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PART 1: OPEN ISSUES

This part contains issues for which there is currently no resolution.  The issues are grouped by their classification as one of:

0-Procedural

1-Major technical

2-Minor technical

3-Major editorial

4-Minor editorial

0-Procedural Issues

None.

1-Major Technical Issues

Issue 017: Inter-operability

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (SC32 N0267).
	Severity
	Major technical.

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

To examine the applicability of "inter-operability" to each component of the metamodel.

Reason:

To support the JTC 1 strategic directions of portability, interoperability and cultural adaptability.

Issues:

Detailed proposal required.

ISO/IEC 14662 Open-EDI Reference Model identifies the need to address interoperability from both technical and business perspectives. It is also necessary to address both syntactic and semantic interoperability.  This issue needs further investigation.

See “SD13 Issue 028: Providing default values for optional parts of identifiers” re how to specify optional parts of a Registration Authority Identifier in an interoperable way. 

See also:

· Issue 018: Cultural adaptability.

· Issue 066: Impact of Metamodel Extensions on Data Sharing and Access

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	Specific proposals are required for specific issues.

	Draft Resolution Source
	NYC 2001.

	Status of implementation
	N/A.

	Final Resolution
	TBD.

	Final Resolution Source
	TBD.


Issue 018: Cultural adaptability

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (SC32 N0267)
France (MAT 013).
	Severity
	Major technical.

	Date Submitted:
	1999-06-21
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

Examine the applicability of "cultural adaptability" to each component of the model, for example in the specification of names and definitions which are language-dependent.

Reason:

To support the JTC 1 strategic directions of portability, interoperability and cultural adaptability.

Discussion/Notes

The U.S. would welcome specific change proposals to address cultural adaptability, and looks to other national bodies, particularly Canada, who have more experience in these areas, to provide such changes.

Issues:

Detailed proposal required.

1. Use of “Linguistically neutral identifiers” is but one component of “cultural adaptability”. The reverse part of this component is being able to support multilingual equivalence.  See further the Canadian National Body contribution to ISO/IEC JTC1 N6526 “Electronic Commerce and Cultural and Linguistic Adaptability: Practical Examples and Horizontal Issues”.

2. ”ISO/IEC FCD 14652 Information Technology – Specification for Cultural Conventions” provides some guidance,

3. Active liaisons with committees comprising the new JTC1 Technical Direction on “Cultural Adaptability” should be maintained between SC32 WGs.

4. See also Issue 017: Inter-operability.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Specific proposals are required for specific issues.  Countries that are translating the standard to other languages are asked to identify any difficulties they encounter.

	Draft Resolution Source
	NYC 2001.

	Status of implementation
	N/A.

	Final Resolution
	TBD.

	Final Resolution Source
	TBD.


Issue 022: Applying Rules to Data Element Concepts

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada (CAN 32C0044R2)
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-05-12
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

Provide support for derivation at the data element concept, similar to that provided by Issue 01 for data elements.

Reason:

A function might be expressed generically at the data element concept level:

e.g.
force  =  mass * acceleration
but any application of the function to a data element would have to ensure the validity of each of the three elements.

Issues:

See also:

· SD12 Issue 001: Data_Element relationship to Rule

· SD12 Issue 027: Guidelines on the use of Rules

· SD12 Issue 035: Addition of a dimensionality attribute to the conceptual domain

· Issue 080: Dimensionality and Unit of Measure

Discussion

If Issue 080 is accepted, that may go a long way to resolving this issue, though in the context of domains, rather than data element concepts.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	US - proposes - Defer for further investigation.  The current model addresses rules for data elements.

	Draft Resolution Source
	NCITS L8 meeting 1999-12-08.

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	TBD.

	Final Resolution Source
	TBD.


Issue 049: Applying the metamodel concepts to its own description

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	1999-09-12
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

Follow the prescriptions of the metamodel in describing its own components.

Specifically:

1.
Treat the object classes described in the model (e.g. “data element concept”) as instances of a (meta) object class.

2.
Treat the properties of the object classes in the object model as (meta) data element concepts in their own right.

3.
Specify the corresponding conceptual domains.

4.
Consider whether we should also specify corresponding representations, i.e. (meta) data elements and associated value domains.

Detailed change proposals will be provided if the proposal is accepted in principle.

Reason:

ISO/IEC 11179-3:1994 specifies “attributes” to be used to describe “data elements”.  These attributes in turn are described by “descriptors”.

The metamodel being introduced as part of the revision of 11179-3 does not use this terminology.  Instead, it describes “data element components” as a collection of object classes with properties and relationships.

Specifically:

1.
Each object class in the meta model is an instance of a (meta) object class.

2.
Each property of each object class is an instance of a (meta) data element concept class.

This model can therefore be described in terms of the concepts it introduces.

Describing the meta-model in its own terms has the following benefits:

1.
It will help to validate the model.

2.
It brings the rigor of the model to its own description.

3.
It eliminates an unnecessary proliferation of terms and concepts (e.g. property, attribute, descriptor), which should make the standard easier to understand.

Issues:

Detailed proposal required.

This proposal was first made by Canada as part of SC32 N0267.  It was reiterated as CD ballot comment CAN-P03-163, with the following text:

" The attributes of the object classes in the metamodel are themselves data element concepts, and we should describe them in accordance with the model.  This means that we should document associated conceptual domains and value meanings for each property.  Without such specification, the metadata is unlikely to be shareable."

See also:

· Issue 096: Ability to model Attribute Capsules.

Discussion/Notes:

Jake Knoppers adds the following comments:

1. OEDII defines descriptor as "a term used in linguistics, meaning an "expression or sentence element that has the function of describing"

2. 11179-3 defines data element as "a unit of data for which the definition, identification, representation and permissible values are specified by means of a set of attributes".

3. This definition does not use the concept and related terms of "describe, description" or "descriptors". Instead it uses the concept/term "specify" which is quite different.

4. Consequently, the concept and related terms of "describe", "description" and "descriptor" have no place in 11179-3. If it is to be used it would be as a type of "Note"

Notes from NYC April 2001:

There is a lack of agreement on the principle of whether the model should be self-describing.  The issue cannot be resolved for the current version of the standard.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	TBD.

	Draft Resolution Source
	TBD.

	Status of implementation
	N/A.

	Final Resolution
	TBD.

	Final Resolution Source
	TBD.


Issue 066: Impact of Metamodel Extensions on Data Sharing and Access

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

	Date Submitted:
	2000-03-11
	Status:
	Open.


Proposals:

Include some statements about ways in which the model may be extended, and what impact such extensions may have on the ability to share data between registries.

Reason:

Clause 4.3 states that the metamodel may be extended.  However, there is no consideration of the impact such extensions may have on the ability :

· to share data (e.g. via an XML export/import file)

· to access data (e.g. via a standard metadata query service)

Issues:

Detailed proposal required.

See also Issue 017: Inter-operability.

Discussion

From L8 telecon with Ray Gates 2000-03-15:

1. We need to consider the impact on both the metadata and the data it describes.

2. There are several places where text could be provided.  We should consider which is most appropriate:
- part 1
- content TR
- description of XML transfer
- metadata query standard

3. The export/import standards may provide some guidance.  They provide for a schema to be transferred with the data, to make a transfer file self-describing.

4. If we have the ability to query the schema, we can learn about extensions.

5. A standard query interface could allow a generic “other” capability to allow for extensions.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Editor instructed to reword the section, to reference the conformance clause, rather than including conformance text, and that the rewording should be stated in a positive fashion. 

	Draft Resolution Source
	NYC 2001

	Status of implementation
	N/A.

	Final Resolution
	TBD.

	Final Resolution Source
	TBD.


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

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

	Date Submitted:
	2000-03-12
	Status:
	Open.


Proposals:

These are preliminary proposals for discussion purposes only.

Definitions:

We need to distinguish between the concept of a set of characters (such as an alphabet) and the way in which that character set is encoded in an information system.  In casual usage, the term character set is often used as synonymous with the encoding of that character set.  (See REF2.)

[Note: The definitions in REF 1 are not necessarily most appropriate for our purposes.

The following definitions are based primarily on REF 2.]

Character. (1) (From ISO/IEC 10646-1.)  A member of a set of elements used for the organization, control or representation of data.

Note:  It seems unfortunate to define the member in terms of the set, since the set is best defined in terms of its members.  (See Character Set.)

Character. (2) (From REF2.)  An atom of information.

Character. (3) (New proposal.)  A letter, digit or other symbol used in human communication.  An atom of information generally understood to mean the same thing by a community of people.

Character repertoire: (From ISO 8824-1) The characters in a character set without any implication of how such characters are encoded.  

Note: The reference to character set in this definition is unfortunate.

Character set: (From 1087-2) A finite set of characters that is complete for a given purpose.

Note:  In common parlance, “character set” often implies an encoding.

Character collection: (Proposed new term combining the definitions of character set and character repertoire.) A 
 set of characters, that is complete for a given purpose, without any implication of how such characters are encoded in an information system.

Note:  Synonym for character repertoire and character set. We should pick one term and stick to it.

[Note:  REF3 refers to several “well-defined collections” defined in Technical Corrigendum 2 to ISO/IEC 10646-1.]

Coded character set: (From REF2.)  A function whose domain is a subset of the integers and whose range is a set of characters.
Octet: (From REF2.)   An element of the set {0,1,2 ... 255}

Character encoding scheme: (From REF2.)   A function whose domain is the set of sequences of octets, and whose range is the set of sequences of characters over some character reportoire.

Proposal 1: Specify a character collection for non-enumerated domains, by specifying one or more ranges of code points in the Universal Character Set (UCS).

For non-enumerated domains, we are not specifying explicit values, but we need to specify some bounds on the range of possible values.  We do this initially by specifying a datatype.  For most datatypes, the range of possible values is explicit within the datatype definition.  However, we lack well-defined datatypes for specifying collections of characters.

REF3 proposes a way of specifying character collections based on code positions in the Unicode/ISO/IEC 10646 Universal Character Set (UCS).

The current proposal suggest we adopt such a technique for non-enumerated value domains in ISO/IEC 11179.

	Value Domain - character collection
	[0..1]
	attribute capsule
	The collection of characters that may be used to form values in a domain based on a character datatype.


Proposal 2: Specify the encoding scheme used for enumerated value domains

For enumerated domains, actual values are listed.  In order to correctly interpret these values, we need to specify the encoding used within the registry to represent the values.  In fact, we need to do this for any data represented within the registry.  

The question arises whether a single encoding scheme is sufficient for the entire registry, or whether we wish to allow different encodings to be used in different parts of the registry.  For example, simple ASCII may suffice for the majority of attributes in a registry in the USA, but multi-byte representations may be required for some value domains.  For a registry in Canada or Japan, simple ASCII will not suffice at all.

Note that the encoding used within the registry need not be the same as the encoding used within application systems that implement data elements based on these domains.

Once we have agreement in principle, detailed changes will be specified.

Proposal 3: Define Character Collection as a class to be used as an attribute capsule

	Character collection
	
	class
	A set of characters, that is complete for a given purpose, without any implication of how such characters are encoded in an information system.

	Character collection - administered component
	[0..1]
	attribute capsule
	The administered component information for a character collection.

	Character collection - character collection name
	[0..1]
	attribute
	A name assigned to a character collection that is not treated as an administered component.


Reason:

There has been some confusion over the need for, and what is meant by, the attribute Character Set in Value Domain.  Some of the confusion relates to confusion over the meaning of the term “character set” itself (see REF 2).

This proposal contends that another reason for much of the confusion is that the requirements are different for enumerated and non-enumerated domains, and that therefore they need to be examined separately.

References

REF 1. WG2 N215 - WG2 terms sorted by term and source

REF 2. Character Set Considered Harmful, Internet Draft, D. Connelly, W3C, May 1995


http://www.w3.org/MarkUp/html-spec/charset-harmful 

REF 3. A Notation for Character Collections for the WWW, Martin J. Durst, W3C Note 14-January-2000   ( http://www.w3.org/TR/charcol )

Issues:

See also:

· SD12 Issue 009-06: Encapsulation of “codeset”

· SD12 Issue 033: Removal of value domain - character set.

Discussion:

From L8 telecon with Ray Gates 2000-03-15:

1. There was some agreement with the need to specify character collections for non-enumerated domains.

2. Even for a well-defined datatype, a domain will normally impose greater constraints on the possible values than the datatype alone.  These constraints would be expressed in the description.

3. The question of how data is encoded applies to the whole registry, not to just value domains, and needs to be considered for both data and metadata.

Note:  The default encoding for XML is UTF-8, which is a superset of 7-bit ASCII, and is an alternative coded representation form for all the characters of ISO/IEC 10646 and Unicode 3.0.  The advantage of this encoding is that it is completely compatible with the ASCII 7-bit encoding.  We might be able to get away with specifying ASCII 7-bit for core conformance and UTF-8 for extended conformance.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	TBD.

	Draft Resolution Source
	TBD.

	Status of implementation
	Not yet implemented.

	Final Resolution
	TBD.

	Final Resolution Source
	TBD.


Issue 090: Global Registry Attributes

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann [US]
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-01-23
	Status
	Future topic


Proposal:

A Metadata Registry should have a set of attributes that are used to describe the registry as a whole.

The following is a proposed object class and its attributes for a registry.

