

4. a), b), c) Agreed.

5. Agreed.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed with changes as described under Discussion.

	Draft Resolution Source
	U.S. teleconference with Ray Gates 2000-02-24.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in the 2000-03-15 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000.


Issue 064: Data Element Derivation

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Cdn. expert
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-02-19
	Status:
	Draft resolution.


Proposal:

To redraw the model of Data Element derivation, as shown below.










The following sentences express the model in English, as a way of validating the proposal:

· Data Element may be Input to zero, one or many Data Element Derivation(s)

· Data Element Derivation must be Inputing one or more Data Element(s)

· Data Element Derivation must be Applying one and only one Derivation Rule.

· Derivation Rule may be Applied to zero, one or many Data Element Derivation(s)

· Data Element may be Derived from zero or one Data Element Derivation

· Data Element Derivation must be Deriving one and only one Data Element.

Reason:

To clarify the model.  There are two problems with the current model:

1.
What was call “Input Set” has been renamed to “Source Data Element” (singular), but its relationships still show it to be a set of input elements, so at least the name is wrong.

2.
The derived data element is shown as related only to the source data element, not the rule.  The “Derivation” is shown as a relationship only between the rule and the data element.  It seems that “Derivation” should involve a relationship among “Derivation Input”, Derivation Rule” and “Derivation Output”.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 001: Data_Element relationship to Rule

· Issue 054: Cardinality of Relationship “Data Element Contained in Input Set”

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed.  Also, change the “1..1” on Derivation Output to “1..*” to allow for matrix operations.

	Draft Resolution Source
	U.S. teleconference with Ray Gates 2000-02-24.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in the 2000-04-13 metamodel.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000.


Issue 068: Qualifying Attribute Names in the Metamodel

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-04
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals: 

Refine the terms used for attribute names in the metamodel such that there will not be any attribute that has the same name as another attribute.  Currently the following attribute names have been reused.

	Entity of the attribute
	Current attribute name
	Proposed Attribute Name

	Context
	description
	context description

	Datatype
	description
	datatype description

	Non-enumerated Domain
	description
	non-enumerated domain description

	Derivation Rule
	description
	derivation rule description

	Value Meaning
	description
	value meaning description

	Registrar
	identifier
	registrar identifier

	Reference Document
	identifier
	reference document identifier

	Value Meaning
	identifier
	value meaning identifier

	Data Element Example
	item
	data element example item

	Value
	item
	value item

	Designation
	name
	name [no change]

	Context
	name
	context name

	Datatype
	name
	datatype name

	Person
	name
	person name

	Unit of Quantity
	name
	unit of quantity name

	Value Domain
	name
	value domain name

	Classification Scheme Item Relation
	type description
	csi relation type description

	Data Element Concept Relationship
	type description
	dec relationship type description

	Value Domain Relationship
	type description
	vd relationship type description

	Component Identifier
	version
	version [no change]

	Context
	version
	context version


Reason:

This should make the model less confusing and more readable as these things are different.  This will result in unique names for all attributes, object classes, and relationships in the metamodel.

Issues:

See also Issue 071, 075, 077 and 078.

SD14 Issue 080 renames "Unit of Quantity" to "Unit of Measure".

Discussion:

Comment from Ray Gates:  In Santa Fe, we agreed to consistently use “relationship” rather than “relation”.  The following entry needs to be modified accordingly.

	Classification Scheme Item Relationship
	type description
	csi relationship type description


Committee Resolution:

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in CD 11179-3 (N0490).

	Final Resolution
	Accepted with changes

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000. (SC32 N0487)


Issue 070: Recursive Conceptual Domain Relationship

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-04
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Make the recursive Conceptual Domain Relationship similar with the other recursive relationships within the model. The others are Data Element Concept Relationship, Classification Scheme Item Relation, and Value Domain Relationship.

Add an associative object class Conceptual Domain Relationship with one attribute CD Relationship Type Description.

The current "conceptual domain subset relationship" should be renamed " Conceptual Domain Relationship"

Reason:

Consistency and readability

Discussion:

Comment from Ray Gates:  I agree with what is being proposed, but I would go further.  Each of these associations is shown as aggregations, with the labels “containing” and “contained in”.  Presumably the purpose of the “type description” attributes is to allow these associations to support more than just containment.

I suggest:

- changing both the labels to “is related to”

- removing the aggregation symbols

- allowing the details of the association to be expressed in the type description.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in CD 11179-3 (N490).

	Final Resolution
	Accepted, including comment from Ray Gates. The recursive relationships for Data Element Concept, Conceptual Domain, and Value Domain should be the same.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000. (SC32 N0487)


Issue 071: Refining attribute names for consistency

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-04
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposals:

Refine attribute names for consistency.

