Comments/Notes on both Parts 3 and 6 (interspersed) while editing 11179-6

Editor’s Notes
· This is a Working Draft distributed to ISO/IEC/SC32/WG2 members only for review and contribution.  

· Since this is only one part of the multi-part standard ISO/IEC 11179, the information contained herein is subject to changes necessitated by relevant changes of the other Parts (1 – 5) on which this Part is dependent.

· Areas marked with TBR (To Be Revised) will be completed/corrected before this Part will be distributed as a Committee Draft (CD).
· Below are imminent issues facing both Parts 3 and 6 that must be resolved in order to achieve coherence/consistency between Parts of ISO/IEC 11179. History shows that it took more than 5 years to revise Part 3.  If incompleteness or inconsistencies still exist in Part 3, it would be very difficult to achieve consistency among registries, thus impeding the hope of data sharing at a semi-automatic level.  

· I hope that my raising the issues will be construed as constructive to the worthwhile causes espoused by SC 32 for metadata registries.

Part 3 - Clause 3

version: Identification of an issue of an administered item specification in a series of evolving administered item specifications within a Registration Author​ity. (RE: Part 3 definition)

Version should have more attributes than Version Identifier: Description (similar to Release Note) to detail the content/context of what is included in the version, Effective Date, etc.

A version also may apply to many metadata items that need updated in a particular batch. 

Proposal:  Version should be a class consisting of Version Identifier and other attributes, therefore Version cannot be used to mean the same as Version Identifier.  Therefore, Version in Part 3 should be changed to Version Identifier.

Part 6 – Clause 6.3

Incomplete:
The registered administered item does not contain all Mandatory Attribute values.”

Comment: Though there has been suggestion to change the “Incomplete” designation to “Legacy”, it has not deemed justified as yet.  A metadata item extracted from a legacy system may not be necessarily incomplete.  Vice versa, a newly submitted items may not necessarily be originated from a legacy system.  In any case, the designation “Incomplete” signifies only that some of the mandatory attributes of the administered item are missing.  It should carry any stigma in the context of this standard.

standardized:
“The certified administered item that is established by the Registration Authority as a administered item preferred for use in data interchange and in new or updated applications.  The “standardized” administered item may be unique within the registry, or it may be the preferred administered item among similar administered items.”

Comment: Though there has been suggestion to change the designation “Standardized” to “Preferred”, it has not deemed justified as yet.  As stated above, The “Standardized” administered item may be unique within the registry, or it may be the preferred administered item among similar administered items.  The intent is to use the one that an organization conscientiously chooses to standardize upon. In addition, unless there are some overwhelmingly convincing reasons to change the designation name “standardized”, keeping the current ones will help alleviate the upward compatibility problems.

Clause 6 and its subclauses of Part 3: The term “data element” must be changed to “administered item”, since we have gone beyond data elements.






Figure 7 of Part 3 and ancillary text.

At some point in the past, the requirements for implementing metadata classes (types of admin. items) in prescribed sequence was found to be too restrictive and impractical.  Some organizations may want to start with Data Elements first to put some order into their legacy data, then put more thought into the data Concepts later. The same logic applies for Conceptual Domain and Value Domain. I wonder what happened to the consensus that was reached a year ago.  The current model does not seem to reflect what we agreed then.

Note:  Example: Figure 7 of Part 3 (High Level Model) shows that Data Element Concept must exist if Data Element can exist (1..1 relationship between DE(DEC).  The same applies for Value Domain and DE, as well as Conceptual Domain and Value Domain.
See also note regarding Basic and other Attributes(below):

Part 3 - Clause 5, Basic Attributes of Metadata

 This entire Clause seems to be incomplete and confusing to me. 

· First, the definition of Basic (“An attribute of a metadata item frequently needed in its specification”) seems to be loosy/goosy.  One cannot enforce the rules when terms such as “frequently” are used.

· Second, this Clause does not list all attributes pertaining to a registered item (metadata item) nor were there any explicit criteria for depicting a Basic Attribute among many.  Example: Section 5.6 listed 3 attributes for Value Domains (datatype name, -scheme and unit of measure).  What happens to others listed in Value Domain box in Figure 5?

· I intended to use the set of attributes listed in Clause 5 of Part 3 as a definitive list for “basic” contents of a registry, but found the list too hard to interpret.

· I believe that it will be helpful to make it explicit (in text) the following:

1. Dependency of metadata regions/types (elements, DEC, Value Domains), though the model may already denotes via relationship and cardinality.

2. Obligation of each attributes (Mandatory, Conditional, and Optional); use comments notes as necessary to explain especially Conditional ones.

3. Better definition of basic attributes: I assume that everything in Clause 5 of Part is basic?  What is NOT basic: extended attributes?  The question is: Is attribute on the model basic or only some are?  If only some attributes are basic, then what would we call other attributes?  They cannot be extended attributes, per definition, because they are part of the model.  

4. Annex F, of PART 3, provides a good crosspath b/w old and new Part 3, though did not answer the above concern.                               

PLEASE HELP: The ANNEX A of revised Part 6 will be expanded to list the above attributes when Part 3 can resolve pertinent issues.  The list will certainly help the casual readers that do not want to muddle through the model
Clause 6 of Part 3: Conformance.   

All references to data elements should be changed to Administered Items, since Part 3 now includes more than DE

Part 3 - Annex E, Clause E.2.7… Example – XML instance

</registration_Aut…_Identifier –OPI_source>


DOE

· OPIS can only have 1 character (0-9, A-Z)

· Also ICD must have 4-digit numerical code only.

Part 6 - ANNEX A will be expanded to list the above attributes when Part 3 can resolve pertinent issues.  The list will certainly help the casual readers that do not want to muddle through the model.

Part 6 - ANNEX B will be expanded to discuss some of the detail pertaining to ISO/IEC 6523 and other issues related to RAs

Part 6 - ANNEX D (new) will be expanded to include examples from current registries that claim to be conforming.