	Item type
	Item
	Item Definition
	Comment/Example

	Object class
	Registry_Specification
	The environment in which the registry operates
	

	Attribute
	registry_standard
	The standard to which this registry complies
	Example: ISO/IEC 11179:2002

	Attribute
	registry_conformance_level
	The conformance level of the registry as described in the standard.
	

	Attribute
	registry_name
	The name by which the registry is commonly known.
	Examples: AIHW Knowledgebase;
EPA Environmental Data Registry

	Attribute
	registry_identifier
	The Registration_Authority_Identifier that uniquely identifies the registry.
	This is the Registration_Authority_Identifier for the registry.

	Attribute
	registry_language
	The primary and/or default language that is used for the registry.
	This is of type Language in the current model.

	Attribute
	registry_operation_character_set
	The character set that is used by the registry for internal operation.
	Example: ISO/IEC 646:1991,
   ISO/IEC 10646-1:2000

	Attribute
	registry_interchange_character_set
	The character set that is used by the registry for interchange.
	Example: ISO/IEC 646:1991,
   ISO/IEC 10646-1:2000

	Attribute
	registry_comment
	Any comment that should be noted about the registry.
	

	Attribute
	registry_web_address
	The World Wide Web uniform resource locator (url) for the registry
	Example: www.epa.gov/edr


Reason:

When interchanging information between registries it is beneficial to know the default environment of the source registry.  This would be the place to document the standard that the registry follows, the conformance level, the language used, and the character sets that are utilized.

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes:

Other attributes may be helpful.  This is a starter set to get the discussion going.

NYC 2001:

Agreed this is important information, but should not be included in this version of the standard.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 094: How to Register XML Tags for Data

	Submitter/Source:
	CD Ballot Comment:
USA-P03-162
	Severity
	Major technical.

	Date Submitted:
	2001-04-06
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

None submitted.  This is an unresolved ballot comment.

Reason:

[Added by Ray Gates.]

We need to be able to register XML tags for at least Data Elements, probably for any Administered Item, and possibly for Values and Value Meanings.

Issues:

Discussion/Notes:

Comments from Ray Gates:

We should keep the issue open until we have a concrete proposal, and can tell whether or not the model needs extending.

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	To be explored as part of a new TR on XML Extensions.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Continuation CD Editing Meeting.

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 096: Ability to model Attribute Capsules

	Submitter/Source:
	CD Ballot Comment:
CAN-P03-201
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-04-06
	Status:
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

None submitted.  This is an unresolved ballot comment.

Reason:

The FCD 11179-3 metamodel uses attribute capsules as user-defined datatypes.  It uses the term as a qualifier of the object type in clause 3.3. (e.g. 3.3.1 and 3.3.76).

If we try to describe the metamodel using its own rules, we find ourselves unable to assign data types to the data elements representing the attribute capsules.  We need something equivalent to ISO/IEC 11404's generated datatype.
Needs review against MOF and UML.
Issues:

See also:

· Issue 049: Applying the metamodel concepts to its own description

· SD13 Issue 095: Attribute Capsule – Term and Definition

· Issue 100: Reconciliation with ISO/IEC 11404.

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	Resolved by Issue 129

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 mtg Xi'an 2004-05

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 097: Is there a standard for phone numbers?

	Submitter/Source:
	USA
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-04-06
	Status:
	Deferred to 3rd edition


Proposal:

Reference the ISO standard for phone numbers from the definition of Contact phone number.

Reason:

To ensure consistency, and avoid "reinventing the wheel".

References:

This arose from discussion of CD ballot comment CAN-P03-057.

Issues:

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	Defer to next edition.

	Draft Resolution Source
	FCD Editing Meeting

	Status of implementation
	In the FDIS, a general purpose "contact information" attribute was substituted for the previous detailed attributes, with the intent that standardized detailed attributes be restored in the next edition.

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 098: Scope of name spaces

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-04-06
	Status:
	Deferred to 3rd edition


Proposal:

Review the scope within which names must be unique.  Consider providing some flexibility to registrars to set their own rules.

Reason:

The last paragraph of Clause 4.6.1 states:

"A particular name must be unique for a particular language within a given context and across all types of administered component.  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."

This text was introduced by the resolution of CD ballot comment CAN-P03-069.

Issues:

1. Should name spaces be modeled explicitly?

2. Does the quoted paragraph adequately define the name spaces we need?

3. Do we need to provide registrars the capability to define their own name spaces?

References:

This issue arose from discussion of CD ballot comment CAN-P03-057.

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	Deferred to next edition.

	Final Resolution
	Add to the list of exclusions in this edition:

· Ability to enforce uniqueness of names within a context

· Specification of naming conventions for a context.

See SC32 N0842 #198.

	Final Resolution Source
	FCD Editing Meeting.


Issue 099: Defining Relationship Types used in the model

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-04-06
	Status:
	Deferred to 3rd edition


Proposal:

With datatypes, we added a "datatype scheme" to indicate the source of the datatypes used.  Perhaps a similar approach could be taken to defining relationship types.

We should probably use relationship type codes, instead of, or in addition to descriptions.

We should probably either reference one or more schemes as examples, or (if none can be found) define our own initial set of permissible values as a value domain for the type code, and the corresponding value meanings (which would replace the type description).

Proposal:

1. Replace each of "type descriptions" listed below by a "type code" and a "type scheme".

2. For each type scheme, provide examples, preferably by reference to external sources, or as an informative annex.

Reason:

If Relationship Types are to be shareable across registries, we need to define at least what the most common relationship types should be, and how they should be represented.

Relationship types in the current model are:

· concept_relationship_type_description

· csi_relationship_type_description

· dec_relationship_type_description

· cd_relationship_type_description

· vd_relationship_type_description

Issues:

Reference:

This issue arose from CD ballot comments: CAN-P03-195, CAN-P03-196, CAN-P03-197, CAN-P03-199 and CAN-P03-200.

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	Deferred to next edition.

	Final Resolution
	See SC32 N0842 #103d, #257, #258, #272, #273.

	Final Resolution Source
	FCD Editing Meeting.


Issue 100: Reconciliation with ISO/IEC 11404

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-04-06
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

Reconcile the metamodel relationships and terminology with that used in ISO/IEC 11404.

Reason:

ISO/IEC 11404:1996 Language Independent datatypes is the authoritative ISO/IEC standard for the specification of datatypes.  There are several inconsistencies between the two models, which seems both unnecessary and undesirable (this list is not exhaustive):

1. What 11404 refers to as a "datatype" seems to equate to what 11179-3 refers to as a value domain.

2. What 11179-3 refers to as a "datatype" seems to equate to what 11404 refers to as a "primitive datatype".

3. 11404's datatype has "operations" and additional properties such as:  "equality", "order", "bound", "exactness" etc.

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 096: Ability to model Attribute Capsules

· Issue 101: Non-enumerated conceptual domains.

Reference:

This issue arose from discussion of CD ballot comment CAN-P03-158.

Discussion/Notes:

Note:  Canada's position in its ballot comment was that CD 11179-3 should not be allowed to progress to FCD until the reconciliation with 11404 has been achieved (or at least been attempted).  In Helsinki, a partial attempt was made, but it was not brought to a conclusion.  In New York, Canada withdrew its objection to the progression to FCD, because of lack of support for its position from other countries.

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 104: Improve the modeling of Roles and Persons

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-10-09
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

Discussion of ballot comment CAN-P03-169 on FCD 11179-3, lead to discussion of the need to better distinguish between Persons (i.e. Organizations and Individuals), and the Roles they play.  Related to this is the specification of Contact information.
Reason:

Issues:

Reference:

This issue arose from FCD ballot comment CAN-P03-169 in SC32 N0691.

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 105: Add Administered Item Relationship

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-10-09
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:

We need a way to show arbitrary relationships among Administered Items.
Example 1: If one RA represents a code set as a data element, and another represents it as a value domain, we may want to relate the two Administration Records.

Example 2:  To be able to related Superseded items to the Preferred items that superseded them.
Proposal:

1.
Add to the model in Figure 4 in clause 4.8 of ISO/IEC 11179-3:2002, an "Administered Item Relationship", similar to other recursive relationships in the model (e.g. Classification Scheme Item Relationship).

2.
This attributed relationship should have the attribute:
"administered item relationship type descriptor [1:1] String"
(CAN-P03-051 (#104) adds the term and definition to clause 3.)

3.
Add the following sentence at the end of clause 4.8.1:
"Relationships between administered items for the same or different registration authorities can be shown using the Administered Item Relationship."

4.
Insert the related terms and definitions in clause 3.3, depending on the resolution of the issues.

3.3.x  Administered Item Relationship

Definition - Either:

“The attribution of the relationship of an administered item with another administered item.”

Or:

“The attribution of the relationship among two or more administered items”.
NOTE: Metamodel construct is: Association Class
5.
CAN-P03-052 (#222) adds the attribute to the list in clause 4.5.2.
Issues:

Should the relationship among Administered Items be many-to-many?

Reference:

This issue arose from Canadian FCD ballot comment CAN-P03-049 in SC32 N0691.
The following comments provided additional text changes:  CAN-P03-050, CAN-P03-046, CAN-P03-052, CAN-P03-055, CAN-P03-056, CAN-P03-057.
Discussion/Notes:

Subsequent discussion has suggested that the classification scheme region of the model might be turned into a general “relationship” region, for which classification is one use.
Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 106: Improve modeling of Contact and Location

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-10-09
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:

Discussion of ballot comment CAN-P03-172 on FCD 11179-3, lead to the simplification of Contact information to a character string with the expectation that the representation of this information would be improved in a future edition.
Proposal:

Expand the contact information again in conjunction with the new Contact Information module project.
Issues:

Reference:

This issue arose from FCD ballot comment CAN-P03-172 in SC32 N0691.

See also SC32 N0854 Contact Information Module.

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 107: Improve support for Complex Data Types

	Submitter/Source:
	USA
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-10-09
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

Support should be added for complex data types, such as aggregate data types, etc.
Reason:

This is required to allow the model to represent itself.
Issues:

Reference:

This issue arose from US FCD ballot comment S22-W11-028 on FCD 11179-3 in SC32 N0691.

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 109: Add examples of multilingual free text

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-10-09
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

Reason:

Issues:

Reference:

This issue arose from FCD ballot comment CAN-P03-107 in SC32 N0691.

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 111: Add Support for Group Objects

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2003-02-03
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:

The model currently has limited support for grouping data elements, using derivation rules.  However, there is no explicit support for group objects such as database tables, or record layouts.
Proposal:

Provide explicit support for group data elements, including optional ordering and the specification of selected data elements as keys.
Issues:

Reference:

This issue arose from FCD ballot comment CAN-P03-100 in SC32 N0691.

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 114 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 3): Remove Representation Class

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2003-09-11
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

Remove "Representation Class", "representation class qualifier", and related relationships. 

[Note: See also counter-proposals in WG2-MEL-016.]

Reason:

This is a vestige of naming.  It is an object class that is defined as " the classification of types of representations".  Examples that are often given are overlapping in that they are trying to specify different characteristics.  For Example "text" "number" "amount", is "$9.00" different from "nine dollars"?  They are both amounts; one is in a numeric format and the other in a textual format.  

Clause 4.13.1.4 states:

Representation Class is a mechanism by which the functional and/or presentational category of an item may be conveyed to a user.

An informational list of representation class terms is provided in ISO/IEC 11179-5. The list below has been expanded to provide a more comprehensive list of examples.

 Code -– A system of valid symbols that substitute for specified values e.g. alpha, numeric, symbols and/or combinations.

 Count –- Non-monetary numeric value arrived at by counting.

 Currency –- Monetary representation

 Date –- Calendar representation e.g. YYYY-MM-DD

 Graphic –- Diagrams, graphs, mathematical curves, or the like – usually a vector image.

 Icon –- A sign or representation that stands for its object by virtue of a resemblance or analogy to it

 Picture –- A visual representation of a person, object, or scene – usually a raster image.

 Quantity –- A continuous number such as the linear dimensions, capacity/amount (non-monetary) of an object

 Text – A text field that is usually unformatted.

 Time –- Time of day or duration eg HH:MM:SS.SSSS.

None of the terms in this list is required in any specific implementation of representation class.

Note the "by which the functional and/or presentational category of an item may be conveyed to a user".  The functional category is orthogonal to the presentational category.

Representation Class may be handled by a Classification scheme. Especially as the definition of Representation Class says that it is a classification.  Another way that its "functional" category may be noted is in the "dimensionality" attribute of "Conceptual_Domain".  Examples of dimensionality are: currency, linear measure, time duration, point in time, area measure, count, liquid measure, dry measure.

Proposed Text Changes: 

· Change Clause 4.13.1.1

ORIGINAL TEXT 

4.13.1.1 Data Element

A Data Element is considered to be a basic unit of data of interest to an organization. It is a unit of data for which the definition, identification, representation, and permissible values are specified by means of a set of attributes.

NOTE 
In general usage, the term data element and data element type are used interchangeably. In this document, the shorter term data element is used.

As an Administered Item, a Data Element carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified in a Classification Scheme.

A Data Element is formed when a Data Element Concept is assigned a representation. One of the key components of a representation is the Value Domain, i.e., restricted valid values.

A Data Element is the association among a Data Element Concept, a Value Domain and optionally a Representation Class. The association of a Data Element with a Representation Class may be either direct (as shown by the relationship data element representation class in Figure 10), or via the Value Domain (as shown by the relationship value domain representation class in Figure 10). A Data Element cannot be registered as an Administered Item without being associated with a Data Element Concept and a Value Domain.

