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	CA 01
	0  Introduction
	
	Ge
	The introduction references e-business and e-commerce, but the standard does not reference ISO/IEC e-Business standards, nor is it referenced by them.  The only other reference to e-business is in clause 5.1.1.1 where it adds no value.
	Rewrite the first sentence of the introduction removing the references to e-business and e-commerce.
	

	CA 02
	0  Introduction
	Para 3
	Ed
	There is an inappropriate comma between ‘Metamodels’ and ‘have’
	Replace the comma by a space.
	

	CA 03
	1 Scope
	para 1
	Te
	19763-2 says “The core model specifies the normative MFI metamodel for registering other metamodels and models”

19763-1 Clause  5.1 Structure of ISO/IEC 19763 standards - Part-2 Core model  says “The core model provides a mechanism for metamodel description and normative constructs to be used in the development of metamodel framework standards.”
	The 19763-2 scope statement is not aligned with 19763-1 statement of scope. Part 2 now assumes items that are beyond the scope as defined in part 1.  Needs alignment.

No solution provided.
	

	CA 04
	1 Scope
	Para 1 
2nd sentence
	Ge
	The scope states that the Core is to be utilized by all parts of 19763, but some parts, such as part 3 are currently not using the Core.
	Alignment is needed.
	

	CA 05
	2.1e
	Ref to Annex A and B
	Te
	The text states that a conforming implementation shal conform to Annex A and B, but these Annexes are curently Informative
	Either make the Annexes normative, or delete the need to conform to them.
	

	CA 06
	2.2
	Table 1
	Ed
	In row b, column ‘Extensions’, ‘agreed to the other parts’ should be ‘agreed to in other parts’
	Make the correction.
	

	CA 07
	2.2
	Table 1
	Te
	We do not understand why the wording for Strictly Conforming and Conforming needs to be different for row b and row c.  
	Either use the wording style of row b for row c, or explain why they need to be different.
	

	CA 08
	2.2
	1st Note after Table 1
	Te
	This note refers to content conformance which has nothing to do with implementation conformance being specified in this clause.  If there is a requirement to mention content conformance at all in this standard, then it should be specified more thoroughly than it is here, and it should be described as part of the model where it would conformance would actually be specified.
	Remove the note.

Possibly add more text elsewhere if needed.
	

	CA 09
	2.2
	2nd Note after table 1
	Ed
	The two sentences in the second note are unrelated.
	Place each sentence in a separate note.
	

	CA 10
	2.2
	2nd Note after table 1
	Ed
	Where there are multiple notes, they should be uniquely numbered within a clause.
	Number the notes after making the other proposed changes.
	

	CA 11
	2.3
	Table 2
	Te
	In row 1, the difference between Level 1 and Level 2 is that Level 2 allows for both Annex A and extensions.

is the exclusion of Annex A from Level 1 deliberate.
	Either include Annex A in Level 1, so that the only difference between the levels is Extensions
OR
Specify three levels,as :

Level 1 – Clause 5 only

Level 2 – Level 1 plus Annex A

Level 3 – Level 2 plus Extensions
	

	CA 12
	2.3
	Notes after Table 2
	Ed
	Where there are multiple notes, they should be uniquely numbered within a clause.
	Number the notes.
	

	CA 13
	2.3
	2nd Note after Table 2
	Ed
	The use of ‘All’ is inappropriate.
	Change ‘All’ to ‘Any’.
	

	CA 14
	2.6
	Ref to 11179-6
	Ed
	The name of ISO/IEC 11179-6 is incorrect
	Delete ‘of data elements’.
	

	CA 15
	4
	
	Ge
	When one clause references another, the referenced clause should contain a reference back to the original referencing clause.
	Specific changes are contained in other ballot comment.
	

	CA 16
	4.2.3
	missing reference
	Ed
	4.2.15 component references artefact, so 4.2.3 should reference component.
	Insert:  c.f. component before Note 1.
	

	CA 17
	4.2.4
	missing reference
	Ed
	4.2.33 link references association, so 4.2.4 should reference link.
	Insert:  c.f. link before Note.
	

	CA 18
	4.2.5
	missing reference
	Ed
	4.2.34 link end references association end, so 4.2.5 should reference link end.
	Insert:  c.f. link end before Note.
	

	CA 19
	4.2.10
	missing references
	Ed
	4.2.47 object references class and instance, so 4.2.10 should reference instance and object.
	Insert:  c.f. instance, object before Note 1.
	

	CA 20
	4.2.29
	missing references
	Ed
	4.2.49 generalization is referenced from many other caluses, so should refer bck to them.
	Replace  c.f. inheritance

By:

c.f. generalizable element, inheritance, subclass, subtype, superclass, supertype.
	

	CA 21
	4.2.31
	missing references
	Ed
	4.2.47 object references class and instance, so 4.2.31 should reference class and object.
	Insert:  c.f. class, object before Note.
	

