Resolution of Comments - Updated
Date: 2004-03-01
Editor: Dan Gillman (USA)

Balloted Document: SC32 N0992 - FCD for ISO/IEC 11179-1

Vote Tally Document: SC32 N1059

Purpose: This document records the resolution of comments contained in SC32 N1059.  The comments are reproduced here for clarity.

CANADA

	SEQ
#
	Cmnt
ID
	See
Also
	
Severity
	
Reference
	
Description
	Addressed By

	JTC1/SC32 N992 FCD 11179-1

	
	CAN-P01-001
	CAN-P01-007

CAN-P01-009

CAN-P01-010
	3-Major Editorial
	00-All
	The Editor appears to have made changes that are not directly related to the resolution of the ballot comments on the previous CD as recorded in SC32 N0924 (see related references).  Where this or any other editor believes such changes are necessary, an Editor's Note should be included to draw attention to the change and encourage National Bodies to review it, and agree or disagree.

Proposed Solution

The editor, prior to the editing meeting, shall publish a list of all changes that were made that were not the direct result of CD ballot comments, along with the rationale for making these changes.  The editing meeting shall then vote on whether or not to accept each change, either individually or as groups of related changes.
	Accepted.  As much as possible, changes to the document will address ballot comments and directions provided during the ballot resolution meeting.

	
	CAN-P01-002
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	00-Cover
	The French title is missing.

Proposed Solution

Add the following:

Technologies de l'information — Registre de métadonnées (RM) —

Partie 1: Cadre de reference

Note 1:  The proposed central element of the title  Registre de métadonnées (RM) differs from that used in ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003.  The proposed element is what was proposed by a Canadian comment on FCD 11179-3, and approved by the editing meeting.  The editor of ISO/IEC 11179-3 introduced two typographical errors in the title when preparing the FDIS, resulting in Registres de métadonnées (MDR).  Canada wishes to see these errors corrected, and will be submitting a similar ballot comment on DCOR 11179-3.  Note: That ISO-CS has amended the title of the 11179 family in their database on instructions from the SC32 Secretariat and the 11179-3 editor.

Note 2:  The proposed title of the part is not a precise translation of the English, but this title is deemed more appropriate in French.
	Accepted.

	
	CAN-P01-003
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	00-Table-of-Contents
	The title of the table of contents has been changed from 'Contents' (as it was in the CD) to 'Table of contents'.  The ISO template explicitly states that the title shall be 'Contents'.
	Accepted.

	
	CAN-P01-004
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	02-Normative References
	In the reference to ISO/IEC TR 20943, "(all part)" should be "(all parts)". 


	Accepted.

	
	CAN-P01-005
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	03-02-06
	An obsolete definition of data is used.  ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003 uses the definition from ISO/IEC 2382-1:1993 (though it is mistakenly references as 1998).

Proposed Solution

Replace the definition of "data " by the following

data

a re-interpretable representation of information in a formalized manner suitable for communication, interpretation or processing

NOTE
Data can be processed by human or automatic means.

[ISO/IEC 2382-1:1993, 01.01.02]
	Accepted.

	
	CAN-P01-006
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	03-02-07
	In the definition, "data" should be in bold.
	Accepted.

	
	CAN-P01-007
	CAN-P01-001
	1-Major Technical
	03-02-14
	The definition of metadata has been extended from that used in ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003.  There has been no paper to WG2 proposing and justifying this extension.  Also, WG2 has previously agreed that the second edition of each part must remain consistent with the second edition of part 3.  It was only on the basis of this agreement that Canada allowed part 3 to progress ahead of the other parts.  Canada's vote is dependent on acceptance of this comment. 

Proposed Solution

Make the definition consistent with that used in ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003.

metadata

data that defines and describes other data
A proposal to extend the scope of the ISO/IEC 11179 family to include process metadata to may be made as part of the projects for the third edition.
	Accepted.

	
	CAN-P01-008
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	3.3.11
	For consistency with both ISO/IEC 11404 and ISO/IEC 11179-3:2003, "data type" should be "datatype", both in this entry, and wherever it is used.
	Accepted.  Global change made.