A representation class qualifier may be specified, that is used to qualify the name of the data element.

A data element precision may be used to specify the number of decimal places permitted in any associated data element values. If not specified, the unit of measure precision from the associated Value Domain shall apply.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	data element administration record
	One per Data Element
	Administration_Record

	representation class qualifier
	Zero or one per Data Element
	String

	data element precision
	Zero or one per Data Element
	Integer


PROPOSED TEXT

---------------------------------------------------

4.13.1.1 Data Element

A Data Element is considered to be a basic unit of data of interest to an organization. It is a unit of data for which the definition, identification, representation, and permissible values are specified by means of a set of attributes.

NOTE 
In general usage, the term data element and data element type are used interchangeably. In this document, the shorter term data element is used.

As an Administered Item, a Data Element carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified in a Classification Scheme.

A Data Element is formed when a Data Element Concept is assigned a representation. One of the key components of a representation is the Value Domain, i.e., restricted valid values.

A Data Element is the association among a Data Element Concept and a Value Domain. A Data Element cannot be registered as an Administered Item without being associated with a Data Element Concept and a Value Domain.

A data element precision may be used to specify the number of decimal places permitted in any associated data element values. If not specified, the unit of measure precision from the associated Value Domain shall apply.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	data element administration record
	One per Data Element
	Administration_Record

	data element precision
	Zero or one per Data Element
	Integer


· Change Clause 5.4

ORIGINAL TEXT 

5.4 Attributes specific to Data Elements

The attributes listed in this subclause are specific to Data Elements.

	Attribute
	Allowed Occurrences

	Value domain name
	Zero or one per data element.

	Value domain identifier
	Zero or one per data element.

	Datatype name
	Zero or one per data element. Required if neither value domain name nor value domain identifier is not specified.

	Datatype scheme reference
	Zero or one per datatype name.

	Layout of representation
	Zero or one per data element.

	Representation class
	Zero or one per data element.

	Maximum size
	Zero or one per data element.

	Minimum size
	Zero or one per data element.


PROPOSED TEXT

---------------------------------------------------

5.4 Attributes specific to Data Elements

The attributes listed in this subclause are specific to Data Elements.

	Attribute
	Allowed Occurrences

	Value domain name
	Zero or one per data element.

	Value domain identifier
	Zero or one per data element.

	Datatype name
	Zero or one per data element. Required if neither value domain name nor value domain identifier is not specified.

	Datatype scheme reference
	Zero or one per datatype name.

	Layout of representation
	Zero or one per data element.

	Maximum size
	Zero or one per data element.

	Minimum size
	Zero or one per data element.


· Change Figure 2 to remove the "Representation Class" object class and its relationships

· Change Figure 9 to remove the "Representation Class" object class and its relationships

· Change Figure 10 to remove the "Representation Class" object class and its relationships

· Change Figure 10 to remove the "representation class qualifier" from the "Data Element" object class

· Change Figure 11 to remove the "representation class qualifier" from the "Data Element" object class

· Delete Clause 3.3.126 Representation Class

· Delete Clause 4.13.1.4 Representation Class

· Delete Clause 3.3.128 representation class qualifier

· Delete Clause 3.3.51 data element representation class 

· Delete Clause 3.3.147 value domain representation class 

· Delete Representation Class from Annex A

· Delete representation class qualifier from Annex A

Issues: 

In the existing standard, can the representation class of a data element be different than the representation class of the value domain that the data element uses?

What is the difference between the data element's representation class and the value domain's representation class?

What additional information is provided by representation class?

Clause 4.13.1.4 states " Representation Class is a mechanism by which the functional and/or presentational category of an item may be conveyed to a user."  Note the "and/or"

Clause 4.13.1.4 states " By using representation class, enhanced semantic control over the contents of value domains can be maintained. Rules can be drawn against representation classes that allow enforcement of content within and among value domains."  This may not be because is the "functional" or "presentational" category being controlled?

Discussion/Notes:

Organizations have used this structure, so we need to continue to provide equivalent functionality.  This may be as a specialization of classification scheme, or the new conceptual scheme.

Washington meeting:  Look at data type classifications from 11404.  Look at use of dimensionality.  Explain how to use classification scheme.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xian, 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	Remove Representation Class from the model.  Describe a mechanism(s) for equivalent functionality using the model.

	Final Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Washington, 2004-11


Issue 116 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 5): Object Class and Property

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2003-10-03
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

The "Object_Class", "Property", "Concept_Relationship" and "Concept" object classes and their associated relationships should be deleted 

Reason:

The level of granularity of these optional object classes is of such detail that it is extremely difficult to develop these with their specific relationships into consistent structures that are useful to users of metadata registries.  

The distinction among instances of Concepts, Object_Classes, Concept_Relationship, and Properties is dependent upon their use at specific times.  

The "Data_Element_Concept" and "Concept" in ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003 are very similar to the IEC 1087 "Concept".  The "Object_Class", "Property", "Concept_Relationship" and "Concept" in ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003 are very similar to the IEC 1087 "object" and "characteristic".  The major topic item in ISO/IEC 11179 regarding this is that there is the detailed model interrelating these object classes.  The ISO 1087 provides the basic elements (characteristics) that compose the concept without having to model this detail.

The ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003 model is:


Insert picture of model here

Note that the ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003-10-03 object classes "Object_Class", "Concept" and "Property" do not have any attributes than the "Administered_Item", terminological, and classification attributes.   The object class "Concept_Relationship" has an attribute of concept_relationship_type_description that details the relationship between pairs of instances of the object class "Concepts".

Extract from ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003-10-03

3.3.38

Data Element Concept

DEC

a concept that can be represented in the form of a Data Element, described independently of any particular representation

3.3.88

Object Class

a set of ideas, abstractions, or things in the real world that are identified with explicit boundaries and meaning and whose properties and behaviour follow the same rules

3.3.107

Property

a characteristic common to all members of an Object Class

3.3.18

Concept

unit of knowledge created by a unique combination of characteristics
Concept Relationship

concept relationship

a semantic link among two or more Concepts.
Extract from ISO 1087 Terminological work – Vocabulary – Part 1: Theory and application

3.2.1

concept

unit of knowledge created by a unique combination of characteristics (3.2.4)

NOTE
Concepts are not necessarily bound to particular languages. They are, however, influenced by the social or cultural background often leading to different categorizations.

3.2.4

characteristic
abstraction of a property of an object (3.1.1) or of a set of objects (3.1.1)

NOTE
Characteristics are used for describing concepts (3.2.1).

3.1.1
object
anything perceivable or conceivable 

NOTE
Objects may be material (e.g. an engine, a sheet of paper, a diamond), immaterial (e.g. conversion ratio, a project plan) or imagined (e.g. a unicorn).
Because the ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003 object classes "Object_Class", "Concept" and "Property" do not have any attributes than the "Administered_Item", terminological, and classification attributes.  The object classes "Object_Class", "Concept", "Concept_Relationship" and "Property" may all be handled as Data_Element_Concepts.  The functions of the ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003 object classes "Object_Class", "Concept" and "Property" may be handled as "Data_Element_Concepts".  The object class "Concept_Relationship" is better handled as a "Classification_Scheme_Item_Relationship" in a "Classification_Scheme".

The capability to record the "bill of materials" that specifies the components an instance of a "Data_Element_Concept" may be accomplished with an existing part of the metamodel.  That part is the "Data_Element_Concept_Relationship".  This way there is no need to distinguish between "Object_Class", "Concept", and "Property" as they all may be considered as "Data_Element_Concepts".  Just as an instance of "Concept_Relationship" relates instances of "Concepts"; an instance of " Data_Element_Concept_Relationship" relates instances of " Data_Element_Concepts".

Proposed Text Changes: 

ORIGINAL TEXT
3.3.19

Concept Relationship

concept relationship

a semantic link among two or more Concepts
NOTE 1
Metamodel construct is: Association Class.

NOTE 2
An association class is both an association and a class. The name of the association uses lowercase. The name of the class is capitalized.

PROPOSED TEXT 

-the original text is to be deleted-

ORIGINAL TEXT 

3.3.20

concept relationship type description

a description of the type of relationship among two or more Concepts
NOTE
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Concept Relationship.
PROPOSED TEXT

-the original text is to be deleted-

ORIGINAL TEXT 

3.3.18

Concept

unit of knowledge created by a unique combination of characteristics
NOTE
Metamodel construct is: Class.
[ISO 1087-1:2000, 3.2.1]

PROPOSED TEXT 

-the original text is to be deleted-

ORIGINAL TEXT 

3.3.20

concept relationship type description

a description of the type of relationship among two or more Concepts
NOTE
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Concept Relationship.
PROPOSED TEXT 

-the original text is to be deleted-

ORIGINAL TEXT 

3.3.88

Object Class

a set of ideas, abstractions, or things in the real world that are identified with explicit boundaries and meaning and whose properties and behaviour follow the same rules

NOTE
Metamodel construct is: Class.

PROPOSED TEXT 

-the original text is to be deleted-

ORIGINAL TEXT 

3.3.90

object class qualifier

a qualifier of the Data Element Concept Object Class
NOTE
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Data Element Concept.

PROPOSED TEXT 

-the original text is to be deleted-

ORIGINAL TEXT 

3.3.107

Property

a characteristic common to all members of an Object Class

NOTE
Metamodel construct is: Class.

PROPOSED TEXT 

-the original text is to be deleted-

ORIGINAL TEXT 

3.3.109

property qualifier

a qualifier of the Data Element Concept Property

NOTE
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Data Element Concept.

PROPOSED TEXT 

-the original text is to be deleted-

ORIGINAL TEXT 

Figure 2.

PROPOSED TEXT 

Change figure 2 to remove "Object_Class" and "Property" items

ORIGINAL TEXT 

Change figure 8 to remove "Concept", Concept_Relationship", "Object_Class" and "Property" items and their relationships.  Delete the following attributes in Data_Element_Concept: data_element_Concept_object_class, data-element_concept_property, object_class_qualifier, and property_qualifier

PROPOSED TEXT 

-the original text is to be deleted-

ORIGINAL TEXT 

4.11.1.1 Object Class

An Object Class is a set of ideas, abstractions, or things in the real world that can be identified with explicit boundaries and meaning and whose properties and behavior follow the same rules. It may be either a single or a group of associated concepts, abstractions, or things. An Object Class may be a single unit of thought (i.e., Concept) or a set of Concepts in a relationship with each other to form a more complex concept (i.e., Concept Relationship). A Concept and a Concept Relationship are subtypes of an Object Class. Each Concept Relationship carries a concept relationship type description that describes the nature of the relationship.

As an Administered Item, an Object Class carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified within a Classification Scheme. An Object Class may be registered as an Administered Item without necessarily being associated with a Data Element Concept or, through the latter, a Property.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	object class administration record
	One per Object Class
	Administration_Record

	concept relationship type description
	One per Concept Relationship
	String


PROPOSED TEXT 

-the original text is to be deleted-

ORIGINAL TEXT 

4.11.1.2 Property

A Property is a characteristic common to all members of an Object Class. It may be any feature that humans naturally use to distinguish one individual object from another. It is the human perception of a single characteristic of an Object Class in the real world. It is conceptual and thus has no particular associated means of representation by which the Property can be communicated.

As an Administered Item, a Property carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified within a Classification Scheme. A Property may be registered as an Administered Item without necessarily being associated with a Data Element Concept or, through the latter, an Object Class.
	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	property administration record 
	One per Property
	Administration_Record


PROPOSED TEXT 

-the original text is to be deleted-

ORIGINAL TEXT 

4.11.1.3 Data Element Concept

A Data Element Concept is a concept that can be represented in the form of a data element, described independently of any particular representation. A Data Element Concept may have zero or one Object Class and zero or one Property. The union of a Property and an Object Class provides significance beyond either that of the Property or the Object Class. A Data Element Concept thus has a Definition independent from the Definition of the Object Class or the Property.

As an Administered Item, a Data Element Concept carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified within a Classification Scheme. A Data Element Concept may be associated with other Data Element Concepts, via the Data Element Concept Relationship. The nature of the relationship is described using the data element concept relationship type description.

A Data Element Concept may be registered as an Administered Item without necessarily being associated with any Data Element, but a Data Element Concept shall be associated with exactly one Conceptual Domain, as represented by the "data element concept-conceptual domain relationship" in Figure 8. The Conceptual Domain specifies all valid Value Meanings of a Data Element Concept. The Conceptual Domain is described in Error! Reference source not found..

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	data element concept administration record
	One per Data Element Concept
	Administration_Record

	data element concept object class 
	Zero or one per Data Element Concept
	Object_Class

	data element concept property 
	Zero or one per Data Element Concept
	Property

	object class qualifier
	Zero or one per Data Element Concept
	String

	property qualifier
	Zero or one per Data Element Concept
	String


PROPOSED TEXT 

4.11.1.3 Data Element Concept

A Data Element Concept is a concept that can be represented in the form of a data element, described independently of any particular representation. 
As an Administered Item, a Data Element Concept carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified within a Classification Scheme. A Data Element Concept may be associated with other Data Element Concepts, via the Data Element Concept Relationship. The nature of the relationship is described using the data element concept relationship type description.