	CA 22
	4.2.38
	definition
	Te
	The definition includes a term ‘metamodelling language’ which is undefined. We understand it is lifted from ISO 19501:2005 Glossary, where again it remains undefined or is improperly defined since there is no available reference in literature. We believe that the desired term is ‘modelling language’
	Change ‘metamodelling language’ to ‘modelling language’
	

	CA 23
	4.2.44
	definition
	Te
	A name designates an object, it does not identify it.
	Change ‘identify’ to ‘designate’.
	

	CA 24
	4.2.45
	reference to name
	Ed
	There seems no need to contrast ‘namespace’ to ‘name’
	Delete ‘c.f. name’.

If not accepted, then add the reverse reference from name to namespace.
	

	CA 25
	4.2.45
	Note 1
	Ed
	‘name’ is a defined term, but is not shown as such in the note.
	Use bold font for ‘name’
	

	CA 26
	4.2.46
	Definition
	Ed
	‘object’, ‘class’ and ‘association’ are defined terms, but are not shown as such in the note.
	Use bold font for the defined terms.
	

	CA 27
	4.2.52
	Missing reference
	Ed
	4.2.27 references pattern so 4.2.52 should reference framework
	Insert: c.f. framework before Note.
	

	CA 28
	4.2.60
	Definition
	Ed
	The punctuation is incorrect.
	Replace the semi-colon by a comma.
	

	CA 29
	4.2.60
	References
	Ed
	The listing of references to generalization and superclass on separate lines is inconsistent with the style used in other clause.
	Combined the references onto a single line as:

c.f. generalization, superclass.
	

	CA 30
	4.2.61
	Definition
	Ed
	The punctuation is incorrect.
	Replace the semi-colon by a comma.
	

	CA 31
	4.2.61
	References
	Ed
	The listing of references to generalization and supertype on separate lines is inconsistent with the style used in other clause.  Also, the word Contrast is redundant.
	Combined the references onto a single line as:

c.f. generalization, supertype.
	

	CA 32
	4.2.62
	Definition
	Ed
	The punctuation is incorrect.
	Replace the semi-colon by a comma.
	

	CA 33
	4.2.62
	References
	Ed
	The listing of references to generalization and subclass on separate lines is inconsistent with the style used in other clause.
	Combined the references onto a single line as:

c.f. generalization, subclass.
	

	CA 34
	4.2.63
	Definition
	Ed
	The punctuation is incorrect.
	Replace the semi-colon by a comma.
	

	CA 35
	4.2.63
	References
	Ed
	The listing of references to generalization and subtype on separate lines is inconsistent with the style used in other clause.  Also, the word Contrast is redundant.
	Combined the references onto a single line as:

c.f. generalization, subtype.
	

	CA 36
	4.2.67
	Missing reference
	Ed
	4.2.40 model element references view element, so 4.2.67 should reference model element.
	Insert:  c.f. model element before Note.
	

	CA 37
	4.3
	metamodel classes
	Ed
	The Definitions clause should only define concepts, not metamodel classes.  Metamodel classes should be defined in clause 5.
	Move the following terms and definitions to appropriate places in clause 5.

4.3.17 Model Association

4.3.18 Model Association End

4.3.19 Model By MOF

4.3.20 Model Classifier

4.3.21 Model Component

4.3.22 Model Component Set

4.3.23 Model Concept

4.3.24 Model Domain Profile

4.3.25 Model Instances

4.3.26 Model Reference

4.3.27 Model Selection

4.3.28 Model Sign

4.3.29 Model Specification
	

	CA 38
	4.4
	Clause heading
	Ed
	Abbreviation should be plural
	Change Abbreviation to Abbreviations
	

	CA 39
	5
	All
	Te
	The rationale for the changes to the packages from FCD2 to FCD3 is not explained.
	Provide a rationale for the choice of packages.
	

	CA 40
	5
	All
	Te
	The descriptions of the various classes. e.g. in 5.2.1, 5.3.1, simply describe the model.  There is no explanation of what each class is intended to represent or be used for.
	The description should provide an explanation of the class, not just list its attributes and associations.
	

	CA 41
	5
	All
	Te
	Canada is still attempting to validate the model.  As a first cut we attach Annex A which provides an ORM view of part of the model.  We will continue to work on this, and will submit further material to the ballot resolution meeting.
	More details to be submitted to Ballot Resolution meeting in London.
	

	CA 42
	5.1
	Para 1
	Ed
	Para 1 is a hanging paragraph, which is against ISO/IEC Directives.
	Insert a new heading before the paragraph.

Further suggestions re organization of the clause to be provided later.
	

	CA 43
	5.1
	Overview
	Ed
	Annexes C through G provide additional explanatory text and should be referenced from the overview.
	As part of the overview, provide references to the informative Annexes that provide background to the model.
	