	Entity of the attribute
	Current attribute name
	Proposed Attribute Name

	Concept Relationship
	Role
	concept relationship type description

	Classification Scheme Item
	Type
	classification scheme item name type


Issues:

Issue 002: Concept Application Association

See also 

· Issue 068: Qualifying Attribute Names in the Metamodel

· Issue 075: Further revision of attribute names for uniqueness

· Issue 077: Refining attribute names for consistency

· Issue 078: Refining definitions of terms

Discussion:

Comments from Ray Gates:  

1.
“Role” was added to the metamodel in anticipation that  the proposal in Issue 002 would be accepted, but it was not, so “Role” should be deleted from the model even without this proposal.

If “role” were not being deleted, I would question the definition, which comes from FCD 14481 CSMF where it is the definition for the term “proposition”.  How does this come to be associated with the term “role”?
2.
Changing “role” to “type description” completely changes the attribute, not just its name.  

I propose the following definition for this new attribute:

“A description of the type of relationship between the concepts.”
3.
In Santa Fe, it was agreed to change “Classification Scheme Item - type” to “Classification Scheme Item - type name”.   Therefore, “classification scheme item name type” should be “classification scheme item type name”.  (This is the “name of the type”, not the “type of the name”.)

4.
Suggest shortening the new name from “classification scheme item type name” to “csi type name”.  This parallels the proposal in Issue 077 for “csi value”.

Committee Resolution:

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490)

	Final Resolution
	Accepted, including comments from Ray Gates.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000 (SC32 N0487)


Issue 072: Add attribute “Title” to Reference Document

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-04
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Add an attribute to Reference Document for "title"

Reason:

To provide a more understandable reference to the document than reference document identifier.  This would be an item to cross-link this metamodel into the cataloging metamodels such as MARC, Dublin Core, and GILS.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 078: Refining definitions of terms

· Issue 079: Refining the representation of Language in the model

Discussion:

Comment from Ray Gates:  Person already has an attribute "title".  This new attribute should be called "reference document title", for consistency with the other name changes proposed in issues 078 and 079.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490).

	Final Resolution
	Accepted, including comments from Ray Gates.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000, (SC32 N0487)


Issue 073: Changing Organization Identifier to Name

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-04
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Change the attribute "identifier" in Organization to Name

Reason:

This attribute should be a understandable and recognizable label for an organization such as EPA, NCPDP, and ISO.  The Registration Authority will use a coded "organization identifier" in the Registration Authority Identifier.

Discussion:

Comment from Ray Gates:  Should the new name be “Organization Name” rather than just “Name”, as proposed in Issue 068 for similar attributes?

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490).

	Final Resolution
	Accepted, including comments from Ray Gates.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000 (SC32 N0487)


Issue 074: Remove “Name” attribute from Value Domain

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-04
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposals:

Within the object class "Value Domain" remove the attribute "name".

Reason:

This attribute is a remnant of very old versions of the model.  The name is now available in "administered component" attribute of Value Domain.

Issues:

See also Issue 084: Consistency in use of Identifiers, Names, Versions, which proposes the reversal of the agreed resolution to this proposal.

Discussion:

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Proposal accepted.

	Draft Resolution Source
	CD ballot comments CAN-P03-031 and CAN-P03-131.

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in draft CD2 output from Helsinki.

	Final Resolution
	CAN-P03-031 and CAN-P03-131 accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000..


Issue 075: Further revision of attribute names for uniqueness

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann
	Severity
	Minor Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-05
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals: 

Refine the terms used for attribute names in the metamodel such that there will not be any attribute that has the same name as another attribute.  Currently the following attribute names have been reused.

	Entity of the attribute
	Current attribute name
	Proposed Attribute Name

	Reference Document
	Language
	reference document language 

	Definition
	Language
	definition language

	Designation
	Language
	designation language

	Value Meaning
	Begin date
	value meaning begin date

	Value Meaning
	end date
	value meaning end date

	Permissible Value
	begin date
	permissible value begin date

	Permissible Value
	end date
	permissible value end date

	Submission
	contact person
	submission contact person

	Stewardship
	contact person
	stewardship contact person


Reason:

This should make the model less confusing and more readable as these things are different.  This will result in unique names for all attributes, object classes, and relationships in the metamodel.

Issues:

See also 

· Issue 060: Naming of Attributes based on Encapsulated Data types

· Issue 068: Qualifying Attribute Names in the Metamodel

· Issue 071: Refining attribute names for consistency

· Issue 077: Refining attribute names for consistency

· Issue 078: Refining definitions of terms

· Issue 085: Contact name

Discussion:

Comment from Ray Gates: (2000-05)

More thought needs to be given to the concepts “Person” and “Contact”.  “Contact” is a role played by a “Person” (or possibly even an organization or organization unit).

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490) with changes listed under resolution.

	Final Resolution
	Accepted.  Ray Gates’ comments addressed by renaming “Person” class to “Contact”, and renaming attributes from “contact person” to “contact”, with appropriate qualifiers.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000 (SC32 N0487)


Issue 076: Reviewing the use of Objectified Relationships

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-04
	Status:
	Resolved


Problem Description:

Objectified relationships, such as Stewardship and Submission in the Administration Region of the model, appear to be hard to represent in the NIAM Sentence description of the model, in a manner consistent with the UML diagram.