	
	CAN-P01-009
	CAN-P01-001
	4-Minor Editorial
	3.3.12
	The definition of dimensionality has been changed from what it was in the CD, even though there was no ballot comment relating to it.  It was previously consistent with the definition used in ISO/IEC 11179-3.  The definition in 11179-3 is:

"Conceptual Domain an expression of measurement without units".

The new definition is:

" An equivalence class of semantically similar units of measure".

Both definitions have merits.  

Note that the Part 3 definition is explicitly made in the context of a Conceptual Domain, and without reference to units of measure.  This is important in part 3 because Dimensionality is a property of a Conceptual Domain, while Unit of Measure is a property of a Value Domain.  However, a Conceptual Domain may be specified without reference to any Value Domain.  Therefore, in the context of a Conceptual Domain, dimensionality needs to be defined without reference to units of measure. 

However, in this FCD, the only place where the term 'dimensionality' is used is in a Note on the definition of Unit of Measure.  This note is carried over from the 11179-3 definition of Unit of Measure.  The new definition does make sense in this restricted. context.  On the other hand, this part is supposed to be providing the framework for the whole 11179 family, so it needs to consider the needs of the other parts.

Proposed Solution

Option 1:  Revert to the definition used in 11179-3, for consistency.

Option 2:  Specify a context for the new definition (e.g. Measurement orUnit of Measure

Option 3:  Keep the new definition (with or without a context), but also restore the definition from 11179-3 with its context.

Option 4:  Option 3 plus add the new definition to 11179-3 via the DCOR currently being balloted.

Option 5:  Keep the new definition, and add this definition (with or without a context) to 11179-3 via the DCOR (in addition to the existing definition).  Do not restore the part 3 definition to part 1.

Option 6:  Remove the Note from the definition of Unit of Measure, thereby removing the only reference dimensionality, and remove the definition from part 1.
	Option 1 accepted with NOTE added to definition to describe new thinking.  Text added to Clause 6.3 to describe Dimensionality and Units of Measure.

	
	CAN-P01-010
	CAN-P01-001
	4-Minor Editorial
	03.03.23
	The definition of Organization is inconsistent with that used in 11179-3, which in turn uses the definition from ISO/IEC 6523-1.  The CD did not include any definition of Organization.  A Canadian ballot comment on the CD explicitly requested the inclusion of the definition from 11179-3.  Where did this new definition come from, and why?

Proposed Solution

Replace the definition of Organization with that used in 11179-3.  If there is a need for a term with this new definition, then find a new term to go with it.
	Accepted.  Definition from ISO/IEC 6523-1 is used.

	
	CAN-P01-011
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	03.03.24
	The definition of organization identifier is taken from ISO/IEC 6523-1.

Proposed Solution

Add a reference to: [ISO/IEC 6523-1:1998, 3.10].
	Accepted.

	
	CAN-P01-012
	CAN-P01-001
	4-Minor Editorial
	03.03.27
	The definition of permissible value has been changed from that used in 11179-3.  Examination of the metamodel in 11179-3 shows that the definition used in that part does not correctly reflect the model, and that the new definition included in FCD 11179-1 is an improvement.

Proposed Solution

Accept the new definition in FCD 11179-1, and apply the change to 11179-3 via the DCOR currently under ballot.
	Definition in ISO/IEC 11179-3: 2003 is used.

	
	CAN-P01-013
	
	2-Minor Technical
	06 para 2
	In clause 6, para 2, third sentence, it is stated that:

"Essential characteristics are necessary and sufficient for identifying a concept."  While each characteristic individually is necessary, they are only sufficient collectively.

Proposed Solution

Insert "collectively" before "sufficient".
	Replace with definition used in ISO 1087-1.

	
	CAN-P01-014
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	06 para 3
	In clause 6, para 3 third sentence, "set designations" should be "set of designations".
	Accepted.

	
	CAN-P01-015
	
	2-Minor Technical
	08-02 para 6
	Clause 8.2, para 6, second sentence states:

"The representation describes the form of the data, including a value domain, data type, representation class, and, if necessary, a unit of measure."

However, in the model in 11179-3, representation class is optional.

Proposed Solution

Insert "optionally a " before "representation class".
	Accepted.