A Data Element Concept may be registered as an Administered Item without necessarily being associated with any Data Element, but a Data Element Concept shall be associated with exactly one Conceptual Domain, as represented by the "data element concept-conceptual domain relationship" in Figure 8. The Conceptual Domain specifies all valid Value Meanings of a Data Element Concept. The Conceptual Domain is described in Error! Reference source not found..

ORIGINAL TEXT 

In Annex A remove references to "Concept", Concept_Relationship", "Object_Class", "Property", data_element_Concept_object_class, data-element_concept_property, object_class_qualifier, and property_qualifier

PROPOSED TEXT 

-the original text is to be deleted-

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes”

The fact that Object Class and Property in the model do not have any distinguishing attributes does suggest either there is redundancy in the model, or that such attributes are simply missing.  Many users of 11179 do you Object Class and Property, so there is a demonstrated requirement that needs to be satisfied. However, whether something is an Object Class or a Property depends on its use, so it might be appropriate to generalize the concept.  However, it is not clear that Data Element Concept is necessarily the appropriate concept.  The work on Conceptual Schemes in the revision to Part 2 may be applicable here.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Not accepted

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xian, 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	N/A.

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 118 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 7): Naming Convention

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2003-10-06
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

Add support to document and manage Naming Conventions.

Needs for a Naming Convention 

1. A user must be able to identify the particular naming convention that was used to develop a name (within a designation).  

2. "None" is to be considered a naming convention where there are no specifications.

3. Naming conventions may range in complexity from very general to very detailed. 

4. A naming convention may be used by many users to develop names for their own particular use.

5. A naming convention must not require that names prepared with the naming convention are unique. (the uniqueness of names requirement is a function of the "bucket" that the names are placed into.)

6. A naming convention must be documented.

7. A Naming convention needs to be an Administered Item

[image: image1.emf]Designation (of Administered Item)

name (1..1) : string

preferred_designation (0..1) : True_False

Naming_Convention

scope_principle (1..1) : string

authority_principle (1..1) : string

semantic_principle (1..1) : string

syntactic_principle (1..1) : string

lexical_principle (1..1) : string

0..*

developed_by

developing

0..1

Designation (of Administered Item)

name (1..1) : string

preferred_designation (0..1) : True_False

Designation (of Administered Item)

name (1..1) : string

preferred_designation (0..1) : True_False

Naming_Convention

scope_principle (1..1) : string

authority_principle (1..1) : string

semantic_principle (1..1) : string

syntactic_principle (1..1) : string

lexical_principle (1..1) : string

Naming_Convention

scope_principle (1..1) : string

authority_principle (1..1) : string

semantic_principle (1..1) : string

syntactic_principle (1..1) : string

lexical_principle (1..1) : string

0..*

developed_by

developing

0..1


If individual names are to be associated with a naming convention the Designation and Naming_Convention object classes must be directly connected.  Note that for a Context/Administered_Item there is one Terminological_Entry (as per the TC 37 metamodel).  The Terminological_Entry has one or more Language_Sections that have any number of Designations (names).

NOTE:

If one were to connect the naming convention to a Context, this implies one of two things depending on the cardinality of the Naming Convention. 

condition one – A Context can have many Naming Conventions
Question: How would one know if a particular name came from a particular naming convention?

condition two – A Context can have only one Naming Convention
This then requires that ALL names in this Context have this Naming Convention.  This then implies that for this Terminological Entry

1. ALL names in ALL languages use this Naming Convention


(i.e. French, English, Korean, etc.)

2. ALL names in a language use this Naming Convention


(i.e. preferred term and non-preferred terms [synonyms])
Question: Doesn’t this seem to be overly restrictive and unrealistic?

Reason:

If a Naming Convention is use to develop names within a Designation, that naming convention is needs to be documented.  If it is to be shared it needs to be an Administered item.

The following attributes of a Naming Convention need to be recorded.

Proposed Text Changes: 

Add new definitions

PROPOSED TEXT 

scope_principle

The scope of the naming convention

authority_principle
The authority that establishes names

semantic_principle
The semantic rules for the naming convention

syntactic_principle
The syntax rules for the naming convention

lexical_principle

The lexical rules for the naming convention

Naming_Convention

A prescriptive specification of how a name is formulated.

-------------------------------------------------------

Add Naming Convention to figure 2

-------------------------------------------------------

Add the Naming_Convention and its relationship to Designation into Figure 6
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-------------------------------------------------------

Add new Clause 4.9.1.7 for Naming Convention

PROPOSED TEXT 

4.9.1.7 Naming_Convention

The Naming_Convention class provides the specification by which the name in a Designation is developed.  Naming_Conventions may range in complexity from very simple to very complex.  The semantic, syntactic, and lexical principles may have their own complexity.

A Naming_Convention is a sub-type of Administered Item, inheriting its attributes and relationships, which allows it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified.

	Attribute
	Occurrences
	Datatype

	scope_principle
	One per Naming_Convention
	String

	authority_principle
	One per Naming_Convention
	String

	semantic_principle
	One per Naming_Convention
	String

	syntatic_principle
	One per Naming_Convention
	String

	lexical_principle
	One per Naming_Convention
	String


-------------------------------------------------------

Add the above items into Annex A

-------------------------------------------------------

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes:

From Melbourne:

A designation may conform to more than one naming convention.

There may be other specifications that a designation can conform to.

We should be able to specify that an administered item conforms to any number of specifications.

From Xi’an:

We should specify only the highest level naming convention that a name is developed under.  If features of multiple naming conventions are being used, create a new naming convention that combines them.

Specifications other than naming conventions are beyond the scope of this proposal and should be addressed separately.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xi’an, 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 119 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 8): Namespace

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2003-10-06
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

Add support to document and manage Namespaces.

Needs for a Namespace 

1. There may be a requirement that names (within a designation) that are contained within a namespace are unique within the namespace

2. If there is a requirement that names within a namespace are unique, there must be a way to validate the uniqueness of the name within the namespace.

3. There must be a way to identify the names that are contained within a namespace.

4. A namespace must be documented.

5. A Namespace needs to be an Administered Item
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If individual names are to be associated with a namespace the Designation and Namespace object classes must be directly connected.  Note that for a Context/Administered_Item there is one Terminological_Entry (as per the TC 37 metamodel).  The Terminological_Entry has one or more Language_Sections that have any number of Designations (names).

NOTE:

If one were to connect the namespace to a Context, this implies one of two things depending on the cardinality of the Namespace. 

condition one – A Context can have many Namespaces
Question: How would one know if a particular name is in a particular namespace?

condition two – A Context can have only one Namespace
This then requires that ALL names in this Context have this Namespace.  This then implies that for this Terminological Entry

1. ALL names in ALL languages use this Namespace


(i.e. French, English, Korean, etc.)

2. ALL names in a language use this Namespace


(i.e. preferred term and non-preferred terms [synonyms])
Question: Doesn’t this seem to be overly restrictive and unrealistic?

Reason:

If a Namespace is use to group names within a Designation, that namespace is needs to be documented.  If it is to be shared it needs to be an Administered item.

The following attributes of a Namespace need to be recorded.

Proposed Text Changes: 

Add new definitions

PROPOSED TEXT 

unique_names

an indicator that denotes whether or not a set of names must be unique.

Namespace

A container that is used for recording a set of names for a particular business need.

-------------------------------------------------------

Add Namespace to figure 2

-------------------------------------------------------

Add the Naming_Convention and its relationship to Designation into Figure 6
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-------------------------------------------------------

Add new Clause 4.9.1.7 for Namespace

PROPOSED TEXT 

4.9.1.7 Naming_Convention

The Namespace class provides the collection point by which a name in a Designation is grouped.  A Namespaces may be established because of particular business needs.  Examples of the needs of Namespaces are in programming languages and XML tags.

A Namespace is a sub-type of Administered Item, inheriting its attributes and relationships, which allows it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified.

	Attribute
	Occurrences
	Datatype

	unique_names
	One per Namespace
	String


-------------------------------------------------------

Add the above items into Annex A

-------------------------------------------------------

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes”

From Melbourne:

The topic of namespaces needs more research, in the context of part 5, edition 3.

From Xi’an:

The definition of namespace should be revised as follows:

“A collection of names and/or designations recorded and managed for a particular business need.”

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted, pending more work on part 5, edition 3.

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xi’an, 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 120 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 9): Namespace – Naming Convention Relationship

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2003-10-06
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

Add support to document and manage Namespaces relationship to Naming Convention.

This issue is prepared assuming agreement on: 

Issue 118 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 7) Naming Convention

Issue 119 (Cycle 3 Mann # 8) Namespace

Needs for a relationship between Naming Convention and Namespace

6. There may be a requirement that names within a namespace are developed with one naming convention.

7. There may be a requirement that a namespace utilizes many naming conventions.
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Note that for a Context/Administered_Item there is one Terminological_Entry (as per the TC 37 metamodel).  The Terminological_Entry has one or more Language_Sections that have any number of Designations (names).

NOTE:

If one were to equate Namespace to a Context, this implies that: 


This then requires that ALL names in this Context (Namespace).  This then implies that for this Terminological Entry

1. ALL names in ALL languages use this Context (Namespace)


(i.e. French, English, Korean, etc.)

2. ALL names in a language use this Context (Namespace)


(i.e. preferred term and non-preferred terms [synonyms])
Question: Doesn’t this seem to be overly restrictive and unrealistic?

Reason:

Very often in XML or a particular application system it is important to manage what Naming_Convention(s) are used to prepare names in a Namespace

Proposed Text Changes: 

Add relationship between Naming_Convention and Namespace

PROPOSED TEXT 
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-------------------------------------------------------

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes”

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted, pending further discussion of part 5, edition 3.

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xi’an, 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 122 (was Cycle 3 Gillman # 1): Concept Super-Class

	Submitter/Source:
	Dan Gillman
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-01-14 modified 2004-03-15
	Status
	Open


Proposal:

All "concept" classes in the model need to be sub-types of a super-class "Concept" class.  The current concept classes are Object Class, Property, Data Element Concept, Conceptual Domain, and Value Meaning.  All but Value Meaning are Administered Items.  Propose elevating Value Meaning to Administered Item level and create a super-class, called Concept, of which all the others are sub-types (or sub-classes).  Value Meaning will be an Administered Item optionally.  The extra work to administer every Value Meaning is too onerous.

Reason:

There are several reasons for this.  Here are the major ones:

1) Concept management and the use of concepts to describe data and data constructs requires having a concept class.  This will establish the central role concepts play in 11179.

2) Careful analysis of the needs of statistical agencies reveals that object classes and properties are often specialized through the use of value meanings.  Three examples will illustrate the idea:

a) Take the data element concept "the income of people in the US".  Let's agree that the object class in this example is "people in the US" and the property is "income".  We can specialize the object class (a concept, so it may be specialized) by restricting to male people only.  Moreover, the partition of {male, female} is a partition of the object class, i.e., people in the US may be divided into two distinct groups based on their sex.  Sex is a classification in this case, managed as a conceptual domain in 11179, and described in 20943-3.  The "classes' in this sex classification are managed as value meanings in 11179.  So, in this example the value meanings are used to specialize the object class.

b) Again, take the data element concept "the income of people in the US".  As before the object class in this example is "people in the US" and the property is "income".  We can specialize the property (a concept, so it may be specialized) by restricting to wages only.  Moreover, the partition of income into types is a partition of the property, i.e., income may be divided into distinct groups based on their income type.  Examples are wages, dividends, interest, retirement (especially railroad or government), social security, etc.  Income is a classification in this case, managed as a conceptual domain in 11179, and described in 20943-3.  The "classes' in this income classification are managed as value meanings in 11179.  So, in this example the value meanings are used to specialize the property.

c) Again, take the property "income".  When deriving an aggregate data element, such as "total income of all people in the US" from the data element "income of persons in the US", then the property "income" is specialized by considering a total - "total income".  In this case, a value meaning is not used to specialize the property.  Note, however, in this case the object class has changed, too.  (See Issue-11179-3-2003_DG-02-Aggregates.)

The current model:

The current model manages the concept classes individually.  There are explicit relationships between Object Class and Data Element Concept, Property and Data Element Concept, and Value Meaning and Conceptual Domain.  Other relationships exist, but they are not between concept classes.

The proposed model:
Add a new class called Concept.  Each current concept class will be a sub-type of the new class called Concept.  It needs to be administered.  It needs a definition attribute.  The other concept classes need not be registered in their own right.  Some kind of mechanism to indicate which sub-type they are should suffice.  The Concept class needs a recursive objectified relationship attached.  The current structures on Data Element Concept and Conceptual Domain are no longer needed.  Also, the structure needs to show that a concept of one sub-type may be reused as another type, as the examples above show.

This proposal will have an impact on the concept – relationship structure that is currently under Object Class.  That structure will have to change.
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As stated in the Proposal section, it is necessary to ensure that Concepts of sub-type Value Meaning are optionally administered.

Proposed Text Changes: 

The details of this proposal need to be worked out.  Currently, no solution exists.

Issues: 

Careful planning about which concepts may be reused as other concept types has to occur.  Currently, we know that Value Meaning may be reused to specialize Object Class and Property.  Concepts created as Object Classes may be used as Properties and vice-versa.  Other possibilities probably exist.

Discussion/Notes:

We should add Classification Schemes and Classification Scheme Items as sub-types of Concept.

The optionality of an Administration Record should be attached to Concept, so that it may be optional for any sub-type.  Supporting Registry Items without Administration Records helps align the model with the ebXML registry.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle, with modification.  Needs further consideration.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Xi’an meeting, 2004-05-20.