	CA 44
	5.1.1.1.
	1st Sentence
	Ge
	The reference to e-business is inappropriate because this standard is not related to ISO e-business standards.
	Delete the text from ‘that is required’ to the end of the sentence.
	

	CA 45
	5.1.1.2
	Figure 1 and text
	Te
	It appears the examples used in the figure and the text in the revised text is a re-interpretation or re-formulation of the traditional MOF four layer metadata architecture---in particular the explanation of the layers described for M0 through M3  under 5.1.1.2 1) through 4). The figure also is not consistent with the “traditional” figure being referred to in ISO 19502 and or ISO 10027. Particularly confusing is the use of the term ‘object’ in the figure at the M0 level which is really an instance. The original figure in the previous version had a better representation however lacking it was in its portrayal of semantics. The new figure as given is a rehash of already existing figures and as such,  is not acceptable unless it is an exact duplication of the original MOF or IRDS 4 level architecture
	No solution provided.
	

	CA 46
	5.1.1.2
	Para 1
	Ed
	The reference to 10027 is incorrect.
	Change ISO to ISO/IEC.
	

	CA 47
	5.1.1.2
	Item 2
	Te
	The 2nd sentence states: “Metadata is aggregated informally as models”..  There are two problems here:

1. Not all metadata is necessarily aggregated into a model.

2. Many models will be specified formally.
	Replace the sentence by:

“Metadata is frequently aggregated into models.
	

	
	5.1.1.2
	item 3, 2nd sentence
	Te
	The 2nd sentence states: “Meta-metadata is aggregated informally as metamodels”..  There are two problems here:

1. Not all meta-metadata is necessarily aggregated into a metamodel.

2. Many metamodels will be specified formally.
	Replace the sentence by:

“Meta-metadata is frequently aggregated into metamodels.
	

	CA 48
	5.1.1.2
	item 3, 3rd sentence
	Te
	The 3rd sentence states: A metamodel is an “abstract language” for describing different kinds of data, that is a language without a concrete syntax and notation.

There are several problems here:

1. A metamodel describes metadata, not data.

2. A metamodel is specified using a language.  The metamodel is not the language.

3. To specify a metamodel, a concrete notation is required.
	Delete the 3rd sentence.
	

	CA 49
	5.1.1.2
	item 4, 2nd sentence
	Te
	The 2nd sentence has problems similar to those of the 3rd sentence of item 3.
	Delete the 2nd sentence.
	

	CA 50
	5.1.1.2
	Last para on p.8
	Ed
	The last paragraph on p.28 is not related to the MOF four layer architecture, which is the topic of this clause.
	Insert a new clause heading: UML Profiles before this paragraph.
	

	CA 51
	5.1.1.2
	Last para on p.8
	Ed
	“is independent from an object domain” is poor grammar.
	Change ‘from an’ to ‘of any’
	

	CA 52
	5.1.1.3
	Para 3 and following bullet items
	Te
	This paragraph attempts to describe the whole MFI family of standards, but it is missing several new parts.  It is the job of MFI part 1 to describe the whole family of standards.  There is no need to repeat the information in part 2.
	Delete para 3 and following bullet items.
	

	CA 53
	5.1.1.3
	Figure 2
	Te
	Concept of a metaclass has been introduced in the caption. The earliest instance of this term in the text occurs only under Figure  4. An explanation is needed as to what is being referred to.
	No solution provided
	

	CA 54
	5.1.1.3
	Figure 2
	Te
	The usage and interpretations of the package connectors like <<use>> and <<reference>> is unclear, particularly observing that a given metaclass is having multiple connectors resulting in multiple equivalency paths (possibly arriving at different result sets if using different connectors). The multiple association paths between packages by themselves denote an association and is not in line with the ‘loose association’ as defined as being one of the criteria for a package in ISO 19501 4.2.2 Package Structure.
	Need to provide natural language sentences describing the connector’s role between the packages, e.g. “A «merge» connector between two packages defines an implicit generalization between elements in the source package, and elements with the same name in the target package”. 
	

	CA 55
	5.1.1.3
	Text following Figure 2
	Te
	The fifth bullet item refers to ModelClassifier which is not one of the packages in the Figure
	Delete the fifth bullet item:

· ModelClassifier
	

	CA 56
	5.1.1.3
	Text following Figure 2
	Te
	Text  following Figure 2 – MFI- corePackages and Metaclasses   -  Sentence: ‘LevelPair Package (informative; see Annex D)’ , a normative clause which refers to an Informative Annex. 
LevelPair is shown as one of the packages in MFI_Core so needs to be Normative.
	Describe the LevelPair package in normative text.
	