End of Comments

JAPAN
	MB1
	Clause No./
Subclause No./
Annex
(e.g. 3.1)
	Paragraph/
Figure/Table/Note
(e.g. Table 1)
	Type of com-ment2
	Comment (justification for change) by the MB
	Proposed change by the MB
	Secretariat observations
on each comment submitted

	JA-001
	Document Title

	
	ed
	The document title should be correct.  The title of Part 1 project is “Information technology – Metadata registries (MDR) – Part 1: Framework” according to SC32 N0939.


	Change 

“Information technology – Metadata registries  – Part 1: Framework”
To 

“Information technology – Metadata registries (MDR) – Part 1: Framework”
	Accepted.

	JA-002
	All
	
	ge
	The normative specification and informative description are mixed and complicated in the main chapters. It is desirable for the main chapters to include only normative specification, and all the informative description should be moved to Annex. For example, the significant parts of description in Chapter 6, 7 and 8, but not restricted those, could be informative descriptions, and Chapter 8 should be focused on the aspects of normative specification of metadata as a whole.
	Select and leave only the normative spcitication in Chapter 6, 7 and 8. Move the informative description in those chapters to Annex. 
	Rejected.  Not enough direction is provided.  Part 1 is descriptive in nature, since it is a framework.  All care is taken to insure that the text is normatively worded.

	JA-003
	3
	
	te
	The capitalization convention should be reviewed.  The 11179-3 uses the capitalization convention in the terms and definitions, but this 11179-1 does not use it for the same terms, e.g. 3.3.9 Classification Schema in 11179-3 vs. 3.3.4 classification schema in 11179-1.  This is not consistent within 11179. 
The 11179-3 uses the capitalization convention, which is to capitalize the names of classes, association classes and composite datatypes, but not attributes or relationships. However this capitalization should not be introduced to distinguish the name of objects based on a notation of English. The languages such as Japanese, Korean and Chinese do not have a capitalization notation.  Therefore there is a problem to translate into each national language.  If the capitalization notation is used in a programming interface as a reserved word, there is no problem.

The capitalization convention should not be introduced the above-mentioned use.
	The 11179-3 should be defined without using the capitalization convention.
	Accepted.  Nothing to do for Part 1.

	JA-004
	3
	
	te
	The terms and definition should be optimized.  There is a lot of duplication of the terms and definition among 11179, especially 11179-1 and 11179-3.

One definition should be in one place, i.e. one Part.  Therefore only terms may be specified redundantly in each standard and the definition should be specified in only one Part.
	In the comment above.
	Rejected.  Version 2 of ISO/IEC 11179 contains definitions of terms in each Part.

	JA-005
	3.1
	
	te
	The definitions of modelling constructs should not be included in the chapter of terms and definitions. As the concept of modelling constructs is a heart of the discussion of specification for metadata registry, it is desirable to have a specific chapter describing the principle and formal specification. 
	Add a new chapter to describe the modelling principle of metadata and registry, which is addressing not only the definition of modelling constructs, but also conceptual approach and framework for modelling of metadata and registry. 
	Rejected.  All terms used in the Part need definitions in Clause 3.  

	JA-006
	3.2 
	
	ed
	Add a description of criteria of terminologies into 3.2.  In this standard, terminologies and definitions are classified into three groupings. According to the ISO/IEC Directives Part2 Annex C.2.1 Arrangement, the relevant criteria shall be indicated in each grouping. There is no description of criteria for the second grouping 3.2.

In 11179-3, the criteria is described in Clause 3 Definition:

“3.1 defines metamodel constructs, used in specifying the registry metamodel.

3.2 lists broader terms, and their definitions, used in this document that are not included in either 3.1 or 3.3.

3.3 defines metadata objects prescribed by the metamodel itself.”
	Add the same description with 11179-3 into Clause 3.2.
	Accepted.

	JA-007
	3.2
	
	ed
	The term “broad terms” should be clear. According to 11179-3 (see above-mentioned comment JPN-P01-002), 3.2 lists the broader terms not included in either 3.1 or 3.3.  

It is not clear whether the terms of 3.2 mean “general concepts” for less general concepts of 3.1 and 3.3, or the terms of 3.2 mean “broader terms” against “narrower terms” of 3.1 and 3.3.
	If the terms of 3.2 mean more general concepts rather than those of 3.1 and 3.2, then the “Broad” should be deleted from the title of 3.2 or changed to “General”.