Example 1: STEWARDSHIP
The sentences for STEWARDSHIP read:

- An ORGANIZATION may be ADMINISTERING any number of STEWARDSHIPS.

- A STEWARDSHIP must be ADMINISTERED BY exactly one ORGANIZATION.

- An ADMINISTERED COMPONENT must be ADMINISTERED BY exactly one STEWARDSHIP.

- A STEWARDSHIP must be MAINTAINING exactly one ADMINISTERED COMPONENT.

The following problems exist:

- the UML shows the ORGANIZATION administering the ADMINISTERED COMPONENTS.  STEWARDSHIP is the name given to the act of administration.

- The last two sentences above, should be mirror images of each other, but one uses MAINTAINING, the other uses ADMINISTERED BY

- The UML diagram does not show labels or cardinality for STEWARDSHIP

- The purpose of objectifying the relationship is to allow the addition of the Contact Person Attribute.  Sentences 3 and 4 above show a 1:1 relationship between STEWARDSHIP and ADMINISTERED COMPONENT.   In practice, one person may be the same contact for many ADMINISTERED COMPONENTS.  This might be reflected better by using STEWARD as an object, as shown in the proposal.

Note that this objectified relationship is one-to-many.  It would also be possible to collapse the attribute "contact person" into the Administered Component, but keeping it separate makes it clearer that a particular instance can be shared across multiple components.

Example 2: SUBMISSION
The sentences for SUBMISSION read:

- An ORGANIZATION may be SUBMITTING any number of SUBMISSIONS.

- A SUBMISSION must be SUBMITTED BY exactly one ORGANIZATION.

- An ADMINISTERED COMPONENT must be SUBMITTED IN exactly one SUBMISSION.

- A SUBMISSION must be SUBMITTING exactly one ADMINISTERED COMPONENT.

This example is not quite as bad, but:

- the label SUBMITTED IN does not appear in the UML model.

- each administered component is considered to be considered separately.  In practice, it may be useful to batch several related components in a single “packaged” submission.  This could be supported by making SUBMISSION a separate object.

Note that this objectified relationship is one-to-many. It would also be possible to collapse the attribute "contact person" into the Administered Component, but keeping it separate makes it clearer that a particular instance can be shared across multiple components.

Example 3: DEFINITION
The sentences for DEFINITION read:

- A DEFINITION must be DEFINING exactly one ADMINISTERED COMPONENT.

- A DEFINITION must be USING exactly one CONTEXT.

- An ADMINISTERED COMPONENT must be DEFINED-BY one or more DEFINITIONS.

- A CONTEXT may be USED FOR any number of DEFINITIONS.

These sentences reflect what is intended, better than the objectified relationship in the model.

Note that this objectified relationship is many-to-many.

Example 4: DESIGNATION
The sentences for DESIGNATION read:

- A DESIGNATION must be NAMING exactly one ADMINISTERED COMPONENT.

- A DESIGNATION must be USING exactly one CONTEXT.

- An ADMINISTERED COMPONENT must be DESIGNATED BY one or more DESIGNATIONS.

- A CONTEXT may be USED FOR any number of DESIGNATIONS.

The use of NAMING instead of DESIGNATING is different from the UML model.

The labels USING and USED FOR are not shown in the UML model.

Note that this objectified relationship is many-to-many.

Proposals:

Drop the use of objectified relationships.  Convert them to true objects.

Proposal 1:  Convert STEWARDSHIP to the object STEWARD, such that:

- An ORGANIZATION may be EMPLOYING any number of STEWARDS.  (Where employing can include contracting etc)

- A STEWARD must be EMPLOYED BY exactly one ORGANIZATION.

- An ADMINISTERED COMPONENT must be ADMINISTERED BY exactly one STEWARD.

- A STEWARD may be ADMINISTERING any number of  ADMINISTERED COMPONENTS.

Proposal 2: Convert SUBMISSION to an object, such that:

- An ORGANIZATION may be SUBMITTING any number of SUBMISSIONS.

- A SUBMISSION must be SUBMITTED BY exactly one ORGANIZATION.

- An ADMINISTERED COMPONENT must be CONTAIN IN exactly one SUBMISSION.

- A SUBMISSION must be CONTAINING one or more ADMINISTERED COMPONENTS.

We might also add attributes like “date of receipt of submission”.

Proposal 3: Convert DEFINITION to an object, such that the additional labels and cardinalities implied by the existing sentences are also reflected in the UML model.  This also resolves the many-to-many relationship.

- A DEFINITION must be DEFINING exactly one ADMINISTERED COMPONENT.

- A DEFINITION must be USING exactly one CONTEXT.

- An ADMINISTERED COMPONENT must be DEFINED-BY one or more DEFINITIONS.

- A CONTEXT may be USED FOR any number of definitions.

Proposal 4: Convert DESIGNATION to an object, such that the additional labels and cardinalities implied by the existing sentences are also reflected in the UML model. This also resolves the many-to-many relationship.

