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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 that consistent value domains were used for 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 091: Naming & Definition Region Restructure

	Submitter/Source:
	US
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-02-07
	Status
	Future topic


Proposal:

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

An item for which administrative information is recorded.

Public Attributes:

identifier [1..1] : Item_Identifier

A unique identifier for an administered component.

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

registration_status [1..1] : String

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

administrative_status [1..1] : String

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

creation_date [1..1] : Date

The date the administered component was created.

last_change_date [0..1] : Date

The date the administered component was last changed.

effective_date [0..1] : Date

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

until_date [0..1] : Date

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

change_description [0..1] : String

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

administrative_note [0..1] : String

Any general notes about the administered component.

explanatory_comment [0..1] : String

Descriptive comments about the administered component.

unresolved_issue [0..1] : String

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

origin [0..1] : String

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

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

Public Attributes:

context_administered_item [1..1] : Administration_Record

The administered component information for a context.

context_description [1..1] : string

The textual description of the context.

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

Public Attributes:

definition_text [1..1] : string

The text of the definition.

preferred_definition [0..1] : True_False

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

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

Public Attributes:

name [1..1] : string

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

preferred_designation [0..1] : True_False

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

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

Public Attributes:

language_section_language [0..1] : Language

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

Terminological_Entry

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

INFOMODELER DIAGRAM

[image: image2.wmf]LANGUAGE

Context 

Description

describing

/described by

CONTEXT

using

/used by

Name

designating

/designated by

DESIGNATION

naming entry of

/containing

ADMINISTRATION 

RECORD

DEFINITION

Definition-Text

containing

/defining entry of

designating

/designated by

Language Identifier

Country Identifier

designating

/identified with

refined with

/clarifying

U

TERMINOLOGICAL 

ENTRY

having

/specifying

grouped by

/grouping

LANGUAGE 

SECTION

containing

/partioning

Preferred 

Designation

Preferred 

Definition

noted as

/noting

noted as

/noting

specifically referencing

/specifically using


NIAM/ORM SENTENCES

ADMINISTRATION-RECORD 

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

CONTEXT  

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

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

CONTEXT-DESCRIPTION  

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

COUNTRY-IDENTIFIER  

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

DEFINITION  

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

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

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

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

DEFINITION-TEXT  

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

DESIGNATION  

A DESIGNATION must be DESIGNATED-BY exactly one NAME.

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

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

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

LANGUAGE  

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

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

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

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

LANGUAGE-IDENTIFER  

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

LANGUAGE-SECTION  

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

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

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

A LANGUAGE-SECTION must be USING exactly one LANGUAGE.

NAME  

A NAME may be DESIGNATING any number of DESIGNATIONs.

PREFERRED-DEFINITION  

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

PREFERRED-DESIGNATION  

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

TERMINOLOGICAL-ENTRY  

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

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

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

Reason:

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

Issues: 

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

Discussion/Notes”

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

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

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Implementation Status:
	

	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:
	Open


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
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	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.  However, Canada will likely make a similar comment on the FCD ballot.

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 101: Non-enumerated Conceptual Domains

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-04-06
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

Rename the classes "Non-enumerated Domain" and "Enumerated Domain" to "Non-enumerated Value Domain" and "Enumerated Value Domain" and introduce equivalent "Non-enumerated Conceptual Domain" and "Enumerated Conceptual Domain" classes as sub-types of Conceptual Domain, with a new relationship between "Non-enumerated Conceptual Domain" and "Non-enumerated Value Domain".
Reason:

In Figure 6, a conceptual domain can be recorded without a corresponding value domain being recorded, but there seems to be no way to record that the conceptual domain is non-enumerated, other than to infer it from the absence of enumerated value meanings.

Issues:

Is it meaningful to have a non-enumerated conceptual domain without a value domain?

See also:

· Issue 100: Reconciliation with ISO/IEC 11404.

Reference:

This issue arose from CD ballot comment CAN-P03-156.

Discussion/Notes:

Committee Proposed Resolution: 

	Draft Resolution
	

	Draft Resolution Source
	

	Status of implementation
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


Issue 102: Conformance to Basic Attributes

	Submitter/Source:
	Canada
	Severity
	Major technical

	Date Submitted:
	2001-04-06
	Status:
	Open


Proposal:

Introduce another conformance level for clause 5 alone.

Reason:

At present there seems to be no way for a user of this standard (e.g. TC211) to claim conformance only to the Basic Attributes described in clause 5.  We probably another conformance level for users who want only the old Basic Attributes.  We should also consider if there are opportunities to subset the metamodel, and provide multiple levels of conformance to the model.

Issues:

Reference:

This issue arose from CD ballot comment CAN-P03-177.

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.
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”

Committee Proposed Resolution:

	Draft Resolution
	To be discussed in conjunction with Issue 080.

	Draft Resolution Source
	NYC 2001.

	Implementation Status:
	

	Final Resolution
	

	Final Resolution Source
	


3-Major Editorial Issues

None.

4-Minor Editorial Issues

None.
















































































































� 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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