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This document lists those comments from the FCD 11179-3 ballot that were deferred to the next edition of 11179-3.

In the column headed “Cmnt ID” a cross-reference has been added to the issue number in WG2 SD14 under which each comment will be addressed.

	SEQ#
	Cmnt ID
	See Also
	Severity
	FCD
Reference
	FDIS Reference
	Description
	Addressed By

	098
	CAN-P03-169

Issue 104
	CAN-P03-167 (#097)
	2-Minor Technical
	03-02-27
	03-02-32
	A “steward” is a role of a Person which involves commitment(s), right(s), obligation(s (possible liabilities), etc.. This is imbedded in the current use of of “responsible several times in the proposed definition. If so, then 15944-1 terms/definitions which deal with commitment must be used in 11179-3 , i.e. the definition for commitment, those for Person(and its three sub-types “individual, “organization” and “public administration”, and then within the latter two “organization person”. 

Further, a “steward” is someone who maintains. On the whole a steward acts and implements on behalf of someone else, i.e has a master. Thus a steward rarely “determines”.

Is not the real need/purpose here for a term/definition for “metadata steward”? If so, why not just say so. 

Is the application here not an “item” but a “metadata item”  Why bring in “system”? an undefined concept?. 

Proposed Solution

Use the following term/definition

“metadata steward: a Person who is charged with the responsibility for the implementation  and maintenance of a  metadata registry  including the associated administration record(s)

NOTES:

In the management of metadata , a metadata steward is the Person responsible for the determination of the content of administration records.

For a metadata registry, maintained by a registrar for a Registration Authority,  as such a registrar may not necessarily be the metadata steward of all or any items in that metadata registry.
	Replace the term “steward” by “stewardship (metadata)” and revise the definition as follows:

“The responsibility for the determination of the content of administration records applicable to one or more administered items.

Note: The responsibility for the registration of metadata may be different from the responsibility for stewardship of metadata.”

Done.

The introduction of the concepts of Person and Role need to be addressed in a future version of this standard.

	103
	CAN-P03-050

Issue 105
	CAN-P03-049 (#216)

CAN-P03-051 (#104)

CAN-P03-052 (#222)
	2-Minor Technical
	03-03-003+
	03-03-N/A
	If CAN-P03-049 (#216) is accepted, the relationship term and definition needs to be added to clause 3.3.

Proposed Solution

Insert after clause 3.3.3:

"3.3.x
Administered Item Relationship
The attribution of the relationship of an administered item with another administered item.
Object type: Attributed Relationship"

Revised Proposed Solution


	Deferred to a future edition of this standard.

	103a
	WG2-046

Issue 105
	CAN-P03-049 (#216)

CAN-P03-051 (#104)

CAN-P03-052 (#222)
	2-Minor Technical
	03-03-003+
	03-03-N/A
	The Administered Item Relationship should be many-to-many:  Change the definition to match.

Proposed Solution

"3.3.x
Administered Item Relationship
The attribution of the relationship among two or more administered items
Object type: Attributed Relationship"
	Deferred to a future edition of this standard.

	103b
	WG2-052

Issue 105
	
	2-Minor Technical
	03-03-003+
	03-03-N/A
	In the proposal in #103a, remove the words "attribution of the".
	Deferred to a future edition of this standard.

	103d
	WG2-055

Issue 105
	CAN-P03-049 (#216)

WG2-056 (#254a)

WG2-057 (#265a)
	2-Minor Technical
	03-03-003+
	03-03-N/A
	Don't need relationship types for combining DECs, CDs, or VDs since there is the same kind of relationship type scheme (added by #216) for Administered Items; and DECs, CDs, and VDs are all Administered Items.
	Deferred to a future edition of this standard.

	109
	CAN-P03-172

Issue 106
	CAN-P03-036 (#174)

S22-W11-030 (#146)

S22-W11-034 (#172)
	1-Major Technical
	03-03-007

03-03-022

03-03-023

03-03-024

03-03-025

03-03-071

03-03-091

03-03-095

03-03-102
	03-03-027

03-03-026

03-03-027

03-03-028

03-03-029

03-03-027

03-03-093

03-03-027

03-03-027
	Comments here on “cell phone number” also pertain to the other clause numbers, (i.e. terms definitions) noted in the Reference column to the left.  They pertain to Contact specifying a location as an address. Definition of Contact is O.K. apart from utilizing Person as a shorthand form see below.

A linkage between a Contact and one or more addresses utilized by the same is missing. 

Further cell phone number, pager number, phone number are sub-types or peculiar uses of the international telephone numbering addressing schema..

Linkages are needed between contact specifying a “location” and subtypes of specification of a location in terms of either a physical address or electronic address (or both).