If the terms of 3.2 mean broader concepts rather than those of 3.1 and 3.2, then the “Broad” should be changed to “Broader” in the title of 3.2.
	Accepted.

	JA-008
	3.2.6
	
	te
	Definitions of same terminologies are slightly different between this part  (11179-1) and another part (11179-3). 
	Compromise the definitions.
	Accepted.

	JA-009
	3.2.12
	
	te
	Definitions of same terminologies are slightly different between this part  (11179-1) and another part (11179-3).
	Compromise the definitions.
	Rejected.  The concept is different than that used in ISO/IEC 11179-3: 2003.

	JA-010
	3.2.14
	
	te
	Definitions of same terminologies are slightly different between this part  (11179-1) and another part (11179-3).
	Compromise the definitions.
	Accepted.

	JA-011
	3.2.17
	
	te
	The definition should be reviewed.  The term “metadata registry” is defined as “An information system for registering metadata.”  The terms related to “information system” are defined in ISO/IEC 2382-1:1993:

information system is “An information processing system, together with associated organizational resources such as human, technical, and financial resources, that provides and distributes information." 

 information processing system is " One or more data processing systems and devices, such as office and communication equipment, that perform information processing.” 
data processing system is “One or more computers, peripheral equipment, and software that perform data processing.”
The scope of 11179 specifies basic “attributes of metadata” and “the management and administration of that metadata.”  The latter is related to Part 6, but it does not specify an implementation matter.  It specifies the procedures for registration, not programming procedures.  Also in Clause 9.1, there is a description that “A database of metadata that supports the functionality of registration is a metadata registry.”
From the above-mentioned term definitions and the scope of 11179, metadata registry should not be an information system. 

(Note) Although 11179-3 defines the term “metadata register”, this term should be deleted because there is little difference of concept.
	Change
 “An information system for registering metadata”
To 
“A collection of metadata for supporting the functionality of registration”
	Postponed for consideration in Version 3 of the standard.

	JA-012
	3.3.8
	
	te
	The same terminology is differently defined between Chapter 3 and Chapter 8 (8.1).
	Compromise the definitions.
	Accepted.

	JA-013
	3.3.37
	
	te
	The same terminology is differently defined between Chapter 3 and Chapter 8 (8.1).
	Compromise the definitions.
	Accepted.

	JA-014
	6
	
	ge
	Chapter 6 is not meaningful. The objective is not clear to place such a description in this standard.
	Remove the chapter 6.
	The clause, now Clause 5, describes the terminology principles used to describe other concepts in the document.

	JA-015
	7
	
	ge
	Chapter 7 is not meaningful. The objective is not clear to place such a description in this standard.
	Remove the chapter 7.
	Reference to logical and physical models is removed.  The clause itself is removed and is now incorporated into the text in Clause 6.1

	JA-016
	8 & 9
	
	ge
	The notation of figures in Chapter 8 and 9 should be a well-defined formal description technique. The employed technique is not explicitly mentioned in this description. Particularly the figure 2 in Section 8.3 looks like arbitrarily describing.
	Employ a well-defined formal description technique, which could be one of ISO standards or de-facto standard widely accepted.
	Footnotes are added to each figure to indicate they are informative and not normative.


UNITED KINGDOM
UK Comments accompanying ballot form for 32N0992 – ISO/IEC FCD 11179-1:200x

The UK notes the US position contained in document 32N1052 and considers that the current draft second edition of ISO/IEC 11179-1 should not progress further until the later editions of parts 2-6 inclusive are also ready to proceed beyond FCD. Note that this includes the third edition of 11179-3. It is vital that the Framework is consistent with the other parts that it introduces.

G H Williams

For UK ‘P Member,

ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 32

2003-09-18

Editor's Response -- At the WG2 meeting Melbourne, the group decided to issue version 2 of the standard.  Parts 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 will be made consistent with ISO/IEC 11179-3: 2003 and progressed to IS.  The plan is to complete this work in 2004.

UNITED STATES

	SEQ
#
	Cmnt
ID
	See
Also
	
Severity
	
Reference
	
Description
	Addressed By

	JTC1/SC32/WG2 CD 11179-1 (SC32 N0992)

	
	US-001
	
	2-Minor Technical
	General
	Use the term "data construct" whenever referring to DE's, DEC's, CD's, VD's, etc.
	Accepted.