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 123 (was Cycle 3 Gillman # 2): Aggregated Data

	Submitter/Source:
	Dan Gillman
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-01-14
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:
We need to make sure that an object class can be either a general or individual concept.  A general object class corresponds to our current notion – see below.  An individual object class can be applied to aggregated data.

A general concept corresponds to two or more objects.  An individual concept corresponds to one.

Possibly, the definition of object class implies that it is a general concept, so a new definition encompassing both ideas may be required. 
If we include individual concepts in the definition, then we may recast the object class below (in Reasons) by defining it to be "the set of all people in the US".  These words may not be sufficient, but the idea is to talk about the people of the US as a collective, the set of all people, not as individuals.  As a collective or aggregate, we get a new set of properties.  For example, we no longer talk about income, we talk about total income.

Reason:

Additional constructs are necessary to fully describe aggregated data.  The Derived Data construct on Data Element was thought to be sufficient.  This may not be the case.

The current focus in 11179 is on record level data – called microdata in statistical agencies.  Record level data refers to data collected on each element from some set of objects.  This approach is very useful, but does not adequately describe aggregated data.

An example will illustrate the point:

Take the data element concept "the income of people in the US".  (See Issue-11179-3-2003_DG-01-Concepts for other uses of the example).  As in the other document, the object class in this example is "people in the US" and the property is "income".  Now take the total of the income over all the objects in the object class.  One gets the aggregate "total income for all people in the US".

What is the object class of this total?  Is it "people in the US"?  No, since the property (total income) is not a property of the individual objects of that class.  A new Object Class is required, one that corresponds to one object.

The current model:
The current model shows Object Class as one of the concept classes of the model.  It does not have an attribute which specifies whether the concept is general or individual.
The proposed model:
A new attribute must be added to the Object Class class to indicate whether the concept is general or individual.

Proposed Text Changes: 

Part 3 must be clear that an Object Class may be a general or individual concept.  Part 1 must explain this distinction.
Issues: 

Tables need to be solved.
Discussion/Notes:

We believe that an aggregate concept can be represented as an object class that is distinct from the object class that represents the individual components.  We do not see the need for the proposed additional attribute.  For example, the aggregate concept could be “population of a country” of which the U.S. is just one instance.

We agree that statistical data modeling may have special requirements, but we do not accept this proposal as written.
Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Not accepted.

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xian 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 129 (was Cycle 3 Mann #15): Attribute Capsule – resolve Issue 96

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-01-14
	Status
	2-Draft resolution


Proposal:

Drop Issue096: Ability to model Attribute Capsules

Reason:

Issue 096: Ability to model Attribute Capsules

Reason:

The FCD 11179-3 metamodel uses attribute capsules as user-defined datatypes.  It uses the term as a qualifier of the object type in clause 3.3. (e.g. 3.3.1 and 3.3.76).

If we try to describe the metamodel using its own rules, we find ourselves unable to assign data types to the data elements representing the attribute capsules.  We need something equivalent to ISO/IEC 11404's generated datatype.
Needs review against MOF and UML."
See the attached extracts from the UML Specification.   This clarifies our use of what UML calls a Classifier and its use as type_expression.

Proposed Text Changes: 

· NONE

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes

Use the datatype_scheme_reference to specify the source of the data type named by datatype_name.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted.

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xi’an 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Extracts from:

OMG Unified Modeling Language

Specification
March 2003

Version 1.5

formal/03-03-01
3.21 Classifier

Classifier is the metamodel superclass of Class, DataType, and Interface. All of these have similar syntax and are therefore all notated using the rectangle symbol with keywords used as necessary. Because classes are most common in diagrams, a rectangle without a keyword represents a class, and the other subclasses of Classifier are indicated with keywords. In the sections that follow, the discussion will focus on Class, but most of the notation applies to the other element kinds as semantically appropriate and as described later under their own sections.

3.22 Class

A class is the descriptor for a set of objects with similar structure, behavior, and relationships. The model is concerned with describing the intension of the class, that is,  the rules that define it. The run-time execution provides its extension, that is, its instances. UML provides notation for declaring classes and specifying their properties, as well as using classes in various ways. Some modeling elements that are similar in form to classes (such as interfaces, signals, or utilities) are notated using keywords on class symbols; some of these are separate metamodel classes and some are stereotypes of Class. Classes are declared in class diagrams and used in most other diagrams. UML provides a graphical notation for declaring and using classes, as well as a textual notation for referencing classes within the descriptions of other model elements.

3.25 Attribute

Strings in the attribute compartment are used to show attributes in classes. A similar syntax is used to specify qualifiers, template parameters, operation parameters, and so on (some of these omit certain terms).

3.25.1 Semantics

Note that an attribute is semantically equivalent to a composition association; however, the intent and usage is normally different.

The type of an attribute is a Classifier.

3.25.2 Notation

An attribute is shown as a text string that can be parsed into the various properties of an attribute model element. The default syntax is:

visibility name : type-expression [ multiplicity ordering ] = initial-value { property-string }

Where type-expression is either

• if it is a simple word, the name of a classifier, or

• a language-dependent string that maps into a ProgrammingLanguageDataType.

3.25.5 Example

+size: Area = (100,100)

#visibility: Boolean = invisible

+default-size: Rectangle

#maximum-size: Rectangle

-xptr: XWindowPtr

Issue 130: Referring Designation

	Submitter/Source:
	Frank Farance
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-05-27
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:

Proposal:

Add a referring designation that identifies the registry item by the designation by which the item is known to someone outside the registry.
Issues:

Reference:

Discussion/Notes:

This could be used for XML tags.

There may be more than one.

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Xi'an, 2004

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 131: Use of Ref/Lit datatype instead of String

	Submitter/Source:
	Frank Farance
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-05-27
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:

Sometimes we don't want to include the actual value of an attribute, but a reference to the value.
Proposal:

Wherever the model currently uses the "String" data type, replace this by a "Ref-Lit" datatype.

When specifying a reference, use a URI.
Issues:

Reference:

Discussion/Notes:

This generalizes the "reference scheme" currently included for Datatype, and proposed elsewhere for Unit of Measure.

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Xi'an, 2004

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 132: Identifier-Type-Value (ITV) bucket

	Submitter/Source:
	Frank Farance
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-05-27
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:

To provide a standard extension mechanism for the metamodel.
Proposal:

Add a new class associated with Registry Item, containing "identifier, type and value".
Issues:

Reference:

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Xi'an, 2004

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 133: Data quality

	Submitter/Source:
	Frank Farance
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-05-27
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:

Data Quality: Criteria such as ….
Proposal:

Add attributes: relevance, accuracy, timeliness, accessibility, comparability, coherence, completeness.
Issues:

Reference:

Discussion/Notes:

Need to consider where to put this – possibly on Data Element for data quality.

Possibly on Administered Item for metadata quality.

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted in principle.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Xi'an, 2004

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 134: Specification of Constraints

	Submitter/Source:
	Masa O.
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-05-27
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:

There is no standard way of specifying constraints.
Proposal:

Use OCL to specify constraints.
Issues:

Reference:

Discussion/Notes:

Masa to provide sample constraint descriptions in OCL for inclusion in the standard.
We should allow OCL or other specification languages to be used by users of the registry.
Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	Awaiting receipt of constraint descriptions.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Xi'an, 2004

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 135: Respecify the model using MOF

	Submitter/Source:
	Masa O.
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-05-27
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:

Proposal:

Use MOF to specify the model instead of UML.
Issues:

Reference:

Discussion/Notes:

Masa to provide.

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	Await receipt of the model.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Xi'an, 2004

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 140: Make "relation" an administered item
	Submitter/Source:
	B. Bargmeyer & K. Keck
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-11-10
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:
It is not possible to explicitly manage relationships.  Such a capability is required if the model is to be able to describe itself.
Proposal:
Make "relation" an administered item. The relationship could then be managed as part of the structure in which they are involved. 

Alternatively, in Clauses 4.10 and 4.11, possibly treat the subject role as an aggregate association. This is an alternative way of administering relationships, more in line with current practice.
Issues:

Reference:

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 141: Identify the types of correspondences between concepts
	Submitter/Source:
	B. Bargmeyer & K. Keck
	Severity
	Major Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-11-10
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:
Proposal:
Identify the types of correspondences between concepts. The point is to record the types of overlap between the concepts. An alternative is translation tables, which record pairs of IDs linking concepts without any more specific "type" information.

Issues:

Reference:

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


2-Minor Technical Issues

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

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

	Date Submitted:
	1999-10-31
	Status:
	Future topic


Proposal:

To be determined following discussion of the issue.  (See discussion/notes.)

Reason:

To allow an Administered Component to be classified in different classification schemes in different contexts.

Issues:

The 1999-10-15 metamodel shows two relationships (“Definition” and “Designation”) between “Context” and “Administered Component”, allowing an administered component to have different definitions/designations in different contexts.   This much appears to be appropriate, but is it sufficient?

In WD 11179-3 (1999-10-04), clause 8.15, paragraph 3, the following statement is made:

“A classified component may be arranged in one or more classification schemes.  Classification schemes may coexist and any classified component may have a different name in each one since the are each from a different context.”

However, this statement appears not to be true.  Although classified components may have different names in different contexts, the relationship from classification scheme is simply with “Classified Component”, not with Classified Component in a specific Context.

Are there any other relationships that should include Context?

See also:

· Issue 021: Name-context relationships

· Issue 030: Identification and naming of context

· Issue 091: Naming & Definition Region Restructure

Discussion/Notes:

From 1999-12-08 telecon of Ray Gates with L8:   Ray to propose new text to describe what is actually supported today.  Once we have that description, we can decide whether we want to change it.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	TBD.

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	Not incorporated in CD 11179-3 (SC32 N0490)

	Final Resolution
	TBD.

	Final Resolution Source
	Expected via CD ballot comments.


Issue 080: Dimensionality and Unit of Measure

	Submitter/Source:
	Ray Gates
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2000-05-07
	Status:
	Future topic


Proposals:

1. Extract “Dimensionality” from Conceptual Domain, and extract “Unit of Quantity” from Value Domain, as separate data element components, with a relationship between them.  Add rules for converting between different units of measure.

2. Rename “Unit of Quantity” to “Unit of Measure”, which is a more generic and more common English term.

3. Remove "Unit of Quantity" from the current Conceptual Domain - Value Domain diagram, and insert the following diagram on a new page.
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	Term
	Rqmt
	Type
	Definition

	Dimensionality
	
	Class
	The dimensionality for a concept, e.g. length, mass, velocity.

	Dimensionality - dimensionality administered component
	
	attribute capsule
	The administered component information for a dimensionality.

	Dimensionality - dimensionality name
	[1..1]
	attribute
	A designation for the category of dimensionality.

	Unit Conversion Rule
	
	class
	The logical, mathematical, and/or other operations specifying a rule for converting one unit of measure to another.

	Unit Conversion Rule - unit conversion rule description
	[1..1]
	attribute
	The conversion rule expressed as a textual description.

	Unit Conversion Rule - unit conversion rule administered component
	[0..1]
	attribute
	The administered component information for a unit conversion rule.

	Unit conversion source
	
	relationship
	The relationship from a Unit Conversion Rule to the source Unit of Measure.

	Unit conversion target
	
	relationship
	The relationship from a Unit Conversion Rule to the target Unit of Measure.

	Unit of Measure
	
	class
	A system of measurement.

	Unit of  Measure - administered component
	[0..1]
	attribute
	The administered component information for a unit of measure.

	Unit of Measure - unit of measure name
	[1..1]
	attribute
	The name of a unit of quantity.

	Unit of Measure - precision
	[1..1]
	attribute
	The degree of specificity for a unit of quantity.


Reason:

Make the relationship between Dimensionality and Unit of Measure/Quantity explicit.

Make the model potentially more useful for automated data transformation tools by allowing the specification of conversion rules between Units of Measure.

References

Issues:

See also:

· Issue 022: Applying Rules to Data Element Concepts

· Issue 093: Move Precision Attribute

Is this an adequate resolution of Issue 022: Applying Rules to Data Element Concepts?

Both conversion rules and derivation rules are expressed only as textual descriptions.

Should we also allow specification by other means (e.g. in a programming language, so that it can be interpreted by a computer)?

Discussion:

Comments from Manhattan meeting (May 2000):

This was not addressed at this time. This will require additional discussion.
Comments from NYC meeting (April 2001):

This issue needs to be taken with the general discussion of Dimensionality and Datatypes.

From Washington meeting (Nov 2004):

· Unit of measure can be related to only one Dimensionality

· Where a unit on measure name may mean different things (e.g. tons, pounds) the dimensionality will differentiate them.

· We need to differentiate between coordinates and intervals, because different conversion rules can apply.

· We need to relate the Unit Conversion Rule to Dimensionality

· We need schemes to identify the source of dimensionality, unit of measure and unit conversion rule.

· Do we need to differentiate representational aspects of a datatypes at the value domain, versus characterizing operations and designation of the datatype which are required at the data element.

· Consider this in conjunction with reconciling the model to 11404.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	Proposal 2 implemented in 2000-05-14 metamodel, and in CD 11179-3.

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 093: Move Precision Attribute

	Submitter/Source:
	US
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-01-23
	Status
	Future topic


Proposal:

The "unit_of_measure_precision" attribute should be moved from the object class "Unit_of_Measure" to "Value_Domain" as "value_domain_precision".