- A DESIGNATION must be NAMING exactly one ADMINISTERED COMPONENT.

- A DESIGNATION must be USING exactly one CONTEXT.

- An ADMINISTERED COMPONENT must be NAMED BY one or more DESIGNATIONS.

- A CONTEXT may be USED FOR any number of DESIGNATIONS.

Use NAMING and NAMED BY instead of DESIGNATING and DESIGNATED BY.

Reason:

To make the model more precise.

Issues:

Discussion:

Comments from Manhattan meeting (May 2000):

This will require additional discussion. "being responsible for" may be a candidate term.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Proposal rejected.

	Draft Resolution Source
	NYC 2001.

	Status of implementation
	N/a.

	Final Resolution
	Proposal rejected.

	Final Resolution Source
	NYC 2001.


Issue 077: Refining attribute names for consistency

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-07
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Refine attribute names as follows:

	Entity of the attribute
	Current attribute name
	Proposed Attribute Name

	Classification Scheme
	Classification Scheme - type
	Classification Scheme - classification scheme type name

	Classification Scheme Item
	Classification Scheme Item - value
	Classification Scheme Item - csi value

(Note: the NIAM model uses “value-csi”.  We need to be consistent.)

	Reference Document
	Reference Document - type
	Reference Document - reference document type description


Reason:

To ensure the attribute names are unique, and to use consistent forms of names.

Issues:

See also 

· Issue 068: Qualifying Attribute Names in the Metamodel

· Issue 071: Refining attribute names for consistency

· Issue 075: Further revision of attribute names for uniqueness

· Issue 078: Refining definitions of terms

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490)

	Final Resolution
	Accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000 (SC32 N0487)


Issue 078: Refining definitions of terms

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-07
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Refine definitions of terms for clarity.

Proposal 078-01:

	Term:
	Administered Component - effective date

	Current Definition:
	None.

	Proposed Definition:
	The date an administered component became/becomes available to registry users.

	Reason:
	Definition is missing.

	Implementation status in CD 11179-3
	Implemented.


Proposal 078-02:

	Term:
	Administered Component - registration status

	Current Definition:
	A designation of the position in the registration life-cycle of a data element.

	Proposed Definition:
	A designation of the position in the registration life-cycle of an administered component.

	Reason:
	Registration status now applies to all administered components, not just data elements.

	Implementation status in CD 11179-3
	Implemented.


Proposal 078-03:

	Term:
	Administered Component - until date

	Current Definition:
	None.

	Proposed Definition:
	The date an administered component became/becomes no longer available to registry users.

	Reason:
	Definition is missing.

	Implementation status in CD 11179-3
	Implemented with change of “became/becomes” to “is”.


Proposal 078-04:

	Term:
	Value

	Current Definition:
	None.

	Proposed Definition:
	A data value.

	Reason:
	Definition is missing.

	Implementation status in CD 11179-3
	Implemented.


Proposal 078-05:

	Term:
	permissible value set

	Current Definition:
	None.

	Proposed Definition:
	The set of permissible values for an enumerated domain.

	Reason:
	Definition is missing.

	Implementation status in CD 11179-3
	Implemented.


Proposal 078-06:

	Term:
	permitted value

	Current Definition:
	None.

	Proposed Definition:
	The use of a value as a permissible value in an enumerated domain.

	Reason:
	Definition is missing.

	Implementation status in CD 11179-3
	Implemented.


Proposal 078-07:

	Term:
	Administered Component - identifier

	Current Definition:
	A unique identifier for an Administered Component.

	Proposed Definition:
	A unique identifier for an Administered Component.

Note: If the data is to be shared with an outside registry, the identifier includes a registration authority identifier to make it globally unique.  If the data is not to be shared externally, the registration authority portion of the identifier is not required.

	Reason:
	In Santa Fe, it was agreed to append the phrase “within a registry” at the end of the existing definition.  However, that appears to have been an error.  The proposed note appears to more accurately reflect the current situation.  Is this what is intended?

Note:  It seems desirable to be able to co-ordinate the assignment of identifiers across multiple registries, to permit a particular component to have the same identifier in multiple registries.  (Compare the use of namespaces in XML, to provide a unique name for a particular concept in a given context.)  The Registration Authority Identifier would seems to be the equivalent of a name space in our model. Is it permissible for a registry to use another registration authorities identifiers?  Do we need any special text to support this?

	Implementation status in CD 11179-3
	Implemented.


Proposal 078-08:

	Term:
	Permissible Value - permissible value begin date

	Current Definition:
	The date this permissible value was entered in the value domain.

	Proposed Definition:
	The date this value became permissible in the value domain.

	Reason:
	To make the definition more precise.

	Implementation status in CD 11179-3
	Implemented with change of “became” to “became/becomes” for consistency with other definitions.


Proposal 078-09:

	Term:
	Permissible Value - permissible value end date

	Current Definition:
	The date this permissible value became invalid.

	Proposed Definition:
	The date this value became no longer permissible in the value domain.

	Reason:
	To make the definition more precise.

