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1.  INTRODUCTION

Canada votes "DISAPPROVAL FOR THE REASONS ATTACHED" on ISO/IEC CD 20944-03  (N1163).

Canada will change its vote to APPROVAL if the attached comments are satisfactorily addressed.

2.  BALLOT COMMENTS

The following are the Canadian comments on ISO/IEC CD 20944-03 (N1163)

As agreed at the 2004 Xi'an meeting of SC32, Canada has used the ballot comment format defined by SC32 N1157. The following ballot comments are sorted by sub-clause number with those comments that apply to the whole document at the beginning.

The columns in the document have the following meanings: 

· SEQ # — A sequence number indicating the total number of comments – for use by the editor when consolidating comments.

· Cmnt ID — The comment identifier assigned by the organization submitting the comment

· See Also — Pointers to (comment identifiers of) other comments that appear to be closely related

· Severity — The severity of the problem as stated by the organization submitting the comment

· Reference — The location in the balloted document that the organization identified as most pertaining to the comment

· Description — The description provided by the organization with the comment; this includes any proposed solution provided by the organization

· Addressed By — For use by the Editor during and following the editing meeting.

	SEQ
#
	Cmnt
ID
	See
Also
	
Severity
	
Reference
	
Description
	Addressed By

	JTC1/SC32 N1163 CD 20944-03

	
	CAN-P03-001
	
	0-General
	00-All
	Progression of work:

It is important to harmonize the many parts of 20944.  The concept of the "release sequence" that the editor is using to show which versions of which parts are harmonized is of great value, but is of use only as long as the editor has the freedom to make changes across all parts.

Proposed Solution

We should plan to progress as many parts as possible simultaneously.  Before any part is allowed to progress to FCD, we should be confident that its content is sufficient to meet the needs of other parts that are less advanced in the standards process.  In particular, Part 2, the Common Vocabulary needs to be finalized first in order to be referenced, but last in order to be as complete as possible, which requires that parts progress, as much as possible, simultaneously.
	Discussed in WG2 and resolved that we would release the following parts first: 1, 2, 3, 20, 40, 41, 44, 47, 80, 81, 82.

	
	CAN-P03-002
	CAN-P03-004
	1-Major Technical
	01-Scope
	Footnote 1 states:

" The concept of data interoperability applies to metadata when metadata is treated as data, e.g., metadata item attributes (as specified by ISO/IEC 11179-3) that are transferred or exchanged.  The concept of data interoperability is different than metadata interoperability: agreement upon the meaning of descriptive data, which is outside the scope of this International Standard."

Excluding metadata interoperability from scope seems inappropriate given the present title of the 20944 family of standards is "Metadata interoperability and bindings".

Note that part 1 explicitly states that "20944 concerns itself with the syntax … for data interchange".

Proposed Solution

There are two main options available:

1) Re-title the family of standards to reflect the actual scope.  e.g. change 'Metadata Interoperability and Bindings' to 'Data Interoperability and Bindings' or revert to the previous title of 'Metadata registry Interoperability and Bindings'.

[Note: 20944-40 explicitly refers to accessing a 'metadata repository' (not registry), but the facilities described are not specific to metadata.]

2) Address metadata interoperability within the scope of the family of standards.

Since the responsibility of WG2 is Metadata, and achieving true interoperability between metadata registries requires us to address both data and metadata inter-operability, we strongly prefer the latter approach.  However, we have no contributions at this time to help achieve this.
	The title of the standard was changed to "Metadata Registries Interoperability and Bindings (MDRIB)".

The intent of excluding "metadata interoperability" from the scope is to reveal: (1) this standard only provides the interchange of metadata, but (2) "metadata interoperability" is dependent upon the agreement of the meaning of the metadata itself, which is outside the scope of the standard.

The requested change was not applied, but the project editor seeks guidance on express the text properly (as per the National Bodies).

	
	CAN-P03-003
	
	1-Major Technical
	03-Terms
	Terms and Definitions:

While Canada supports the consolidation of the vocabulary in a common part (part 2), we believe there is a need for at least a list of the terms in each individual part, so that the reader knows which terms can be found in part 2.

Proposed Solution

Add to clause 3 an entry for each of the terms from part 2 that is used within this part.  Once this part reaches FCD, we should add references to the specific sub-clauses in part 2 where the definitions can be found.  

Terms from 20944-02 that should be added include:

3.15.2.1 implementation conformance statement (ICS) 

Some or all of: 3.20.6, 3.20.7, 3.20.8, 3.20.13

The editor is requested to identify other terms that are used in this part and defined in part 2.

Any terms that are used in this part, but not defined in part 2, should be added and defined.
	Resolved that we would indicate which terms were used by the standard itself and, thus, the remaining terms are intended to be used by the users of the standard, i.e., people including 20944 in their own requirements for interoperability bindings.

	
	CAN-P03-004
	CAN-P03-002
	1-Major Technical
	03-Terms
	The terms " data interoperability" and "metadata interoperability" are used in a footnote to clause 1.  Since these concepts are fundamental to this family of standards, the terms should be included in clause 3 of this part, and defined in part 2, Common Vocabulary.  We would also expect the concepts to be expanded on in Part 1, Overview and Framework, in clause 5.2 which is entitled 'Metadata and data interoperability', but does not actually use these terms.
	Should discuss at next WG2 meeting to get agreement upon wording, then will add wording to text.