Reason:

Having the "unit_of_measure_precision" in the "Unit_of_Measure" object class means that for every level of precision there is an entry in the "Unit_of_Measure" object class, i.e. miles, tenths of miles, thousands of miles.  Precision is more applicable as a qualifier to the object class "Value_Domain".

Issues: 

See also:

· Issue 080: Dimensionality and Unit of Measure

Discussion/Notes”

Consult Frank Olken and Bob Dragoset in context of proposed NIST project on Dimensionality and Units of Measure.
Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	To be discussed in conjunction with Issue 080.

	Draft Resolution Source
	Xian 2004

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 108: Dimensionality should be Attribute of Datatype

	Submitter/Source:
	SC22 WG11
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-10-09
	Status:
	3-Newly resolved


Proposal:

Dimensionality is currently shown as an attribute of Conceptual Domain.  It should be an attribute of Data type.
Reason:

Issues:

Reference:

This issue arose from US FCD ballot comment S22-W11-029 on FCD 11179-3.in SC32 N0691.

Discussion/Notes:

Comment from Ray Gates:  Datatype is an attribute of Value Domain. Value Domain is associated with exactly one Conceptual Domain, and thus with one Dimensionality attribute.  By specifying Dimensionality on the Conceptual Domain, we ensure consistent specification across all associated value domains and their datatypes.  

If we need to use a datatype outside the context of a value domain, we could add dimensionality to Datatype, but it should remain in Conceptual Domain.  We would need to specify rules for how to handle inconsistency across values specified in the datatype and the conceptual domain.

Notes from Xi'an:

We should consider an approach whereby multiple specializations can be specified, including those we have already included as: dimensionality, precision, accuracy.

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	Not accepted

	Final Resolution Source
	Washington 2004-11


Issue 112 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 1): Value object class deletion

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2003-09-10
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

The "Value" Object class should be deleted and its attribute "value item" should be moved to the object class "Permissible Value"

Reason:

There is no need to manage individual values.  Knowing that the instance of Value "1" is used in the Permissible Values of this and that and that is useless.  The metamodel shows that each instance of a "Permissible_Value" has one and only one instance of a "Value".  The object class "Value" has only one relationship to Permissible_Value.

There is not a need to manage the set of "value-items" that appear in the registry.  For example knowing that "MD" is a value_item in two instances of Permissible_Value where one Permissible_Value instance is for an instance Enumerated_Value_Domain for U.S. States (indicating the State of Maryland) and that the other that "MD" is a value_item in Permissible_Value instance is for an instance Enumerated_Value_Domain for professions (indicating Medical Doctor).  There is only the need to manage the values within each Enumerated_Value_Domain.

The following is the current model:
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The following is the proposed model:

[image: image10.emf]Permissible_Value

permissible_value_begin_date [1..1] : Date

permissible_value_begin_date [1..1] : Date

value_item [1..1} : String

Permissible_Value

permissible_value_begin_date [1..1] : Date

permissible_value_begin_date [1..1] : Date

value_item [1..1} : String


Proposed Text Changes: 

· Change Clause 4.12.1.8 and 4.12.1.9

ORIGINAL TEXT 

-------------------------------------------------------

4.12.1.8 Permissible Value

A Permissible Value is an expression of a Value Meaning within an Enumerated Value Domain. It is one of a set of such values that comprises an Enumerated Value Domain. Each Permissible Value is associated with a Value Meaning.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	permissible value begin date 
	One per Permissible Value 
	Date

	permissible value end date 
	Zero or one per Permissible Value 
	Date


4.12.1.9 Value

This is the actual value associated with a Permissible Value in an Enumerated Value Domain.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	value item
	One per Value
	String


PROPOSED TEXT 

-------------------------------------------------------

4.12.1.8 Permissible Value

A Permissible Value is an expression of a Value Meaning within an Enumerated Value Domain. It is one of a set of such values that comprises an Enumerated Value Domain. Each Permissible Value is associated with a Value Meaning.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	permissible value begin date 
	One per Permissible Value 
	Date

	permissible value end date 
	Zero or one per Permissible Value 
	Date

	value item
	One per Permissible Value
	String


-------------------------------------------------------

· Renumber clause 4.12.1.10 to 4.12.1.9 

· Renumber clause 4.12.1.11 to 4.12.1.10 

· Change Figure 9 to remove "Value" object class and move "value item" to the "Permissible Value" object class 

· Change Figure 11 to remove "Value" object class and move "value item" to the "Permissible Value" object class

· Delete Clause 3.3.139 Value

· Change clause 3.3.149 

FROM

3.3.149

value item

a representation of a Value Meaning in a specific Value Domain – the actual Value
NOTE
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Value.

TO

3.3.149

value item

a representation of a Value Meaning in a specific Value Domain – the actual value
NOTE
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Permissible Value.

· Remove "Value" from Annex A

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes:

From Melbourne meeting

Having a separate Value class allows values to be managed and evolved across multiple value domains.  However, care must be taken when sharing values to ensure that a value is not changed for all permissible values when that is not appropriate.  

From Xian meeting:

Add explanatory text explaining that instances of the Value object class do not need to be unique, so that separate instances can be used where the associated Value Meaning is different.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Rejected because there are demonstrated requirements, and the proposed change does not provide equivalent functionality.

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xian, 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	N/A

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 113 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 2): Qualifiers in Data Element Concept

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2003-09-10
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

Remove two attributes in the "Data Element Concept" object class.  The two attributes to be removed are: "object class qualifier" and "property qualifier" 

Reason:

These two attributes are vestiges of naming.  Any notions that they are trying to convey must be included in the definition text for the Data Element Concept.  The notion that these attributes carry may be a part of the naming convention that one may specify.  

It should be noted that the Terminological area of the metamodel supports Designations grouped by Language_Sections.  As it stands since "object class qualifier" and "property qualifier" are attributes in the "Data Element Concept" which is not a subdivision of language.

If there is a need for any qualification, that qualification must be noted within the text of the definition(s) for that Data_Element_Concept.  To manage "object_class_qualifier" and "property_qualifier" as attributes in the metamodel is over specification.  There is no need to have there to support query access to the metadata registry.

Proposed Text Changes: 

· Change Clause 4.11.1.3

ORIGINAL TEXT 

4.11.1.3 Data Element Concept

A Data Element Concept is a concept that can be represented in the form of a data element, described independently of any particular representation. A Data Element Concept may have zero or one Object Class and zero or one Property. The union of a Property and an Object Class provides significance beyond either that of the Property or the Object Class. A Data Element Concept thus has a Definition independent from the Definition of the Object Class or the Property.

As an Administered Item, a Data Element Concept carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified within a Classification Scheme. A Data Element Concept may be associated with other Data Element Concepts, via the Data Element Concept Relationship. The nature of the relationship is described using the data element concept relationship type description.

A Data Element Concept may be registered as an Administered Item without necessarily being associated with any Data Element, but a Data Element Concept shall be associated with exactly one Conceptual Domain, as represented by the "data element concept-conceptual domain relationship" in Figure 8. The Conceptual Domain specifies all valid Value Meanings of a Data Element Concept. The Conceptual Domain is described in Error! Reference source not found..

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	data element concept object class 
	Zero or one per Data Element Concept
	Object_Class

	data element concept property 
	Zero or one per Data Element Concept
	Property

	object class qualifier
	Zero or one per Data Element Concept
	String

	property qualifier
	Zero or one per Data Element Concept
	String


PROPOSED TEXT 

-------------------------------------------------------

4.11.1.3 Data Element Concept

A Data Element Concept is a concept that can be represented in the form of a data element, described independently of any particular representation. A Data Element Concept may have zero or one Object Class and zero or one Property. The union of a Property and an Object Class provides significance beyond either that of the Property or the Object Class. A Data Element Concept thus has a Definition independent from the Definition of the Object Class or the Property.

As an Administered Item, a Data Element Concept carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified within a Classification Scheme. A Data Element Concept may be associated with other Data Element Concepts, via the Data Element Concept Relationship. The nature of the relationship is described using the data element concept relationship type description.

A Data Element Concept may be registered as an Administered Item without necessarily being associated with any Data Element, but a Data Element Concept shall be associated with exactly one Conceptual Domain, as represented by the "data element concept-conceptual domain relationship" in Figure 8. The Conceptual Domain specifies all valid Value Meanings of a Data Element Concept. The Conceptual Domain is described in Error! Reference source not found..

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	data element concept object class 
	Zero or one per Data Element Concept
	Object_Class

	data element concept property 
	Zero or one per Data Element Concept
	Property


-------------------------------------------------------

· Change Figure 8 to remove "object class qualifier" and "property qualifier" in the "Data Element Concept" object class 

· Change Figure 11 to remove "object class qualifier" and "property qualifier" in the "Data Element Concept" object class 

· Delete Clause 3.3.90 object class qualifier

· Delete Clause 3.3.109 property qualifier

· Delete object class qualifier from Annex A

· Delete property qualifier from Annex A

Issues: 

Will there be a need to query on these attribute?  If so, give examples.

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted.  Add text about handling backwards compatibility.

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Melbourne, 2003-10

	Implementation Status:
	N/A

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 115 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 4): Qualifier in Data Element 

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2003-09-11
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

Remove attribute in the "Data Element " object class.  The attribute to be removed is: "representation class qualifier" 

Reason:

This attribute is vestige of naming.  Any notions that this is trying to convey must be included in the definition text for the Data Element.  Clause 3.3.128 states that this is a qualifier for naming.

Proposed Text Changes: 

· Change Clause 4.13.1.1

ORIGINAL TEXT 

4.13.1.1 Data Element

A Data Element is considered to be a basic unit of data of interest to an organization. It is a unit of data for which the definition, identification, representation, and permissible values are specified by means of a set of attributes.

NOTE 
In general usage, the term data element and data element type are used interchangeably. In this document, the shorter term data element is used.

As an Administered Item, a Data Element carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified in a Classification Scheme.

A Data Element is formed when a Data Element Concept is assigned a representation. One of the key components of a representation is the Value Domain, i.e., restricted valid values.

A Data Element is the association among a Data Element Concept, a Value Domain and optionally a Representation Class. The association of a Data Element with a Representation Class may be either direct (as shown by the relationship data element representation class in Figure 10), or via the Value Domain (as shown by the relationship value domain representation class in Figure 10). A Data Element cannot be registered as an Administered Item without being associated with a Data Element Concept and a Value Domain.

A representation class qualifier may be specified, that is used to qualify the name of the data element.

A data element precision may be used to specify the number of decimal places permitted in any associated data element values. If not specified, the unit of measure precision from the associated Value Domain shall apply.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	data element administration record
	One per Data Element
	Administration_Record

	representation class qualifier
	Zero or one per Data Element
	String

	data element precision
	Zero or one per Data Element
	Integer


PROPOSED TEXT

---------------------------------------------------

4.13.1.1 Data Element

A Data Element is considered to be a basic unit of data of interest to an organization. It is a unit of data for which the definition, identification, representation, and permissible values are specified by means of a set of attributes.

NOTE 
In general usage, the term data element and data element type are used interchangeably. In this document, the shorter term data element is used.

As an Administered Item, a Data Element carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified in a Classification Scheme.

A Data Element is formed when a Data Element Concept is assigned a representation. One of the key components of a representation is the Value Domain, i.e., restricted valid values.

A Data Element is the association among a Data Element Concept and a Value Domain. A Data Element cannot be registered as an Administered Item without being associated with a Data Element Concept and a Value Domain.

A data element precision may be used to specify the number of decimal places permitted in any associated data element values. If not specified, the unit of measure precision from the associated Value Domain shall apply.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	data element administration record
	One per Data Element
	Administration_Record

	data element precision
	Zero or one per Data Element
	Integer


-------------------------------------------------------

· Change Figure 10 to remove the "representation class qualifier" from the "Data Element" object class

· Change Figure 11 to remove the "representation class qualifier" from the "Data Element" object class

· Delete Clause 3.3.128 representation class qualifier

· Delete representation class qualifier from Annex A

Issues: 

Will there be a need to query on this attribute?  If so, give examples.

Discussion/Notes”

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xian, 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 117 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 6): Reference to ISO/IEC 10027

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2003-10-03
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

The Change the references of ISO/IEC 10027 to ISO/IEC TR 10032

Reason:

ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003 has references to the level pair descriptions in ISO/IEC 10027.  A more current and potential longer lasting reference for level pairs is the ISO/IEC TR 10032:2003.

Proposed Text Changes: 

· Change Introduction Paragraph 4

ORIGINAL TEXT  

NOTE
ISO/IEC 10027:1990 IRDS Framework explains the concepts of different levels of modelling.

PROPOSED TEXT 

NOTE
ISO/IEC TR 10032:2003 Information technology — Reference Model for Data Management explains the concepts of different levels of modelling.

· Change Clause 4.4 Paragraph 3

ORIGINAL TEXT  

NOTE
ISO/IEC 10027:1990 IRDS Framework explains the concepts of different levels of modelling.

PROPOSED TEXT 

NOTE
ISO/IEC TR 10032:2003 Information technology — Reference Model for Data Management explains the concepts of different levels of modelling.