An integrated approach here is recommended and the following solution is proposed in the form of a set of revised terms/definitions for those which exist and a few new ones. It is as follows:

3.3.22 Contact: an instance of a role of a Person to whom an information item(s), a material object(s) and/or  natural persons (as either individual(s) or organization Person(s) can be sent to or from in a specified context.

NOTE: A Person  here as a Contact  can be an individual, an organization (or organization part or organization person)
3.3.24 Contact name: The name by which a Person wishes to be designated as a Contact.

3.3.25  Contact title: The title of the position held by an organization Person  as a Contact.
3.3.nn  Location:   A place, either physical or electronic that can be defined by a address

3.3.nn Address: A set of data elements whose values specify a location  as provided by a  Contact

3.3 nn Physical Address:  an address that is used/recognized by a postal authority and/or courier to deliver information item(s) or material objects to a Contact  at either an actual address or a pick-up point address (e.g. P.O. Box, rural route, etc.)

Note: 3.3. nn Physical Address  is generic and is also intended to replace present 3.3.91 Organization mail address which use the concept/term “mailing address” but does not define what is a mailing address.

3.3 nn Electronic Address: an address utilized in a recognized  electronic addressing scheme (e.g.telephone , telex, IP, etc.) to deliver information time(s) to a Contact. 

3.3.nn Telephone address/number:  a valid instance  of an electronic address in a directory schema/service based on ITU Rec. 184??[Canada to provide required definition based on ITU specification]

Question:  Are not  (voice) telephone number, fax number, cell phone number,pager number, etc. but functional types of telephone useage? If so the solution would be to ensure that these and possibly other functional uses of telephone number are defined as functional subtypes of telephone number, with “voice” being the default.

3.3 E-mail address: a valid instance of an  Electronic Address  an X.400, X.500 and/or IP  directory schema/service


	Replace all items except contact_name and contact_title by “contact_information” defined as:

“Information to enable a contact to be located or communicated with.”

Defer additional improvement to a future version of the standard.
Done.

	136
	S22-W11-028

Issue 107
	
	2-Minor Technical
	03-03-062
	03-03-063
	Subclause 3.3.62, page 16:

More work should be done on this attribute to provide common features, such as aggregate datatypes, etc..
	To be addressed in a future version of this standard.

	141
	S22-W11-029

Issue 108
	
	2-Minor Technical
	03-03-068
	03-03-068
	Subclause 3.3.68, page 17:

The "dimensionality" attribute should be removed ... it is a feature of a datatype.
	Not accepted now.  Future versions of the standard may expand the notion of datatype, in which case this comment may become applicable. 

No action here.

	193
	CAN-P03-044

Issue 049
	
	1-Major Technical
	04
	04
	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. 
Proposed Solution

Requires discussion at the editing meeting.
	Deferred to a future version of the standard.

No action here.

	194
	CAN-P03-045

Issue 094
	
	1-Major technical
	04
	04
	The Part 3 metamodel should be reviewed in light of the need to register XML tags for data. If registration of XML tags can be accommodated with agreeable modifications, these modifications should be made now, rather than introduce model changes in the proposed technical report (20943-2).

Proposed Solution

Requires discussion at the editing meeting.
	Any changes to the model will be introduced in a new version of the standard.  Work on 20943-2 may identify such model changes.

The Victoria meeting instructed the Editor to add a paragraph at the end of 4.6.1. 

The Editor recommends to defer this to a future edition of the standard.  There has not been enough discussion of the topic.  No action here.

	198
	CAN-P03-227

Issue 098
	CAN-P03-069 (#239)


	2-Minor Technical
	04
	04
	WG2 SD13 “Issue 098: Scope of name spaces” needs to be addressed.

[Note:  This comment has been expanded from the original to include details from the issue paper, and to add a proposed solution.]

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?

Proposed Solution

The issue paper proposes:

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

NOTE:  ISO/IEC 11179-5 clause 4.2 explicitly states a naming convention for a Context shall specify whether or not names are required to be unique within the context.

Proposal 1: Add to Context a new attribute:

"context_names_unique [0..1] : Boolean".

Update Figure 3 and clause 4.6.2.

Proposal 2: Add to Context a new attribute:

"context_naming_convention_description [0..1] : string" to allow the naming convention for the context to be described or referenced. 

Update Figure 3 and clause 4.6.2.
	Not accepted.  Instead, add:

- Ability to enforce uniqueness of names within a Context;

- Specification of Naming Conventions for a Context;

to the list of exclusions in sub-clause 1.3.  

Delete the last paragraph of 4.6.1.

Done.