	CA 57
	5.1.1.3
	Figure 2
	Te
	The rationale used in determining the allocation of metaclasses to packages is not clear. For example the separation of ModelComponentSet and ModelComponent since there is “strong cohesion” (see ISO 19501 4.2.2 Package Structure) between them. Another example is assignment of ModelSign to the Registry package, since this implies there is “loose coupling” (see ISO 19501 4.2.2 Package Structure)  for example to  Component package because ModelSign has strong cohesion to each of the packages.
	No solution provided.
	

	CA 58
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CA 59
	5.1.1.3.2
	All
	Te
	This clause refers to the relationship between MFI part 2 and part 3 but there is no such relationship.
	Delete clause 5.1.1.3.2.
	

	CA 60
	5.2 , 5.2.1
	Figure 4
	Te
	5.2.1 states: A ModelByMOF shall have a PackagedObject using UML,  but in Figure 4, the association is shown as optional.  Which is correct?
	Make the text and the Figure consistent.

See also CA ??
	

	CA 61
	5.2.1
	All
	Te
	The class is called ModelByMOF, but it has an attribute isMOFcompliant: boolean, which suggest it need not be MOF compliant.  Therefore the use of MOF in the name is inappropriate.  The name is also not very descriptive of what the class represents, which is an optional (TBC) PackagedObject.
	Rename ModelByMOF to ModelObject.
	

	CA 62
	5.2.1
	(2) Attributes
	Te
	The third attribute MOFVersion is shown as string[1..1], with Use Optional, which is contradictory. Which is correct?
	Make the text consistent.
	

	CA 63
	5.2.1
	(3) References
	Te
	The first reference: has PackagedObject[0..1] is shown with Use Mandatory, which is contradictory.  Which is correct?
	Make the text consistent.

See also CA ??
	

	CA 64
	5.2.1
	(3) References
	Te
	In the description, the 2nd sentence reads:

“A MOF compliant model should be recommended’?

The meaning of this statement is unclear?
	If it is desired that this standard make the recommendation, then change ‘should be’ to ‘is’.

If it is desired that someone else (e.g. a Registration Authority) make such a recommendation, then specify whom.
	

	CA 65
	5.2.2
	(4) Constraints
	Te
	“should be’ is not appropriate language for a standard
	Change ‘should’ to ‘shall’
	

	CA 66
	5.2.3
	line 4
	Te
	“should be’ is not appropriate language for a standard
	Since the association is optional, change ‘should’ to ‘can’.
	

	CA 67
	5.2.3
	(3) References
	Te
	In 2. specified by , Description, the use of ‘should be’ is not appropriate language for a standard.  Also, the description refers to ModelByMOFs specifying ‘itself’.  It is supposed to be the ModelComponent that is being specified.
	Change the description to:

‘The ModelByMOFs that provide the specification for the ModelComponent.
	

	CA 68
	5.2.3
	(3) References
	Ed
	In 3. refers as construct, Description, there are two types.
	Correct the spelling of ModelComponent.

Change ‘a external’ to ‘an external’
	

	CA 69
	5.3.1
	has as upper
	Te
	The name ‘has as upper’ is not meaningful, and does not seem to match the description of the association which simply says that ModelComponents are aggregated in the ModelDomainProfile.
	None provided.
	

	CA 70
	5.4.2
	ModelInstances
	Te
	ModelInstances is not a good name.  First, plurals should not be used in classnames.  Second, any class will have associated instances, the Instances is not a useful term.
	Rename ‘ModelInstances’ to ‘Model’
	

	CA 71
	Annex A
	All
	Te
	Annex A is shown as Informative, but it is referenced from the Conformance clause, so needs to be Normative.
	Change ‘Informative’ to ‘Normative’.
	

	CA 72
	Annex B
	All
	Te
	Annex B is shown as Informative, but it is referenced from the Conformance clause, so needs to be Normative.
	Change ‘Informative’ to ‘Normative’.
	

	CA 73
	Annex B
	Figure B-1
	Ed
	The figure contains several typos.
	Modelelement s/b ModelElement

Gneeralizableelement s/b GeneralizableElement

StrucruralFeature s/b StructuralFeature.
	

	CA 74
	Annex C
	All
	Ed
	All uses of ‘may’, ‘must’, ‘should’ need to be reworded as, for example ‘can’, ‘shall’, ‘might’.
	Make the appropriate changes.
	

	CA 75
	Annex C
	C.1 para 2 item 1
	Ed
	“not only .... and also” is bad English
	change ‘and also’ to ‘but also’.
	

	CA 76
	Annex C
	C.1 para 2 item 4
	Ed
	‘represented as relationship’ is bad grammar.
	insert ‘a’ before ‘relationship.
	

	CA 77
	Annex C
	Figure C.1
	Te
	The class ModelClassifier does not match that used in Figure 4 on p.34.  attachment type and classifier name are missing.
	Update the figure to make it consistent with Figure 4.
	

	CA 78
	Annex C
	C.2 to C7
	Te
	Why are only some of the classes in Figure C.1 described?
	Describe all classes, or omit classes that are not expected to be useful.
	