· Change Glossary item 2

ORIGINAL TEXT  

[1] ISO/IEC 10027:1990, Information technology — Information Resource Dictionary System (IRDS) b
PROPOSED TEXT 

[2] ISO/IEC TR 10032:2003, Information technology — Reference Model for Data Management
Issues: 

Discussion/Notes”

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Add the reference to TR 10032 but keep the reference to ISO/IEC 10027

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xian, 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 121 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 10): Expanding on the description of "dimensionality"

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Minor Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2003-10-10
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

The "dimensionality" attribute in the Conceptual_Domain Object class should be clarified so that it is better understood by users of the standard

Reason:

"dimensionality" is poorly understood in the current ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003 metamodel.  Further explanation and a better definition is needed for better understanding.

Proposed Text Changes: 

· Change Clause 3.3.68

ORIGINAL TEXT 

-------------------------------------------------------

3.3.68

dimensionality
Conceptual Domain an expression of measurement without units

NOTE 1
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Conceptual Domain.

NOTE 2
ISO 31-0 specifies physical dimensions (e.g. length, mass, velocity). ISO/IEC 11179-3 also allows non-physical dimensions (e.g. value dimensions such as: currency, quality indicator)

NOTE 3
See also Unit of Measure (3.3.134).

PROPOSED TEXT 

-------------------------------------------------------

3.3.68

dimensionality
Conceptual Domain a qualitative description of phenomena where physical or non-physical quantities have been grouped together into categories of quantities (without specifying units) that are mutually comparable and have the same set of permitted functions.
Examples of physical categories are: linear measure, area, volume, mass, velocity, time duration.
Examples of non-physical categories are: currency, quality indicator, colour intensity

Lengths, diameters, distances, heights, wavelengths and so on would constitute such a category.

NOTE 1
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Conceptual Domain.

NOTE 2
ISO 31-0 specifies physical dimensions (e.g. length, mass, velocity). ISO/IEC 11179-3 also allows non-physical dimensions (e.g. value dimensions such as: currency, quality indicator)
NOTE 3
ISO 31-0:1992 states ”Mutually comparable quantities are called "quantities of the same kind".
NOTE 4
See also Unit of Measure (3.3.134).

-------------------------------------------------------

Expand upon paragraph 4 of Clause 4.12.1.1

ORIGINAL TEXT 

-------------------------------------------------------

A Conceptual Domain may specify a constraint such as “linear measure” as its dimensionality. When a dimensionality is specified, any Value Domain that is based on this Conceptual Domain shall specify a Unit of Measure that is consistent with this dimensionality.

PROPOSED TEXT 

-------------------------------------------------------

A Conceptual Domain may specify a constraint of dimensionality.  The dimensionality provides a quantitative description of phenomena where physical or non-physical quantities have been grouped together into categories of quantities which are mutually comparable and have the same set of permitted functions.  For example a category containing lengths, diameters, distances, heights, wavelengths and so on would constitute such a “linear measure” category  Examples of dimensionality where the allowable functions differ on seemingly similar measures can be seem when looking at "point in time" versus "duration in time".  Both may have "year" but two times a point in time is meaningless; but two times a duration is logical.
When a dimensionality is specified, any Value Domain that is based on this Conceptual Domain shall specify a Unit of Measure that is consistent with this dimensionality.

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted with amendments

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xi'an 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	The change to the definition is withdrawn, in favour of that in Issue 124. The change to clause 4 is accepted, except change 'shall' to 'may'.

	Final Resolution Source
	Washington 2004-11


Issue 124 (was Cycle 3 Gillman # 3): Dimensionality

	Submitter/Source:
	Dan Gillman
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-01-14
	Status
	Open


Proposal:
Change the definition and description of Dimensionality.  This is an alternative proposal to Issue-11179-3-2003_DM-10-Dimensionality.
Reason:

The current definition in Part 3 is not clear.  The definition does not describe the essential characteristics of the concept.

The current model:

N/A

The proposed model:
No changes are proposed.

Proposed Text Changes: 

Add a new term -
3.n.m

Quantity

Value with an associated unit of measure.

NOTE
32º Fahrenheit and 0º Celsius are quantities, and they are equal.
Change the definition to the existing term -
3.3.68

Dimensionality

Dimension

Set of equivalent units of measure, where equivalence between two units of measure is determined by the existence of a quantity preserving one-to-one correspondence between values measured in one unit of measure and values measured in the other unit of measure, independent of context, and where characterizing operations are the same.
NOTE 1
The equivalence defined here forms an equivalence relation on the set of all units of measure.  Each equivalence class corresponds to a dimensionality.  The units of measure "temperature in degrees Fahrenheit" and "temperature in degrees Celsius" have the same dimensionality, because given a value measured in degrees Fahrenheit there is a value measured in degrees Celsius with the same quantity, and vice-versa.   Quantity preserving one-to-one correspondences are the well-known equations Cº = (5/9)*(Fº - 32) and Fº = (9/5)*(Cº) + 32.

NOTE 2
Units of measure are not limited to physical categories.
Examples of physical categories are: linear measure, area, volume, mass, velocity, time duration.
Examples of non-physical categories are: currency, quality indicator, colour intensity

NOTE 3
Quantities may be grouped together into categories of quantities which are mutually comparable.  Lengths, diameters, distances, heights, wavelengths and so on would constitute such a category.  Mutually comparable quantities have the same dimensionality.  ISO 31-0 calls these “quantities of the same kind”.
Issues: 

Discussion/Notes:

Our concept of Dimensionality equates to what ISO 31 calls Dimensional Product, rather than Dimension.
Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Defer pending input from NIST project on dimensionality.

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xi'an, 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 125 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 11) : Precision attribute

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Minor Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-01-02
	Status
	Open


Proposal:

Remove precision from Unit_of_Measure and eliminate Unit_of_Measure class. Change value_domain_unit of measure

Reason:

There is currently precision in Data_Element and Unit_of_Measure.  The Unit_of_Measure precision is not needed.  Also creation of multiple Unit_of_Measures, i.e. miles in 10ths, in 100ths, etc, does not enhance the registry.

Proposed Text Changes: 

· Change Clause 3.3.47  to remove second sentence in Note 2

ORIGINAL TEXT 

3.3.47

data element precision

the degree of specificity for a Data Element

NOTE 1
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Data Element.

NOTE 2
Expressed as a number of decimal places to be used in any associated Data Element values.  If not specified, the default precision may be taken from the unit of measure precision on the associated Value Domain.

PROPOSED TEXT 

3.3.47

data element precision

the degree of specificity for a Data Element

NOTE 1
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Data Element.

NOTE 2
Expressed as a number of decimal places to be used in any associated Data Element values

· Remove Clause 3.3.133  

ORIGINAL TEXT 

3.3.133

unit of measure precision

the degree of specificity for a Unit of Measure

NOTE 1
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Unit of Measure.

NOTE 2
Expressed as a number of decimal places to be used in any associated Data Element values.  To be used as a default

· Change Figures  15,   18  Value_Domain class   for value_domain_unit_of_measure
From    value_domain_unit_of_measure [0..1] : Unit_of_Measure

To        value_domain_unit_of_measure [0..1] : String
· Change Clause 4.12.1.5  to change the datatype of value-daomain-unit-of-measure  

PROPOSED TEXT 

4.12.1.5 Value Domain

One of the key components of a representation is the Value Domain.  A Value Domain provides representation, but has no implication as to what Data Element Concept the values are associated nor what the values mean.

A Value Domain is associated with a Conceptual Domain.  A Value Domain provides a representation for the Conceptual Domain.  An example of a Conceptual Domain and a set of Value Domains is ISO 3166, Codes for the representation of names of countries.  For instance, ISO 3166 describes the set of seven Value Domains: short name in English, official name in English, short name in French, official name in French, alpha-2 code, alpha-3 code, and numeric code.

As an Administered Item, a Value Domain carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified in a Classification Scheme.

A Value Domain may be associated with other Administered Items, including other Value Domains, via the Administered Item Relationship shown in Figure 3 in the Administration and Identification Region.  The nature of the relationship is described using the administered item relationship type description.  Through the Administered Item Relationship, a Value Domain may be composed of other Value Domains or may be a member (component) of a larger Value Domain.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	value domain administration record 
	One per Value Domain
	Administration_Record

	value domain datatype 
	One per Value domain
	Datatype

	value domain format 
	Zero or one per Value Domain
	String

	value domain maximum character quantity 
	Zero or one per Value Domain
	Integer

	value domain unit of measure 
	Zero or one per Value Domain
	Unit_of_Measure


PROPOSED TEXT 

4.12.1.5 Value Domain

One of the key components of a representation is the Value Domain.  A Value Domain provides representation, but has no implication as to what Data Element Concept the values are associated nor what the values mean.

A Value Domain is associated with a Conceptual Domain.  A Value Domain provides a representation for the Conceptual Domain.  An example of a Conceptual Domain and a set of Value Domains is ISO 3166, Codes for the representation of names of countries.  For instance, ISO 3166 describes the set of seven Value Domains: short name in English, official name in English, short name in French, official name in French, alpha-2 code, alpha-3 code, and numeric code.

As an Administered Item, a Value Domain carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified in a Classification Scheme.

A Value Domain may be associated with other Administered Items, including other Value Domains, via the Administered Item Relationship shown in Figure 3 in the Administration and Identification Region.  The nature of the relationship is described using the administered item relationship type description.  Through the Administered Item Relationship, a Value Domain may be composed of other Value Domains or may be a member (component) of a larger Value Domain.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	value domain administration record 
	One per Value Domain
	Administration_Record

	value domain datatype 
	One per Value domain
	Datatype

	value domain format 
	Zero or one per Value Domain
	String

	value domain maximum character quantity 
	Zero or one per Value Domain
	Integer

	value domain unit of measure 
	Zero or one per Value Domain
	String


· Delete Clause 4.12.1.11  as unit_of_measure_precision is removed and the is no longer a need to maintain a class of Unit_of_Measure

ORIGINAL TEXT 

4.12.1.11 Unit of Measure

If meaningful, a Value Domain may be associated with a Unit of Measure — the unit in which any associated Data Element values are specified.  The unit is designated by a unit of measure name. When specified, the unit must be consistent with the dimensionality specified in the corresponding Conceptual Domain.  Optionally, a unit of measure precision may be specified, as the number of decimal places to be supported in the associated Data Element values.  This precision shall be considered a default that may be overridden for any particular Data Element.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	unit of measure name
	One per Unit of Measure 
	String

	unit of measure precision
	Zero or one per Unit of measure 
	Integer


· Change Clause 4.13.1.1  to remove unit-of-measure-precision  

ORIGINAL TEXT 

4.13.1.1 Data Element

A Data Element is considered to be a basic unit of data of interest to an organization. It is a unit of data for which the definition, identification, representation, and permissible values are specified by means of a set of attributes.

NOTE 1
In general usage, the term data element and data element type are used interchangeably.  In this document, the shorter term data element is used.

As an Administered Item, a Data Element carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified in a Classification Scheme.

A Data Element may be associated with other Administered Items, including other Data Elements, via the Administered Item Relationship shown in Figure 3 in the Administration and Identification Region.  The nature of the relationship is described using the administered item relationship type description.

A Data Element is formed when a Data Element Concept is assigned a representation.  One of the key components of a representation is the Value Domain, i.e., restricted valid values.

A Data Element is the association among a Data Element Concept, a Value Domain and optionally a Representation Class.  The association of a Data Element with a Representation Class may be either direct (as shown by the relationship data element representation class in Figure 9), or via the Value Domain (as shown by the relationship value domain representation class in Figure 9).  A Data Element cannot be registered as an Administered Item without being associated with a Data Element Concept and a Value Domain.

A representation class qualifier may be specified, that is used to qualify the name of the data element.

A data element precision may be used to specify the number of decimal places permitted in any associated data element values.  If not specified, the unit of measure precision from the associated Value Domain shall apply.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	data element administration record
	One per Data Element
	Administration_Record

	representation class qualifier
	Zero or one per Data Element
	String

	data element precision
	Zero or one per Data Element
	Integer


PROPOSED TEXT 

4.13.1.1 Data Element

A Data Element is considered to be a basic unit of data of interest to an organization. It is a unit of data for which the definition, identification, representation, and permissible values are specified by means of a set of attributes.

NOTE 1
In general usage, the term data element and data element type are used interchangeably.  In this document, the shorter term data element is used.

As an Administered Item, a Data Element carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified in a Classification Scheme.

A Data Element may be associated with other Administered Items, including other Data Elements, via the Administered Item Relationship shown in Figure 3 in the Administration and Identification Region.  The nature of the relationship is described using the administered item relationship type description.

A Data Element is formed when a Data Element Concept is assigned a representation.  One of the key components of a representation is the Value Domain, i.e., restricted valid values.

A Data Element is the association among a Data Element Concept, a Value Domain and optionally a Representation Class.  The association of a Data Element with a Representation Class may be either direct (as shown by the relationship data element representation class in Figure 9), or via the Value Domain (as shown by the relationship value domain representation class in Figure 9).  A Data Element cannot be registered as an Administered Item without being associated with a Data Element Concept and a Value Domain.

A representation class qualifier may be specified, that is used to qualify the name of the data element.

A data element precision may be used to specify the number of decimal places permitted in any associated data element values.  If not specified, the unit of measure precision from the associated Value Domain shall apply.