	
	US-002
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	General
	Bring all Part naming into register with any recent changes, e.g. pts 5, 6. 
	Accepted.

	
	US-003
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	General
	Seemingly inconsistent bolding and italicization: e.g. 8.3 common bolding of defined items, but DEC is italicized in para 4.
	Accepted.

	
	US-004
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	General
	Fix all “a RA”‘s
	Accepted.

	
	US-005
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	All
	The Figure labels should not have boxed borders

Proposed Solution

Remove boxed borders from figure labels
	Accepted.

	
	US-006
	
	3-Major Editorial
	Introduction
	The Introduction is inappropriate for the current version of 11179.  Rewrite the section.
	Accepted.

	
	US-007
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	Scope
	ISO/IEC 11179 – Metadata registries, specifies basic attributes of the kind and quality of metadata necessary to describe other data, and it specifies the management and administration of that metadata in a metadata registry (MDR).  It applies to the formulation of data representations, concepts, meanings, and relationships between them to be shared among people and machines, independent of the organization that produces the data.  It does not apply to the physical representation of data as bits and bytes at the machine level.

In ISO/IEC 11179, metadata refers to descriptions of other data.  This International Standard does not contain a general treatment of metadata.  This part of ISO/IEC 11179 provides the means for associating the individual parts and is the foundation for a conceptual understanding of metadata and metadata registries.

Proposed Solution

Replace the above paragraph with the following:

ISO/IEC 11179 – Metadata registries, specifies basic attributes of the kind and quality of metadata  necessary to describe other data, and it specifies the management and administration of that metadata in a metadata registry (MDR).  It applies to the formulation of data representations, concepts, meanings, and relationships between them to be shared among people and machines, independent of the organization that produces the data.  It does not apply to the physical representation of data as bits and bytes at the machine level.

In ISO/IEC 11179, metadata refers to descriptions of data.  This part of ISO/IEC 11179 provides the means for understanding and associating the individual parts and is the foundation for a conceptual understanding of metadata and metadata registries.
	Accepted.

	
	US-008
	
	4-Minor

Editorial
	2
	Regarding

        ISO Standards Handbook 10, Data Processing ‑ Vocabulary, 1982

Replace with reference to ISO/IEC 2382?
	Accepted.

	
	US-009
	
	2-Minor Technical
	3.1.3
	Regarding

        identifier

        A sequence of characters, capable of uniquely identifying that with which it is associated, within a specified context 

This implies that a sequence of non‑characters would not be an "identifier".  For example, a biometric would not be considered an identifier even though it might be a reasonable method for identifying data elements associated with humans <‑‑ certainly, a very reasonable application of metadata registries.

Proposed Solution

Here is a better definition (in conjunction with the 11179‑5 discussion):

        identifier

        designator that is intended to be deferenced

Regardless, the following should be removed:

        NOTE A name should not be used as an identifier because it is not linguistically neutral.

Add NOTE to say the definition is consistent with RFC-2396 from W3C.
	Rejected.  Will reconsider for version 3 of 11179.
Rejected.
N/A

	
	US-010
	
	2-Minor Technical
	3.2.1
	        basic attribute

        An attribute of a metadata item commonly needed in its specification

Proposed Solution
New definition: Attribute of the model defined in Part 3.
	Rejected.  Not consistent with ISO/IEC 11179-3: 2003.

	
	US-011
	US-012
	2-Minor Technical
	3.2.5
	        conceptual data model

        A data model that represents an abstract view of the real world

Proposed Solution

        conceptual data model

        model of the human understanding of a system, including all attributes
	Rejected.  Not consistent with ISO/IEC 11179-3: 2003..  

	
	US-012
	
	2-Minor Technical
	3.2.7
	        data model

        A graphical and/or lexical representation of data, specifying their properties, structure and inter‑relationships 

Proposed Solution

        REMOVE
	Rejected.  Not consistent with ISO/IEC 11179-3: 2003.

	
	US-013
	
	2-Minor Technical
	3.2.--
	Proposed Solution

Add:

        system

        set of entities
	Rejected.  Not consistent with ISO/IEC 11179-3: 2003.