	CA 79
	Annex C
	C.3 para 1
	Ed
	‘Corresponding’ needs ‘to’
	Insert ‘to’ after ‘corresponding
	

	CA 80
	Annex C
	C.3 para 1
	Ed
	‘mataclass’ s/b ‘metaclass’
	change ‘mataclass’ to ‘metaclass’
	

	CA 81
	Annex C
	C.3 para 1
	Te
	The second sentence states that ‘CodedValue’ inherits ‘Classifier’ via ‘NamedElement’, but Figure C.1 shows the superclass to be Vocabulary.
	Either change ‘NamedElement’ to ‘Vocabulary’ in the text, or change ‘Vocabulary’ to ‘NamedElement’ in the Figure.
	

	CA 82
	Annex C
	C.3 Superclasses
	Te
	The text lists ModelClassifier as the superclass, but the Figure shows Vocabulary as the superclass
	Change ‘ModelClassifier’ to ‘Vocabulary’
	

	CA 83
	Annex C
	C.4 para 4
	Te
	The text states that ModelPattern inherits indirectly from Package, but the path of this inheritance is not specified, and is not shown in Figure C.1
	Specify the superclasses via which Package is inherited.
	

	CA 84
	Annex C
	C.5 para 1
	Te
	The text states that Communication inherits indirectly from Package, but the path of this inheritance is not specified, and is not shown in Figure C.1
	Specify the superclasses via which Package is inherited.
	

	CA 85
	Annex C
	C.5 Superclasses
	Te
	The text lists ModelClassifier as the superclass, but the Figure shows Pattern as the superclass
	Change ‘ModelClassifier’ to ‘Pattern’
	

	CA 86
	Annex C
	C.5 Attributes
	Te
	The text lists an attribute in the Communication class, but it is not shown in Figure C.1
	Make the text and the figure consistent.
	

	CA 87
	Annex C
	C.6 para 1
	Te
	The text states that Component inherits indirectly from Package, but the path of this inheritance is not specified, and is not shown in Figure C.1
	Specify the superclasses via which Package is inherited.
	

	CA 88
	Annex C
	C.6 Superclasses
	Te
	The text lists ModelClassifier as the superclass, but the Figure shows Pattern as the superclass
	Change ‘ModelClassifier’ to ‘Pattern’
	

	CA 89
	Annex C
	C.6 Attributes
	Te
	The text lists an attribute in the Component class, but it is not shown in Figure C.1
	Make the text and the figure consistent.
	

	CA 90
	Annex C
	C.7 para 1
	Te
	The text states that Framework inherits indirectly from Package, but the path of this inheritance is not specified, and is not shown in Figure C.1
	Specify the superclasses via which Package is inherited.
	

	CA 91
	Annex C
	C.7 para 1
	Ed
	The text refers to ‘ModelFramework’ but the class is called ‘Framework’.
	Be consistent in the name used.
	

	CA 92
	Annex C
	C.7 Superclasses
	Te
	The text lists ModelClassifier as the superclass, but the Figure shows Pattern as the superclass
	Change ‘ModelClassifier’ to ‘Pattern’
	

	CA 93
	Annex C
	C.7 Attributes
	Te
	The text lists an attribute in the Framework class, but it is not shown in Figure C.1
	Make the text and the figure consistent.
	

	CA 94
	Annex D
	All
	Te
	Annex D is shown as Informative, but it is shown as part of the MFI Core package in Figure 2, so needs to be Normative.
	Change ‘Informative’ to ‘Normative’.
	

	CA 95
	Annex D
	Figure D.1
	Te
	The figure does not show the multiplicity of associations.
	Show multiplicity in the figure.
	

	CA 96
	Annex D
	Figure D.1
	Ed
	The associations labelled ‘govern’ s/b ‘governs’.
	Change two occurrences of ‘govern’ to ‘governs’
	

	CA 97
	Annex D
	Figure D.1
	Ed
	In class ModelLevel, the attribute ‘leve Id’ s/b ‘level Id’
	Change ‘leve Id’ to ‘level Id’
	

	CA 98
	Annex D
	Figure D.1
	Te
	Several of the associations in the Figure are not named.
	Name all associations.
	

	CA 99
	Annex D
	D.2 para 2
	Ed
	‘is corresponding to’ is not good English.
	Change ‘is corresponding to’ to ‘corresponds to a’
	

	CA 100
	Annex D
	D.3 references
	Te
	The references to  LowerModel and LowerModelElement are not listed.
	List all references.
	

	CA 101
	Annex E
	All
	Ed
	All uses of ‘may’, ‘must’, ‘should’ need to be reworded as, for example ‘can’, ‘shall’, ‘might’.
	Make the appropriate changes.
	