A data element precision may be used to specify the number of decimal places permitted in any associated data element values.  If not specified, the unit of measure precision from the associated Value Domain shall apply.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	data element administration record
	One per Data Element
	Administration_Record

	representation class qualifier
	Zero or one per Data Element
	String

	data element precision
	Zero or one per Data Element
	Integer


· Update Annex A
Issues: 

Discussion/Notes

1. Add "unit_of_measure_scheme_reference" to "Unit_of_Measure" class, to identify source of "unit_of_measure_name".

2. Move "unit_of_measure_precision" to Value_Domain, and make it optional.

It is noted that the concept of scheme_reference probably applies in many other places, and we need a more general solution.  Raise separate issue.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	See discussion notes.

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xi'an 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 126 (was Cycle 3 Mann # 12) : accuracy attribute

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-01-02
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

There needs to be an optional attribute on a Data_Element that indicates the accuracy of the Data_Element

Reason:

Accuracy and precision are two characteristics of recorded data.  An example is on U.S. petrol pumps the number of gallons is shown with 3 decimals of precision but the accuracy is 2 decimals.

Proposed Text Changes: 

· Add Clause 

3.3.x data_element_accuracy

the degree of conformity of a measure for a Data Element

NOTE 1
Metamodel construct is: Attribute of Data Element.

NOTE 2
An example is on U.S. petrol pumps the number of gallons is shown with 3 decimals of precision but the accuracy is 2 decimals.
· Change Diagrams 16, 18 to add data_element_accuracy to the Data_Element class

· Change Clause 4.13.1.1 to add data_element_accuracy to Data_Element

ORIGINAL TEXT 

4.13.1.1 Data Element

A Data Element is considered to be a basic unit of data of interest to an organization. It is a unit of data for which the definition, identification, representation, and permissible values are specified by means of a set of attributes.

NOTE 1
In general usage, the term data element and data element type are used interchangeably.  In this document, the shorter term data element is used.

As an Administered Item, a Data Element carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified in a Classification Scheme.

A Data Element may be associated with other Administered Items, including other Data Elements, via the Administered Item Relationship shown in Figure 3 in the Administration and Identification Region.  The nature of the relationship is described using the administered item relationship type description.

A Data Element is formed when a Data Element Concept is assigned a representation.  One of the key components of a representation is the Value Domain, i.e., restricted valid values.

A Data Element is the association among a Data Element Concept, a Value Domain and optionally a Representation Class.  The association of a Data Element with a Representation Class may be either direct (as shown by the relationship data element representation class in Figure 9), or via the Value Domain (as shown by the relationship value domain representation class in Figure 9).  A Data Element cannot be registered as an Administered Item without being associated with a Data Element Concept and a Value Domain.

A representation class qualifier may be specified, that is used to qualify the name of the data element.

A data element precision may be used to specify the number of decimal places permitted in any associated data element values.  If not specified, the unit of measure precision from the associated Value Domain shall apply.

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	data element administration record
	One per Data Element
	Administration_Record

	representation class qualifier
	Zero or one per Data Element
	String

	data element precision
	Zero or one per Data Element
	Integer


PROPOSED TEXT 

4.13.1.1 Data Element

A Data Element is considered to be a basic unit of data of interest to an organization. It is a unit of data for which the definition, identification, representation, and permissible values are specified by means of a set of attributes.

NOTE 1
In general usage, the term data element and data element type are used interchangeably.  In this document, the shorter term data element is used.

As an Administered Item, a Data Element carries its own Administration Record information, allowing it to be identified, named, defined and optionally classified in a Classification Scheme.

A Data Element may be associated with other Administered Items, including other Data Elements, via the Administered Item Relationship shown in Figure 3 in the Administration and Identification Region.  The nature of the relationship is described using the administered item relationship type description.

A Data Element is formed when a Data Element Concept is assigned a representation.  One of the key components of a representation is the Value Domain, i.e., restricted valid values.

A Data Element is the association among a Data Element Concept, a Value Domain and optionally a Representation Class.  The association of a Data Element with a Representation Class may be either direct (as shown by the relationship data element representation class in Figure 9), or via the Value Domain (as shown by the relationship value domain representation class in Figure 9).  A Data Element cannot be registered as an Administered Item without being associated with a Data Element Concept and a Value Domain.

A representation class qualifier may be specified, that is used to qualify the name of the data element.

A data element precision may be used to specify the number of decimal places permitted in any associated data element values.  If not specified, the unit of measure precision from the associated Value Domain shall apply.

A data element accuracy may be used to specify the degree of conformity of a measure in any associated data element values.  

	Attribute 
	Allowed Occurrences
	Datatype

	data element administration record
	One per Data Element
	Administration_Record

	representation class qualifier
	Zero or one per Data Element
	String

	data element precision
	Zero or one per Data Element
	Integer

	data element accuracy
	Zero or one per Data Element
	Integer


· Add data_element_accuracy to Annex A

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes

See 10967-1.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted.

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 Meeting. Xi'an 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 127 (was Cycle 3 Mann #13): Global attributes for Register

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-01-13
	Status
	2-Draft Resolution


Proposal:

A Metadata Register should have a set of attributes that are used to describe the metadata register as a whole.

The following is a proposed object class and its attributes for a metadata register.

	Item type
	Item
	Item Definition
	Comment/Example

	Object class
	Registry_Specification
	The environment in which the registry operates
	

	Attribute
	registry_standard
	The standard to which this registry complies
	Example: ISO/IEC 11179:2002

	Attribute
	registry_conformance_level
	The conformance level of the registry as described in the standard.
	

	Attribute
	registry_name
	The name by which the registry is commonly known.
	Examples: AIHW Knowledgebase;
EPA Environmental Data Registry

	Attribute
	registry_identifier
	The Registration_Authority_Identifier that uniquely identifies the registry.
	This is the Registration_Authority_Identifier for the registry.

	Attribute
	registry_language
	The primary and/or default language that is used for the registry.
	This is of type Language in the current model.

	Attribute
	registry_operation_character_set
	The character set that is used by the registry for internal operation.
	Example: ISO/IEC 646:1991,
   ISO/IEC 10646-1:2000

	Attribute
	registry_interchange_character_set
	The character set that is used by the registry for interchange.
	Example: ISO/IEC 646:1991,
   ISO/IEC 10646-1:2000

	Attribute
	registry_comment
	Any comment that should be noted about the registry.
	

	Attribute
	registry_web_address
	The World Wide Web uniform resource locator (url) for the registry
	Example: www.epa.gov/edr


Reason:

When interchanging information between metadata registers it is beneficial to know the default environment of the source metadata register.  This would be the place to document the standard that the metadata register follows, the conformance level, the language used, and the character sets that are utilized.

Proposed Text Changes: 

· Add to Clause 3.3 

PROPOSED TEXT 

3.2.x

Registry_Specification

The environment in which the registry operates

3.2.x

registry_standard

The standard to which this registry complies

Example: ISO/IEC 11179:2002

3.2.x

registry_conformance_level

The conformance level of the registry as described in the standard.

3.2.x

registry_name

The name by which the registry is commonly known.

Examples: AIHW Knowledgebase;
EPA Environmental Data Registry

3.2.x

registry_identifier

The Registration_Authority_Identifier that uniquely identifies the registry.

This is the Registration_Authority_Identifier for the registry.

3.2.x

registry_language

The primary and/or default language that is used for the registry.

This is of type Language in the current model.

3.2.x

registry_operation_character_set

The character set that is used by the registry for internal operation.

Example: ISO/IEC 646:1991,
   ISO/IEC 10646-1:2000

3.2.x

registry_interchange_character_set

The character set that is used by the registry for interchange.

Example: ISO/IEC 646:1991,
   ISO/IEC 10646-1:2000

3.2.x

registry_comment

Any comment that should be noted about the registry.

3.2.x

registry_web_address

The World Wide Web uniform resource locator (url) for the registry

Example: www.epa.gov/edr

· Add a new clause before Clause 4.7.1 then increment 4.7.1 to 4.7.2 etc.

4.7.1 Metadata Register Specification

This specifies the information needed to interchange between metadata registers about the default environment of the source metadata register.  This documents the standard that the metadata register follows, the conformance level, the language used, and the character sets that are utilized


[image: image11]
Figure 1 – Registry Specification

· Add a new clause before Clause 4.8 then increment 4.8 to 4.9 etc.

4.8 Metadata Register Specification Data
This specifies the information needed to interchange between metadata registers about the default environment of the source metadata register.  This is one set of attribures about the metadata register as a whole.


[image: image12]
Figure 4 – Registry Specification Data

	Attribute name
	Occurrences
	Datatype

	registry_standard
	One per Registry_Specification.
	String

	registry_conformance_level
	One per Registry_Specification.
	String

	registry_name
	One per Registry_Specification.
	String

	registry_identifier
	One per Registry_Specification.
	String

	registry_language
	One per Registry_Specification.
	String

	registry_operation_character_set
	One per Registry_Specification.
	String

	registry_interchange_character_set
	One per Registry_Specification.
	String

	registry_comment
	One per Registry_Specification.
	String

	registry_web_address
	One per Registry_Specification.
	String


· Add to Clause 3.3 

-------------------------------------------------------

The terms and clauses from above

Issues: 

There may need to be additional attributes.

Discussion/Notes

The new class will be related to Registration Authority, with an optional relationship.

All these attributes should be optional except registry_identifier.

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted as amended.

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xian 2004-05.

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 136: Directed relationships

	Submitter/Source:
	B. Bargmeyer & K. Keck
	Severity
	Minor technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-10-20
	Status
	Open


Proposal:

Make relationships directed. That is, differentiate the two "association" or "related to" end points.  This applies to the "classification_scheme_item_relationship" in Section 4.10, the "data_element_concept_relationship" in Section 4.11, and the “conceptual_domain_relationship” and “value_domain_relationship” in Section 4.12.

Associate a directed relationship with its inverse.

Reason:

Many relationships are not symmetric. Examples include "part-of", "is-a", "narrower-than" and "causes". In addition, using RDF terminology this could specify "subject" and "object".

The inverse of a symmetrical relationship is itself.  This avoids the necessity for having a non-uniform model (non-normalized), i.e., a symmetric relationship can be precisely represented as a directed relationship which is its own inverse.

The current model:
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The proposed model:
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Proposed Text Changes: 

The proposed changes affect the diagrams (as shown for Figure 7), but do not require any changes to other text of Part 3.

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 138: Relationship Type Description
	Submitter/Source:
	B. Bargmeyer & K. Keck
	Severity
	Minor Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-11-10
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:

Relationship type descriptions are currently specified simply as a string.  We need to be able to specify well-defined relationship types to support inter-operability.
Proposal:

Replace the "string" value to a relation instance. This applies to 

Clause 4.10:

classification_scheme_item_relationship_type_description

Clause 4.11:

data_element_concept_relationship_type_description 

concept_relationship_type_description

Issues:

Reference:

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 139: Rename Relationships in Figure 3
	Submitter/Source:
	B. Bargmeyer & K. Keck
	Severity
	Minor Technical

	Date Submitted:
	2004-11-10
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:
1. In Clause 4.7.3, Figure 3. Value_Domain should not have the role "representing" going in two directions.

2. The role between the top two boxes is labeled "having" and "specifying", while the role between the bottom two boxes is labeled "represented_by" and "representing".  The relationship between the upper two boxes and bottom two should be symmetric.

3. "having" could better be "specified_by".
Proposal:
Rename the "horizontal" role and association names in Clause 4.7.3, Figure 3. 
We also have possible alternate proposals for labels.
The association name "data_element_representation" may be impacted by the change in role names.
Issues:

Reference:

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


3-Major Editorial Issues

Issue 128 (was Cycle 3 Mann #14): Remove Annex B

	Submitter/Source:
	DD Mann
	Severity
	Major Editorial

	Date Submitted:
	2004-01-13
	Status
	2-Draft resolution


Proposal:

Remove Annex B – Modelling Notation 

Reason:

Since UML is well accepted, Annex B can be removed.  A Normative reference to ISO/IEC DIS 19501-1 Information technology – Unified Modeling Language (UML) Part 1: Specification currently exists in ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003

Proposed Text Changes: 

· Drop Annex B 

Issues: 

Discussion/Notes

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	Accepted.

	Draft Resolution Source
	WG2 meeting, Xian 2004-05

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


4-Minor Editorial Issues

Issue 110: Add Reference to ISO 19115 in Bibliography

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Minor Editorial

	Date Submitted:
	2001-10-09
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

Reason:

Issues:

Reference:

This issue arose from FCD ballot comment CAN-P03-100 in SC32 N0691.

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue Template

Issue nnn: Title
	Submitter/Source:
	
	Severity
	

	Date Submitted:
	
	Status:
	Open


Problem Description:

Proposal:

Issues:

Reference:

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
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registry_language [1:1] : String


registry_operation_character_set [1:1] : String


registry_interchange_character_set [1:1] : String


registry_comment [1:1] : String


registry_web_address [1:1] : String
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Data  Element Concept
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String





Classification_Scheme_Item_Relationship
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classification_scheme_item_relationship_type_description [1..1]
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subject
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relationship
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classification_scheme_item_relationship_subject





object
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incoming_relationship
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classification_scheme_item_relationship_object





inverse





+
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inverse
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classification_scheme_item_relationship_inverse





containing





~
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contained in





~





*





classification_scheme_membership





classifying





~





*





classified_by





~





*





administered_item_classification








� L8 telecon with Ray Gates 2000-03-15:  Suggested removal of “finite” as redundant, since it is obviously not practical for us to be dealing with infinite sets.
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