	Implementation status in CD 11179-3
	Implemented with change of “became” to “became/becomes” for consistency with other definitions.


Issues:

See also 

· Issue 068: Qualifying Attribute Names in the Metamodel

· Issue 071: Refining attribute names for consistency

· Issue 075: Further revision of attribute names for uniqueness

· Issue 077: Refining attribute names for consistency

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490), with minor changes as indicated above.

	Final Resolution
	Accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000 (SC32 N0487)


Issue 079: Refining the representation of Language in the model

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-07
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Proposal 079-01:

Rename the class “Language” to “Language Identifier”.

Any references to the class in an Attribute Capsule should be changed as well.

Reason:  Because the class represents only a (pair of) identifier(s) for a language (or language variation), not the language itself (which would have additional properties).

Proposal 079-02:

Provide a new definition for the class “Language Identifier”.

Class name:  Language Identifier
Definition: The collection of identifiers required to identify a language or language variation for a particular purpose.
Reason: The current definition is no longer appropriate.

Proposal 079-03:

Use the existing definition of the Language class to define Language as a term:

Term:  Language

Definition: System of signs for communication, usually consisting of a vocabulary and rules.
Reason: Because the text will probably still use the term language.

Proposal 079-04:

Refine the attributes of the class Language Identifier for clarity.

	Current Name
	Proposed Name
	Current Definition
	Proposed Definition

	Language - country identifier
	Language identifier - country qualifier
	A country identifier further specifying the geographic region associated with the language.
	A country identifier further specifying the geographic region associated with the language.

Note:  Use the three digit numeric codes from ISO 3166-1, with extensions if required..

	Language - language identifier
	Language identifier - language code
	Information in a terminological entry which indicates the name of a language.
	Information in a terminological entry which indicates the name of a language.

Note:  Use the codes from ISO 639-2:1998/T, with extensions if required.


Reason: Changes to the name are to avoid multiple uses of the word identifier in the term.

Addition of the Notes to the definitions are to make sure we capture these decisions from Issues 047 and 048 in the absence of detailed text in the current WD.

Proposal 079-05:

Refine the names and definitions of attributes which currently use Language as an attribute capsule..

	Current Name
	Proposed Name
	Current Definition
	Proposed Definition

	Definition - language
	Definition - definition language (from Issue 075)
	The name of the language within the definition.
	The identifier of the natural language used within the definition.

	Designation - language
	Designation - designation language (from Issue 075)
	The name of the language within the designation.

(Note: In Santa Fe, it was agreed to change the definition to:.  “The natural language used in the designation name.”)
	The identifier of the natural language used in the designation name.

	Reference Document - language
	Reference Document - reference document language (from Issue 075)
	The language of the reference document.
	The identifier(s) of the natural language(s) used in the reference document.

	Registration Authority - documentation language
	Registration Authority - documentation language
	The name of the language for documentation by the registration authority.
	The identifier(s) of the language(s) used for documentation by the registration authority.


Note: In Santa Fe, it was agreed to change the definition to:.  “The natural language used in the designation name.”

Since the attribute capsule Language contains simply identifiers of the language or language variation, it is proposed here that  we further qualify the definition as “the identifier of“ the language. 
Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Rejected.  Agreed to keep as is i.e. "Language".  Need to define as Natural or Special language and not as programming language. Recommend use of "ISO 639-2T".  Text changes need to be specified.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000 (SC32 N0487)

	Status of implementation
	Awaiting specification of text changes as per the Draft Resolution.

	Final Resolution
	Accept proposal, but name the class "Language Identification"

	Final Resolution Source
	NYC meeting, April 2001.


Issue 082: Administered_Component attribute capsule names

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-10
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

Proposal 082-01:

Consider renaming of the Administered Component attribute capsules to make them unique.

	Entity name
	Current Attribute Name
	Proposed Attribute Name

	Context
	context administered component
	context administered component

	Classification Scheme
	administered component
	classification scheme administered component

	Conceptual Domain
	administered component
	conceptual domain administered component

	Data Element
	administered component
	data element administered component

	Data Element Concept
	administered component
	data element concept administered component

	Derivation Rule
	administered component
	derivation rule administered component

	Dimensionality
	administered component
	dimensionality administered component

	Object Class
	administered component
	object class administered component

	Property
	administered component
	property administered component

	Representation Class
	administered component
	representation class administered component

	Unit Conversion Rule
	administered component
	unit conversion rule administered component

	Unit of Measure
	administered component
	unit of measure administered component

	Value Domain
	administered component
	value domain administered component


Note that the attribute in Context (added by Issue 031) is already qualified.  If it is decided to keep unqualified names, then the attribute in Context should be renamed for consistency.

Reason:

Issue 068 proposes renaming attributes to make them unique throughout the model.  However, this has not yet been done for the attributes encapsulating Administered Component.

Proposal 082-02:

As an extension to the above proposal, consider shortening the proposed names, and in particular changing the "administered component" part to "admin info".  The data type should remain as Administered Component.