Annex A to Canadian Comments - ORM model accompanying ballot comment CA 41.
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	FI 
	Introduction 
	Page vii 
	ge 
	Introduction as such may not be understood by a person that has no knowledge of (information) systems interoperability. 
	The introduction should be written in such a way that it would be possible to be understood by a person outside the standardisation business. 
	

	FI 
	Introduction 
	Page viii 
	ge 
	It is very unclear in the introduction if this standard has any importance. Is there a reason why I should read this standard?
	The introduction should give a clear meaning and purpose for a general technical person. Answer these questions more clearly in the introduction:
What is standardised? 
Why is it standardised? 
Who is standardising? 
What are the benefits of this standard? 
What problems does this standard solve? 
How does this standard solve those problems?

Who are the end users of this standard? 
How will this standard make things easier for different stakeholders? 
In what way will this standard change the business? 
Will this standard change the way the interoperable systems are created? (outside) 
Will this standard change the internal work of interoperable systems? (inside) 
Will this standard provide any competitive advantages? What are they? 

	

	FI 
	2.1. (page 9) 
	
	te 
	Clause “satisfy the requirements of 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, Annex A, and B” 
	It should be decided if Annex A and B are mandatory or informative. 
If mandatory, the clause is OK. 
If informative, the clause is contradictory, since Annex A and B are marked “informative”.
	

	FI 
	5.4.2 (page 44) 
	Figure 7 
	ed 
	Figure 7 should be presented earlier. 
	If the figure 7 was presented also in the introduction, it would explain the standard for a non-technical person.
	

	FI 
	5.1.1.2 and 5.4.2. 
	Figure 1 and Figure 7 
	te 
	Figures 1 and 7 are missing one alternative:

In the level M0 there can be data in a database. 
In the level M1 there can be the database structure. 
In the level M2 there can be the database modelling language. 
In the level M3 there can be meta-modelling language. 
In reality, many prominent systems are based on relation database(s), not objects or object database, or XML instances. 
	Consider adding database reality in figures 1 and 7. Actually, majority of the interoperable systems will be database systems. 
	

	FI 
	2.3. (page 10) 
	Table 2 
	te 
	XMI has several versions. Which version of XMI is referred to? 
	If different versions of XMI alter the conformity of this standard, the version of XMI should be noted. 
	

	FI 
	5.1.1.2 (page 28) 
	
	ge 
	UML is a bloat. 
	It is unfortunate that a bloat like UML is an industry standard, which makes reading this standard very complicated. 
	


	SEQ
#
	Cmnt
ID
	See
Also
	
Severity
	
Reference
	
Description
	Addressed By

	ISO/IEC 3FCD 19763-2

	001
	JPN-P01–001
	
	2 Major editorial


	2.2 Degree of conformance
2.3 Levels of conformance
	Both of them should address constraints as conformance conditions in addition to attributes and references. Otherwise, an implementation that does not hold the constraints specified can claim conformance.
	

	002
	JPN-P01–002
	
	2 Major editorial


	5.1.1.3 MFI specification at glance
	The description on other parts of MFI should be deleted. It is out of the scope of MFI Part2, but is a matter of MFI Part1.

. 
	

	003
	JPN-P01–003
	
	3 Minor technical
	5.2.x, 5.3.x, 5.4.x, 5.5.x
	There are several unclear data types such as  URI of attribute "original" at 5.3.2 ModelSpecification, typeCode of attribute "model type" at 5.2.2 Model Classifier and typeCode of attribute "conceptualization" at 5.4.2 ModelInstances.
	

	004
	JPN-P01–004
	
	1 Major technical


	5.1.1.3.1
5.1.1.3.2
5.1.1.3.3
	These sub-clauses should be deleted since MFI Part2 should not prescribe the other parts of MFI.
	

	005
	JPN-P01–005
	
	3 Minor technical
	Table 3 at 5.4.2
	"a conceptualization type between a type and its instance" at (T-I, Description) should be changed to "a conceptualization type between an instance and its type, which is a metamodel of the instance".

"a conceptualization type between an upper metamodel and a lower mode" at (A-E, Description) should be  "a conceptualization type between a lower model and an upper model, which is a metamodel of the model" .
	

	006
	JPN-P01–007
	
	3 Minor technical
	5.5.1 ModelAssociation
(3) Constraints
	" The definition of ModelAssociation shall need to specify two ModelAssociationEnds." should be deleted since it is already specified as the multiplicity constraints of reference "ends".


	

	007
	JPN-P01–008
	
	3 Minor technical
	5.5.1 ModelAssociation
(3) Constraints
	"If a ModelAssociation is directional, a name suggesting its direction should be used." cannot be a constraint since it is not clear whether a name suggest a direction or not.


	

	008
	JPN-P01–009
	
	3 Minor technical
	A.2 Identifier rule for Administered Items
	It is not clear whether sign (DI-1) of ModelSign shall be the same as the value of attributes "sign" of ModelSign.