	
	US-014
	
	2-Minor Technical
	3.2.18
	        metamodel

        A data model that specifies one or more other data models

Proposed Solution

        REMOVE
	Rejected.  Not consistent with ISO/IEC 11179-3: 2003.

	
	US-015
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	4
	Move to last clause.
	Accepted.

	
	US-016
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	5
	Merge with Clause 3 or make right after.
	Accepted.  Now Clause 4.

	
	US-017
	
	3-Major Editorial
	6
	This clause seems unconnected with the rest of the document.

Proposed Solution
Add examples from 11179 concepts and terminology to illustrate the connections.
	Rejected.  Terms are used throughout the document to explain the concepts.

	
	US-018
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	6; paragraph 3; 3rd sentence 
	 “A set [of] designations”? makes up a special language
	Accepted.

	
	US-019
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	7
	Logical models specify all the data elements an application will use, their data types, and their relationships.  A physical model describes how the data will be logically organized for use by an application system with specific needs for that system as part of the design, e.g., de-normalization decisions.  A conceptual model, …

Proposed Solution

Remove the first two sentences that talk about logical and physical models.  Add that with respect to 11179, the model is conceptual.


	Accepted.

	
	US-020
	
	1-Major Technical
	8.1 
	The important classes of metadata described in the metamodel are

 Data element – the fundamental unit of data an organization creates, manages, and disseminates

 Value domain – a set of permissible (valid) values (for a data element)

 Data element concept – the concept of which data elements form its extension, without reference to a specific value domain

 Conceptual domain – the concept of which value domains form its extension, without reference to a specific value domain

 Classification scheme – a terminological system used to classify some set of objects

This description is incomplete.  The administration part of the model is being ignored.  It is confusing, since, without the AI attributes, the descriptions of DE's or VD's in the model are incomplete.

Proposed Solution

Modify 1st sentence of paragraph - editor's choice - to include discussion of the super-class and administration.
	Accepted.

	
	US-021
	US-023
	3-Major Editorial
	8.1 
	It is difficult to understand the diagram in this section as it relates to the text.  

Proposed Solution

Move the diagram and reference to the diagram to the beginning of the sub-clause.  Make sure the text explains the diagram.
	Partially accepted.  Reference to the diagram is now at the beginning of the clause.

	
	US-022
	US-032
	2-Minor

Technical
	8.1
	Text says:

        Some metadata elements are more useful for describing data than others are.

Proposed Solution

        Remove, as this is misleading.

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

The definition of Classification Scheme does not match the Classification Scheme region of the Part 3 metamodel.  One may use that region of the Part 3 metamodel to describe a general relationship system, not just a Classification Scheme as defined in Part 3.  The focus of Part 1 should be on how to understand and use the registry.  Since the registry allows for this more general use, then that use needs to be defined and described.

Proposed Solution

Leave it to the editor to come up with a new term, but the focus needs to be on relationship types.  Describe how relationship types may be used to relate AI's in the registry.  Describe how a Classification Scheme as it is now defined is a special case.

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

Text says:

        ( Data element ‑ the fundamental unit of data an organization

creates, manages, and disseminates

Proposed Solution

        ( Data element ‑ Association between a DEC and a VD.  Update Clause 3.
	Accepted.

Accepted, partly.  Clause 6.5 is modified to include discussion of relationship systems.

Accepted, partly.  This definition of a data element is mentioned in the text in other parts of Clause 6.1.

	
	US-023
	US-021
	3-Major Editorial
	Fig 8-1
	This seems to be an add-on.  The Figure should be referenced earlier in the Clause and with more depth.

See US-021.
	Partially accepted.  See US-021.

	
	US-024
	
	2-Minor Technical
	8.2
	Text says:

        ( Data element concept ‑ The conceptual part of a data element,

described independently of any particular representation. 

Since a DE depends on a DEC for its definition, the definition of DEC can't depend on the definition of a DE.

Proposed Solution
Editor will supply new definition and update Clause 3.


	Rejected.  Not consistent with ISO/IEC 11179-3: 2003.  Definition of DEC depends on DE, but in the model the De depends on the DEC.  This is not circular.