	Entity name
	Name from proposal 082-01
	Proposed shorter name

	Context
	Context administered component
	Context admin info

	Classification Scheme
	classification scheme administered component
	classification scheme admin info

	Conceptual Domain
	conceptual domain administered component
	conceptual domain admin info

	Data Element
	data element administered component
	data element admin info

	Data Element Concept
	data element concept administered component
	data element concept admin info

	Derivation Rule
	derivation rule administered component
	derivation rule admin info

	Dimensionality
	dimensionality administered component
	dimensionality admin info

	Object Class
	object class administered component
	object class admin info

	Property
	property administered component
	property admin info

	Representation Class
	representation class administered component
	representation class admin info

	Unit Conversion Rule
	unit conversion rule administered component
	unit conversion rule admin info

	Unit of Measure
	unit of measure administered component
	unit of measure admin info

	Value Domain
	value domain administered component
	value domain admin info


Reason:

To make the names more manageable.

References

Problem identified in the 2000-05-14 metamodel.

Issues:

In the revised draft CD2 11179-3 output from Helsinki, the model uses the term "administered item" in the property names.  The text uses the term "administration record".

Discussion:

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Initial Draft Resolution
	SC32 N0487 simply indicates Issue 82 was accepted, without distinguishing between proposals 1 and 2.  Only proposal 1 has been implemented.

	Initial Draft Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000 (SC32 N0487)

	Revised Draft Resolution
	Superseded by CD ballot comments

	Revised Draft Resolution Source
	CD 11179-3 Editing meeting, Helsinki, October 2000

	Status of implementation
	Revised draft resolution implemented in draft CD2 11179-3 output from Helsinki.  The model uses the term "administered item" in the property names.  The text uses the term "administration record".

	Final Resolution
	Use the term "administration record".

	Final Resolution Source
	Continuation CD editing meeting in NY, April 2001.


Issue 083: Items in Content TR that are not in the Metamodel

	Submitter/Source:
	Judith Newton
	Severity
	Minor Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-19
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals: 

The WG2 meeting report from Manhattan (SC32 N0487) has assigned this issue number to Judith Newton to record items from the Content Technical report that are not in the Metamodel.

Discussion: 

Judith Newton comments:

Although that sentence was left in the Meeting Report, I believe that the issue was clarified in the discussion which took place on the following day.  We determined that since all the additional attributes could be considered classification items, we did not need to have an issue.  In the ballot version of the Content TR (which we can refer to as MDRCC for short) the organization of the attribute tables was revised slightly to resolve this.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Status of implementation
	Resolved in SC32 N0489 MDR Content Consistency Technical Report

	Final Resolution
	Withdrawn.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000


Issue 085: Contact name

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-055-04
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposals:

Change Contact - person_name to Contact - contact_name

Reason:

This makes use of consistent terms in the object class "Contact" by not mixing "person" and "contact" in term construction.

References

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 075: Further revision of attribute names for uniqueness

Discussion:

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	Not implemented in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490)

	Final Resolution
	Accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	NYC 2001.


Issue 089: Representation Class relationship and qualifier

	Submitter/Source:
	US
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-01-23
	Status
	Resolved


Proposal:

Remove the relationship between "Representation_Class" and "Data_Element" as it is expressed by the "Representation Class" to "Value_Domain" relationship.  

Move the "representation_class_qualifier" from the object class "Data_Element" to "Value_Domain".

Reason:

The Helsinki item #327in the interim resolution of comments on CD 11179-3 added a relationship from "Representation Class" to "Value_Domain".

The existing relationship problem needs to be resolved

If every Data Element must have one Representation Class and

   every Value Domain must have one Representation Class and

   every Data Element must have one Value Domain and

   the Representation Class for a Data Element (direct relationship)

        must be the same Representation Class that the Data Element's Value Domain 

             has as its Representation Class 

Why are Data Element and Value Domain both related to Representation Class?

Are we trying to say that 

   1. every Value Domain must have one Representation Class 

   2. every Data Element must have one Value Domain 

   3. we are not sure what the Representation Class is for the Data Element 

                unless we restate it and

                we insures that it is the same as the one in the Value Domain

Since the relationship is now between "Representation Class" and "Value_Domain", the "representation_class_qualifier" from the object class "Data_Element" to "Value_Domain".

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes”

From NYC 2001, Judy Newton requested to supply text to explain when each of the two relationships should be used.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Implementation Status:
	To be implemented in FCD (but not in sneak peek draft)

	Final Resolution
	Resolved for FCD by retaining both relationships and making them optional.  Representation class qualifier stays in Data Element.

	Final Resolution Source
	NYC 2001.


Issue 092: Definition Source Attribute

	Submitter/Source:
	Sue Ellen Wright (TC 37) as written by Doug Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-02-08
	Status
	Resolved


Proposal:

An attribute should be added to the "Definition" object class to denote the "definition_source_reference".  The definition of this attribute is "The text that identifies the document that this definition was extracted from or adapted from, if applicable."