(proposed change)

A sign that is DI-1 of a ModelSign shall be the same as the value of 
attribute "sign" of the ModelSign.


	

	009
	JPN-P01–010
	
	3 Minor technical
	A.2 Identifier rule for Administered Items
	DI-1 (concept id of ModelConcept) is NOT “specified by” DI-2 (domain name of ModelDomainProfile) since it can be an arbitrary string. 

(proposed change)

A sign that is DI-1 of a ModelSign shall be the same as the value of 
attribute "sign" of the ModelSign.

A concept id that is DI-2 of a ModelSign shall be the same as the concept id  that is DI-1 of the ModelConcept that is specified by reference "designates"  of the ModelSign.

A domain name that is DI-3 of a ModelSign shall be the same as the domain name that is DI-1 of the ModelDomainProfile that is specified by reference "specified by" of the ModelConcept that is specified by reference "designates" of the ModelSign.
The description for the other DIs should be changed as same.
	

	010
	JPN-P01–010
	
	3 Minor technical
	Figure 3, Figure 8

5.5.1
	In Figure 3 and Figure8, ModelAssociation is a subclass of AdministeredItem, however, the description in 5.5.1, also,  in  A.2 Identifier rule for Administered Items, is not mentioned. 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


End of Paper
	GB 01 
	General
	
	ge
	The names of the metaclasses and the descriptions of them make it very difficult to understand the role or purpose of each metaclass within the overall metamodel.  Consequently, it is difficult to understand how this whole part of 19763 contributes to what is trying to be achieved.
	Either:

(1)  Rename the metaclasses and provide more meaningful descriptions for each metaclass.

OR

(2)  Provide meaningful examples of the use of this core model (those provided at Annexes E, F and G in the current draft do not adequately explain the use of this core model)

OR

(3)  Both
	

	GB 02 
	4.1.6
	
	ed
	“form of aggregation that …” – “aggregation” is not defined.
	Provide a definition of aggregation
	

	GB 03 
	4.2.59 and elsewhere
	
	ed
	Inconsistency - in Note 3 the term “in the UML” is used and in Note 4 just “in UML”
	Be consistent - use “in UML” when referring to to UML as a whole and “In the UML …” when referring to a particular UML artefact, such as “in the UML class model”.
	

	GB 04 
	4.3.11 and 4.3.35
	
	ed/te
	In both the clauses the note says “One of three obligation statuses …” yet only two obligation statuses (mandatory and optional) are defined and used.
	Either define and use a “conditional” obligation status or amend the notes to read  “One of two obligation statuses …”
	

	GB 05 
	5.1.1.1
	
	ed
	“The MFI provides an infrastructure for sharing information that is required for establishing cooperation between companies in e-business and e-commerce.”  The potential use of MFI goes far beyond e-business and e-commerce and the broader application should be recognised.
	Amend to include the broader potential application.
	

	GB 06 
	5.1.1.2
	Paragraph 1
	ed
	“The MOF metadata architecture is based on the traditional four layer metadata architecture …”  The four layer metadata architecture is not new, but it is not old enough to be called ‘traditional’.
	Delete “traditional”.
	

	GB 07 
	5.1.1.2
	Paragraph 7
	ed
	“… to extend the UML language”.  Since UML stands for Unified Modeling Language, the word “language” is repetition.
	Amend to read “… to extend UML”.
	

	GB 08 
	5.1.1.2
	Figure 1
	ed
	Inconsistent spelling – “Artifact” is used in this diagram, yet in the definitions the spelling “artefact” is used.
	Use “artefact” consistently.
	

	GB 09 
	5.1.1.3
	
	ed
	The list of parts of 19763 is incomplete.
	Add the other parts of 19763, including descriptions of the relationships after 5.1.1.3.3
	

	GB 010 
	5.1.1.3.2
	
	ge
	The statement that MFI Part 3 utilizes MFI Part 2 extensions will be incorrect if the current draft MFI Part 3 becomes accepted as a standard.
	The status of MFI Part 3 needs to resolved.
	

	GB 011 
	5.1.2
	
	te
	This says that for each attribute description the datatype and multiplicity are to be given with the attribute name and then under the use heading a statement as to whether the attribute is mandatory or optional.  Similarly for reference descriptions the class and multiplicity are to be given with the reference name and then under the use heading a statement as to whether the reference is mandatory or optional.  The multiplicity statement by definition indicates whether the attribute or reference is mandatory or optional, with multiplicities of [1..1] and [1..*] being mandatory and multiplicities of [0..1] and [0..*] being optional.  The statement of both the multiplicity and the obligation (under use) provides the potential for inconsistency, and there are many instances in succeeding clauses where there is such inconsistency.
	State either the multiplicity or the obligation status throughout, but not both.
	