	
	US-025
	
	2-Minor Technical
	8.2
	Regarding ...

        Since a data model is a terminological system and object classes and properties are concepts, then assigning an object class and property to a data element concept classifies it.  Also, data element concepts may have relationships with other data element concepts, so it is possible to create a concept system of data element concepts.

This is confusing to most readers because it is unrelated to the remaining text and it (the terminological perspective) is not used in this regard elsewhere.  For example, the idea that creating datatypes and their relationships (a data model) has anything in common with a concept system, classifiers, and classifications ‑‑ is a very foreign concept.  In a theoretical sense, the formation of datatypes is equivalent to the formation of classifiers and, thus, datatypes cause the classification of data just as classifiers cause the classification of objects <‑‑ but none of our readers understand this, and they *don't* need to understand this to use 11179 for >99.99% of their applications.

Proposed Solution

Remove  this paragraph.
	Accepted.

	
	US-026
	
	
	
	I have a problem with representation class in that 11179 describes

"representation class" as a delimiting characteristic when comparing "data element concept" vs. "data element".  For example, the main representation classes illustrated in 11179‑3, subclause 4.13.1.4 concern distinguishing and classifying among, say, strings, currency, numeric, etc..  It also implies that "data element concept" does not have a "representation class"

‑‑ yes, I know it is not diagramed in the metamodel, but the problem is that  *in reality* there is no distinction between "data element concept" and "data element" ‑‑ they are just merely points on a a derivation hierarchy that produce a data element.

Or said differently, I believe it is impossible to come up with a

well‑defined "data element concept" that does not imply the fundamental properties of datatypes, e.g., is it numeric, or not, etc. ‑‑ which is no different than the "representation class".

So while we have created this artificial distinction of "data element

concept" vs. "data element", in fact there really are only "data elements" in the wild, with varying degrees of abstraction (or implementation details) and with varying derivation chains.

Proposed Solution

Make the distinction in the text that a DEC has no datatype defrined.
	Rejected.  The distinction between DEC and DE is more precise than this.

	
	US-027
	US-028
	3-Major Editorial
	Fig. 8-3
	Same problem as 8-1; reference earlier and more depth than “illustrates the ideas conveyed”

See US-028
	Partially accepted.  Reference to figure is moved to beginning of clause.

	
	US-028
	US-027 

US-021
	3-Major Editorial
	8.3 
	It is difficult to understand the diagram in this section as it relates to the text.  

Proposed Solution

Move the diagram and reference to the diagram to the beginning of the sub-clause.  Make sure the text explains the diagram.
	Partially accepted.  See US-027.

	
	US-029
	
	3-Major Editorial
	8.5
	“globally unique identifier”: this only pertains if the RA manages only one registry or uses different unique identifiers for each registry, as we discovered in commenting Part 6.  Important not to overstate where we are with this one.  

Proposed Solution

Insert “what can be if appropriately chosen “ before “a globally unique identifier” or something like that.
	Accepted.

	
	US-030
	
	3-Major Editorial
	8.5
	Overstates the rigors of registration. 

Proposed Solution

Substitute  “clearly stated” for rigorous
	Accepted.

	
	US-031
	
	3-Major Editorial
	8.5; last paragraph
	Responsible Organization’s role should be included
	Accepted.

	
	US-032
	US-022
	2-Minor Technical
	8.5
	See US-022

A better way to explain "classification schemes" is:

        (1) to state that there is a general relationship mechanism

        (2) 11179 calls this "classification schemes"

        (3) however, this mechanism can be used for many other purposes, too
	Accepted, partly.  Incorporate the idea of a relationship system within the constraints of the current text.

	
	US-033
	
	
	9.1 


	An MDR contains metadata describing objects, e.g., data elements.  The attributes for describing any data element (or any other appropriate set of objects, all of the same type) are known, collectively, as a metadata object.  When the attributes are instantiated with the description of a particular data element, they are known as a metadata item.  Registering the metadata item (i.e., entering the metadata into the MDR) makes it a registry item.  If the registry item is also subject to administration (as in the case of a data element), it is called an administered item.

Proposed Solution

Replace the terms "object" and "administered item" with "data construct".  Add the term to Clause 3.