Reason:

Having the "definition_source_reference" in the "Definition" object class means there could be a link to a source for the text of the definition.  Note that the "Reference-Document" that is associated with the administered item is at a much greater level of granularity.

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes:

NYC 2001:

Include a note with the definition:

"Note: JTC1 directives provide rules for referencing standards. Other citation standards exist for other sources."

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted with amendment – see Discussion/Notes.

	Draft Resolution Source
	CD 11179-3 Continuation Editing Meeting, NYC April 2001.

	Implementation Status:
	Implemented in FCD 11179-3.

	Final Resolution
	Accepted with amendment – see Discussion/Notes.

	Final Resolution Source
	CD 11179-3 Continuation Editing Meeting, NYC April 2001.


3-Major Editorial Issues

Issue 010-1: Proposed new title for 11179-3 - “Data Element Components”

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann, US expert
	Severity
	Major editorial

	Date Submitted:
	1999-04-21
	Status
	Resolved.


Proposals:

The title of part 3 is “Basic attributes of data elements”.   I propose “Basic attributes of data element components”.  

Reason:

11179 is expanding beyond just data elements.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 012: Proposed restructuring and change of name of ISO/IEC 11179 and its parts

· Issue 051: Merge 11179-2 into 11179-3

· Issue 052: Merge 11179-3 into 11179-1

Discussion Notes

The proposal was amended at the April 2000 WG2 meeting to change the title of the ISO/IEC 11179 family of standards to:

"Information technology - Data Management and Interchange - Metadata Registries (MDR)”
The status is being left as Draft Resolution, pending the conclusion of the continuation CD editing meeting in New York in April 2001.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Title of ISO/IEC 11179 changed to "Information technology - Data Management and Interchange - Metadata Registries (MDR)”

	Draft Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000 (SC32 N0487)

	Status of implementation
	Implemented in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490)

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution to be considered accepted if no ballot comments received to the contrary.

	Final Resolution Source
	Expected at the continuation CD editing meeting in New York in April 2001.


Issue 015: General editing

	Submitter/Source:
	May 1999 WG2 editing meeting.
	Severity
	Major editorial.

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status:
	Resolved..


Proposal:

Page numbers, clauses and Annexes to be numbered correctly.

Reason:

Conformance with ISO template. Readability.

Issues:

There have been some technical difficulties with the ISO template that are being referred to the Secretariat. The new template appears to be more user-friendly.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Agreed.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Joe Christensen, 1999-09-15.

	Status of implementation
	1999-12-13 WD has partially addressed these issues.  There are still some cross-references to clauses that need to be updated.  Ray Gates is assisting the editor with the use of the template.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 020: Informative Annexes/Content Technical report

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (SC32 N0267)
	Severity
	Major editorial.

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposal:

Canada supports the use of the UML model in the normative text, and inclusion of the Chen-based model to an Annex if desired. 

Reason:

The multiplicity of model representations in the Annexes causes problems keeping them synchronized with the primary model, but this problem would be even greater if they were moved to a technical report.

Issues:

Ray Gates would prefer to see only a single representation.  However, if the consensus is that the alternate representations are beneficial, then they should be retained in the annexes and an editor’s note should be inserted to indicate whether or not the models in the annexes have been synchronized with the primary UML model, and if not, when they will be, so that reviewers do not waste time looking for inconsistencies
Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	It was agreed that editor’s notes should be added to the annexes in the October revision of the working draft. 

A decision should be made on which Annexes are essential inclusions in the standard, and which Annexes could be moved to Content Technical report.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Editor’s notes included in Annex in WD 11179-3 (1999-10-04). 

WD 11179-3 (1999-12-13) marks Annexes for deletion or for moving to the Content Technical Report.

	Final Resolution
	CD 11179-3 (32N0490) contains the Annexes agreed to be kept.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000.


Issue 051: Merge 11179-2 into 11179-3

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Canadian expert
	Severity
	Major editorial

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-12
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Because 11179-2 is so small, merge it into 11179-3.

Reason:

Issue 50 has identified inconsistencies between the metamodel in WD 11179-3 and that in 11179-2.  These inconsistencies would be easier to reconcile if the two parts were merged, and it would eliminate redundant text.

Issues:

See also:

Issue 11 - Changes to all parts of 11179.

Issue 50 - Reconcile 11179-2 with 11179-3 classification region.

Issue 52 - Merge 11179-3 into 11179-1.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	N/A

	Draft Resolution Source
	N/A

	Status of implementation
	N/A

	Final Resolution
	Retain part 2 and expand its content.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 052: Merge 11179-3 into 11179-1

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Canadian expert
	Severity
	Major editorial

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-12
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

11179-1 should be merged with 11179-3, and the resulting document should be numbered 11179-1.

Reason:

Part 1 of 11179 is entitled the “Framework for the specification and standardization of data elements”.  The metamodel being introduced in part 3 is fundamental to this framework.  Also, the concepts described in part 1 are fundamental to an understanding of the metamodel.

The benefits of merging the two parts seem greater than the beneifts of keeping them separate.