	GB 012 
	5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5
	
	ge
	The models are shown both diagrammatically and in text.  It is unclear which takes precedence if the diagrams and the text are inconsistent.
	Provide a statement indicating which of the diagrams and the text takes precedence in the case of an inconsistency.
	

	GB 013 
	5.2.1
	Description paragraph
	te
	The description of ModelByMOF does no more than state where this metaclass fits within the model.  As such, it gives no indication as to the role, purpose or significance of this metaclass.  The lack of a description that clearly states the role, purpose or significance of the metaclass means that it is almost impossible to understand the whole model described in this part of the standard.  The same comment is true for every description paragraph in clauses 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5
	Replace all description paragraphs with more meaningful text that enables the model to be understood.
	

	GB 014 
	5.2.1 and elsewhere
	
	ed
	Inconsistency – some attribute and reference names have spaces (eg “model layer level”) and some do not (eg “isMOFcompliant”).
	Use a consistent presentation of names.
	

	GB 015 
	5.2.1
	“model layer level” attribute
	te
	The datatype is shown as string.  Should this not be an enumeration type?  The values are fixed and known.
	Introduce an appropriate enumeration type.
	

	GB 016 
	5.2.1
	“MOF version” attribute
	te
	Multiplicity ([1..1]) and obligation (optional) are inconsistent.  Which is correct?
	(No suggestion)
	

	GB 017 
	5.2.1
	“has” reference
	te
	Multiplicity ([0..1]) and obligation (mandatory) are inconsistent.  Which is correct?
	(No suggestion)
	

	GB 018 
	5.2.2
	“model type” attribute
	te
	The datatype is shown as “typeCode”.

(1) “typeCode” is undefined; if it is appropriate to use it then it should be defined.

(2) “typeCode” is used in many places and presumably they are all different.

(3) But since this is a conceptual model it is inappropriate to use codes at all.

(4) The description says that the value for this attribute is taken from Annex C, but Annex C is only informative.

All of this indicates that the use of “typeCode” is inappropriate and an enumeration type would be more appropriate.
	Introduce an appropriate enumeration type.
	

	GB 019 
	5.2.2
	“model type” attribute
	te
	Multiplicity ([1..1]) and obligation (optional) are inconsistent.  Which is correct?
	(No suggestion)
	

	GB 020 
	5.2.3
	“component type” attribute
	te
	The datatype is shown as “typeCode”.

(1) “typeCode” is undefined; if it is appropriate to use it then it should be defined.

(2) “typeCode” is used in many places and presumably they are all different.

(3) But since this is a conceptual model it is inappropriate to use codes at all.

An enumeration type would be more appropriate.
	Introduce an appropriate enumeration type.
	

	GB 021 
	5.2.3
	“conform- ance” attribute
	te
	Multiplicity ([0..*]) and description statement (A string identifying the conformance statement …) are inconsistent.  The description statement implies that there is a single statement; the multiplicity implies that there may be many conformance statements.  Which is correct?
	(No suggestion)
	

	GB 022 
	5.3.1
	“domain name” attribute
	ed
	The description does not appear to be describing what is indicated by the attribute name.  It is, therefore, unclear what this attribute is supposed to indicate.
	(No suggestion)
	

	GB 023 
	5.3.2
	“source” attribute
	te
	Multiplicity ([1..1]) and obligation (optional) are inconsistent.  Which is correct?
	(No suggestion)
	

	GB 024 
	5.3.2
	“issue date” attribute
	te
	Multiplicity ([1..1]) and obligation (optional) are inconsistent.  Which is correct?
	(No suggestion)
	

	GB 025 
	5.3.2
	“version” attribute
	te
	Multiplicity ([1..1]) and obligation (optional) are inconsistent.  Which is correct?
	(No suggestion)
	

	GB 026 
	5.4.1
	“component type” attribute
	te
	The datatype is shown as “typeCode”.

(1) “typeCode” is undefined; if it is appropriate to use it then it should be defined.

(2) “typeCode” is used in many places and presumably they are all different.

(3) But since this is a conceptual model it is inappropriate to use codes at all.

An enumeration type would be more appropriate.
	Introduce an appropriate enumeration type.
	

	GB 027 
	5.4.2
	“conceptualiz-ation type” attribute
	te
	The datatype is shown as “typeCode”.

(1) “typeCode” is undefined; if it is appropriate to use it then it should be defined.

(2) “typeCode” is used in many places and presumably they are all different.

(3) But since this is a conceptual model it is inappropriate to use codes at all.

An enumeration type would be more appropriate.
	Introduce an appropriate enumeration type.
	

	GB 028 
	5.4.2
	“conceptualiz-ation type” attribute 
Table 3
	te
	This table has a Code column.  Codes are inappropriate in a conceptual model.  
	Remove Code column.
(But this table would be become part of the definition of the enumeration type for this attribute if it is introduced).
	