	216
	CAN-P03-049

Issue 105
	CAN-P03-016 (#051)

CAN-P03-050 (#103)

WG2-046 (#103a)

WG2-055 (#103d)

CAN-P03-051 (#104)

CAN-P03-052 (#222)

CAN-P03-085 (#293)

CAN-P03-086 (#406)
	2-Minor Technical
	04-05-01
	04-08-01
	The last two sentences of paragraph 3 state:

"A registration authority may register many administered items.  In turn, many registration authorities may register an administered item."

If the last sentence is intended to refer to the same administered item, then it is inconsistent with the model.  The model shows that a particular Administration Record (which represents an administered item), is owned by exactly one Registration Authority.   There is currently no way to explicitly show that items registered by different registration authorities either represent the same metadata item, or are related in some way.  [For example, 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.]

Proposed Solution

1.
At the end of the last sentence, change "an administered item" to "administered items".

2.
Add the sentence:
"Relationships between administered items for the same or different registration authorities can be shown using the Administered Item Relationship."
[Note: The relationship is between Administration Records in the model, but really describes the relationship between Administered Items, hence the choice of name.]

3.
Add to the model in Figure 2, an "Administered Item Relationship", similar to other recursive relationships in the model (e.g. Classification Scheme Item Relationship in 
Figure 4).  (CAN-P03-050 (#103) adds the term and definition to clause 3.)

4.
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.)

5.
CAN-P03-052 (#222) adds the attribute to the list in clause 4.5.2.
	Instead of Proposal 1, delete the sentence beginning “In turn”.

Done.

Proposals 2 through 5 deferred to future version of the standard.

	254a
	WG2-056

Issue 105
	WG2-055 (#103d)

WG2-060 (#191a)
	2-Minor Technical
	04-08 Figure 5
	04-11 Figure 7
	Apply comment WG2-055 (#103d) to remove Data Element Concept Relationship.
	Deferred to a future edition of the standard.

	257
	CAN-P03-215

Issue 099
	
	1-Major Technical
	04-08-04
	04-11-01-03
	If Data Element Concept Relationship is 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.  We probably need a relationship type code, rather than a description.  We need to define at least an initial set of permissible values as a value domain for the type code, and the corresponding value meanings (which would replace the type description). 

Proposed Solution

To be provided.
	Deferred to a future edition of the standard.


	258
	CAN-P03-216

Issue 099
	
	1-Major Technical
	04-08-04
	04-11-01-01
	If Concept Relationship is 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.  We probably need a relationship type code, rather than a description.  We need to define at least an initial set of permissible values as a value domain for the type code, and the corresponding value meanings (which would replace the type description). 

Proposed Solution

To be provided.
	Deferred to a future edition of the standard.

	265a
	WG2-057

Issue 105
	WG2-055 (#103d)

CAN-P03-171 (#108)
	2-Minor Technical
	04-09 Figure 6
	04-12 Figure 8
	Apply comment WG2-055 (#103d) to remove Conceptual Domain Relationship and Value Domain Relationship.
	Deferred to a future edition of the standard.

	272
	CAN-P03-218

Issue 099
	
	1-Major Technical
	04-09-03
	04-08-01-02
	If Conceptual Domain Relationship is 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.  We probably need a relationship type code, rather than a description.  We need to define at least an initial set of permissible values as a value domain for the type code, and the corresponding value meanings (which would replace the type description). 

Proposed Solution

To be provided.
	Deferred to a future version of the standard.

	273
	CAN-P03-219

Issue 099
	
	1-Major Technical
	04-09-03
	04-08-01-02
	If Value Domain Relationship is 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.  We probably need a relationship type code, rather than a description.  We need to define at least an initial set of permissible values as a value domain for the type code, and the corresponding value meanings (which would replace the type description). 

Proposed Solution

To be provided.
	Deferred to a future version of the standard.

	410
	CAN-P03-107

Issue 109
	CAN-P03-100 (#413)
	1-Major Technical
	H-new Annex
	N/A
	Add examples of multi-lingual free text elements from Annex K of ISO 19115, or at least references to them.

Proposed Solution

To be provided.
	Deferred to a future version of this standard.

	413
	CAN-P03-100

Issue 110
	CAN-P03-107 (#410)
	4-Minor Editorial
	X-Bibliography
	
	ISO/TC 211 (geographic information and geomatics) has undertaken work on metadata describing geographic data sets (ref.: ISO 19115 which will be officially an IS by January 2002 --  ref.: doc. ISO/TC 211 n 1142, 2001-08-31). This work was based on ISO 11179 standards.  In a cultural and linguistic adaptability perspective, ISO 19115 includes the use of 30 code lists and a method to address multi-lingual free text metadata elements (ref. Annex K).

Proposed Solution

Add a reference to ISO 19115, especially Annex K, to the Bibliography.
	Deferred to a future version of this standard.
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