Issues:

See also:

Issue 11 - Changes to all parts of 11179.

Issue 51 - Merge 11179-2 into 11179-3.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	N/A

	Draft Resolution Source
	N/A

	Status of implementation
	Not incorporated in the 1999-12-13 WD.

	Final Resolution
	Move overview material from part 3 to part 1 and retain separate parts.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 086: Consistency between diagrams and text

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates, Canadian expert
	Severity
	Major editorial.

	Date Submitted:
	2000-08-07
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

Make the terms used in the text, and those used in the diagram consistent.  In particular, for terms in the following table, change the terms in the text to match those in the diagrams.

	Term in text
	Term in Diagram

	Administered data component
	Data element

	administered data component administered component 
	data element administered component 

	Administered data component Concept
	Data element Concept

	administered data component concept administered component 
	data element concept administered component 

	administered data component concept conceptual domain relationship
	data element concept conceptual domain relationship

	administered data component concept expression
	data element concept expression

	administered data component concept object class
	data element concept object class

	administered data component concept property
	data element concept property

	Administered data component Concept Relationship
	Data element Concept Relationship

	Administered data component Derivation
	Data element Derivation

	Administered data component Example
	Data element Example

	administered data component example item
	data element example item

	administered data component representation
	data element representation

	administered data component representation class 
	data element representation class 


Reason:

Discrepancies between the diagrams and the text were introduced in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490) by a global change of the term “data element” to “administered data component”.  The easiest resolution is to reverse the change.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 010-2: Proposed change of terms in 11179-3 “Data Element Components”.  There may still be some instances where the term data element is used, where what is meant is “Administered Component” (as shown in SC32 N0490 Figure 2).

· Issue 087: Terminology: Data element, Administered Component et al

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	Accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	NYC 2001.


4-Minor Editorial Issues

None.

5-Future Topics

Issue 027: Guidelines on the use of Rules

	Submitter/Source:
	US & Canada
	Severity
	Future topic

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status:
	Resolved.


Proposal:

A set of guidelines on the use of rules should be developed.

Reason:

Users should be given suggested guidance in the use of rules in deriving data elements or other components.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 001: Data_Element relationship to Rule

· SD14 Issue 022: Applying Rules to Data Element Concepts

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	This should be passed to the Content group for their Technical Report.  It should not be in the Part 3 revision.

	Draft Resolution Source
	US teleconference with Canadian expert Ray Gates, 1999-06-25.

	Status of implementation
	Not applicable.

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Santa Fe meeting, January 2000.


Issue 069: Evolving the model through experience

	Submitter/Source:
	Douglas Mann
	Severity
	Future Topic

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-04
	Status:
	Resolved


Proposals:

The use of Representation Class, Representation Class Qualifier, Object Class, Object Class Qualifier, Property, Property Qualifier, and Concept Relationship should be held as is for the current revision of Part-3.  These should be addressed in detail for the following version of Part 3.

Reason:

Experience with registry implementations should give understanding of these elements.

Issues:

See also Issue 088: Restoring Basic Attributes to CD 11179-3.

Discussion:

Comments from Ray Gates:  

Representation Class, Representation Class Qualifier, Object Class Qualifier, and Property Qualifier are not clearly enough described for people to know how to use them.  We should at least provide better descriptions and examples of what is intended.

For example:


A Data Element Concept is defined as representing a Property in the context of a particular Object Class.  Therefore, the definitions associated with particular object classes and properties should serve to clarify the definition of a data element concept.

The following questions arise from the current implementation:

1.
The classes contain only an optional “Administered Component” attribute.  If this attribute is omitted, what value does an instance of one of these classes server.  Do we not need at least one attribute in any instance of a class for it to be useful?  

2.
Should the various “class qualifier” attributes be moved to the respective classes?  We the value associated with a class qualifer be the same for all references 

3.
How does Representation Class relate to the basic attributes “Representation category” and “Form of representation” listed in the 1994 version of part 3?

4.
Should the “Qualifiers” be called “Name Qualifiers”?  This seems to be implied from the definition of “representation class qualifier”, but is not as clear in the other definitions?

If we cannot give clear examples of how to use these features of the model, it might be better to remove them altogether.  (Users are permitted to extend the model to support features that are not supported.)

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted. We need to add an informative annex to relate old part 3 terms to new part three terms. (E.g. "form of representation" is now "representation class")

	Draft Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, May 2000. (SC32 N0487)

	Status of implementation
	Annex F included in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490)

	Final Resolution
	Draft resolution accepted.

	Final Resolution Source
	Manhattan meeting, April 2001.
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� It is not clear how data references are supported in the latest metamodel.


� Note: The use of “e.g.” suggests that a Reference could use a Name in place of an Identifier.


� Note the insertion of “zero”.


� This statement could be expressed more clearly, but that is a subject for a future proposal.


� We leave the term “classified component” here to refer to an administered component that actually does participate in a classification scheme.


�   Note:  where 1:1 relationships exist, a physical implementation may choose to combine them, but we are not specifying a physical implementation.
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