A collective term for the things we register in an MDR - DE's, DEC's, etc - is required.  It will make the text much easier to read.  There are many other places this change needs to be made.  The editor is directed to change the text appropriately.


	Accepted.  Incorporate the term "data construct".

	
	US-034
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	9.1
	Text says:

        The requirements and procedures for registration are described in ISO/IEC 11179‑6.

Proposed Solution

        The requirements and procedures for the 11179 aspects of

registration are described in ISO/IEC 11179‑6.  For actual metadata

registries, there may be additional requirements and procedures for

registration, which are outside the scope of this International Standard.
	Accepted.

	
	US-035
	
	4-Minor Editorial 
	9.1
	Regarding  NOTE , references to "license plates" is confusing.

Proposed Solution
Remove references to "license plates".
	Accepted.

	
	US-036
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	9.3
	Text says:

        Registration also requires a set of procedures for managing a

registry, submitting metadata for registration of objects, and maintaining subject matter responsibility for metadata already submitted.

Proposed Solution

        Registration also requires a set of procedures for managing a

registry, submitting metadata for registration of objects, and maintaining subject matter responsibility for metadata already submitted.  For actual implementations of a metadata registry, there may be additional procedural requirements, which are outside the scope of this International Standard.
	Accepted.

	
	US-037
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	10.1.2
	Regarding

        ISO/IEC 11179‑2, Classification, provides a conceptual model for managing classification schemes.  There are many structures used to organize classification schemes and there are many subject matter areas that classification schemes describe.  So, this Part also provides a two‑faceted classification for classification schemes themselves.

I don't know what is intended for Part 2.  This will probably need to be revised.
	Rejected.  No direction provided.

	
	US-038
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	10.1.3; paragraph 2
	“ a number . . . have to be defined”

Proposed Solution

Change ‘have’ to ‘has’
	Accepted.

	
	US-039
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	10.1.3
	Specify rather than using ‘they’. Not clear once several paragraphs away what ‘they’ refers to. 
	Accepted.

	
	US-040
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	10.1.3
	Make dash or double dash consistent in list of mandatory, optional, conditional.
	Accepted.

	
	US-041
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	10.1.3
	Text says:

        One of the prerequisites for a correct and proper use and

interpretation of data is that both users and owners of data have a common understanding of the meaning and representation of that data.

Proposed Solution

        One of the prerequisites for a correct and proper use and

interpretation of data is that both users and owners of data have a common understanding of the meaning and descriptive characteristics (e.g., representation) of that data.
	Accepted.

	
	US-042
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	10.1.5
	‘an’ RA rather than ‘a’ RA
	Accepted.

	
	US-043
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	10.1.5; last paragraph
	Drop ‘etc’.
	Accepted.

	
	US-044
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	10.1.6; paragraph 2; 2nd sentence
	‘They are also included in widely available metadata registries.”   I don’t know what this sentence means or is intended to contribute.
	Accepted.  

	
	US-045
	
	3-Major Editorial
	10.1.6; paragraph 2
	Question ‘should’.  The purpose of this part is to describe the contribution of the other parts, not editorialize.  There has already been discussion about the inclusion of mandatory procedure and arbitrary structure in Part 6.  Part 1 should not ingrain this tendency. 
	Accepted.  Replace "should be indexed and constructed" with "are designed"

	
	US-046
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	10.1.6; paragraph 3, 1st sentence
	Registration is more complex than a binary status…”

Proposed Solution

Replace with “Registration is more complex than a simple indication of whether a data item is registered or not.”
	Accepted.

	
	US-047
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	10.1.6
	Remove parentheses around “called registration status”.
	Accepted.

	
	US-048
	
	3-Major Editorial
	Annex A 
	References to modeling only serve to confuse the reader.  For instance, an "object class" is not necessarily the same as the concept represented by a class in a class diagram.  In fact, a model is usually an approximation, whereas an object class is supposed to represent the set of objects for which data are obtained.

Proposed Solution

Remove the annex..
	Accepted.

	
	US-049
	US-048
	4-Minor Editorial
	A.2.2 Example 1
	The Figure in the example does not have text inside the figure

Proposed Solution

Add text in the figure.

If the comment US-048 is accepted, then this comment is moot.
	Rejected.  See US-048.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