End of Comments

UNITED KINGDOM

UK vote of disapproval to ballot on CD 20944-03, Information technology —
Metadata Interoperability and Bindings (MDIB) —
Part 03: Common provisions for conformance (SC32 N1163)

The UK votes No with the following comment:

The UK strongly supports this work, but notes omissions, errors and inconsistencies in the current draft. Once these defects have been corrected, the UK will change its vote to positive.
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	GBR-P03-001
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P03-No specific location
	The first six pages identify themselves as "Release Sequence #7", but from then on the identification drops back to "Release Sequence #6".  Is this significant, or is it just an editorial slip?
	Will correct.

	
	GBR-P03-002
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P03-Foreword
	It would be helpful to the reader if there were some indication in the Foreword about the publication status of the long list of Parts of 20944. History suggests that some will lag a long way behind the first few, and some may never be published.  It might be better to restrict the list to those that are being actively progressed.
	Will seek advice from WG2, SC32, and ISO CS.

	
	GBR-P03-003
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P03-Introductionn
	In the diagram in "Introduction", there is no obvious reason why the PHP binding, Part 47, should not appear on the same line as other bindings. There is sufficient space to extend the bounding box to the right.
	Will discuss improvements to diagram at next WG2 meeting.

	
	GBR-P03-004
	
	3-Major Editorial
	P03-01
	The profusion of references, notes and footnotes makes clause 1, "Scope", less easy to understand than it might be.  It should be simplified.  Some of the material should be transferred into the body of the standard, into "Definitions" or "Concepts" clauses.
	Unclear what changes are suggested.  Will discuss at WG2 meeting.

	
	GBR-P03-005
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P03-02
	Footnote 5, referenced from the third item in Clause 2, "Normative references", appears to be in conflict with the ISO copyright assertion on page 2. Though we sympathise with the intent, the footnote is probably inappropriate.
	These family of standards are freely available.  The links point to WG2's register of documents and future links on those pages will point to the ISO URLs once the documents are published.

	
	GBR-P03-006
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P03-03
	Clause 3, "Terms and definitions".  The two occurrences of "following" in the hanging paragraph ahead of the definitions render the sentence confusing.  Are the definitions specified in this document the only ones from Part 2 that are used, or are they additions to the set defined in Part 2?  In either case, the suggestion in footnote 6 seems unnecessary.
	Will fix.

	
	GBR-P03-007
	
	2-Minor Technical
	P03-03.01
	The rationale for inclusion of the note following definition 3.1, "base normative document" is not obvious.  The only occurrences of "base data model" in this document are in this Note, in definition 3.6, and in the note following that definition.  There are no occurrences in the body of the document.
	Will discuss at WG2 meeting.

	
	GBR-P03-008
	
	2-Minor Technical
	P03-03.03
	The term "technical specification" used in definitions 3.3 and 3.4 does not appear to be defined, and occurs only in definitions and footnotes.  The definitions of "base" and "derived" appear to be circular.
	Definition 3.4 is dependent upon 3.3, but the reverse is not true.

	
	GBR-P03-009
	
	2-Minor Technical
	P03-03.04
	"Derived" is normally understood to describe a directed relationship. The way the term is used in definitions 3.4 and 3.5 implies that the relationship is not directed: both a base standard and any standard that references it, according to this definition, are derived standards.  We do not believe that the authors of ISO/IEC Guide 2 or of ISO/IEC TR 10000-1 would consider their documents to be derived from 20944.
	The current definition describes the essential characteristics, but it is possibly incomplete.  The "direction" of the relationship may be impossible to determine and, possibly, is irrelevant (i.e., possible non-essential).  Will discuss at WG2 meeting.

	
	GBR-P03-010
	
	2-Minor Technical
	P03-03.06
	Definition 3.6 is not in alphabetical order in relation to the other definitions.  It could be moved, but as there is no normative reference to the term and it does not appear outside the Notes in clause 3, the definition and the references to the term should be deleted.  Note that the Note following definition 3.6 appears to be identical to that following definition 3.1.
	The definitions are in a thematic order, not an alphabetic order.  When this standard is translated to other languages, a thematic order will be preserved, while an alphabetic order will not.  Both thematic and alphabetic orderings are permitted by ISO 10241.

	
	GBR-P03-011
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P03-04
	The hanging paragraph immediately following the heading of Clause 4, "Conformance", is not compatible with the requirements of ISO/IEC Directives, Part 2.  The text should have a subclause heading.
	Will fix.

	
	GBR-P03-012
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P03-04
	The rational for the informative reference to the definition of "S/SC" in Note 2 following the Clause 4 heading is not obvious.
	It is included because 4.3 and 4.4 refer to strictly conforming and conforming.

	
	GBR-P03-013
	
	2-Minor Technical
	P03-04.04
	The purpose of Note 3 following subclause 4.4 is unclear.  If it is trying to say that changes to defined behaviour render an implementation non-conforming, that statement should probably be in normative text, rather than in an informative Note, and there are probably examples of better ways of saying it in other standards.  Although the requirements are somewhat different, ISO/IEC 9075-1:2003 clause 8.4.8, provides some reasonable examples of the way such requirements can be stated.
	This wording and its framework were taken from SC22 programming language standards.

	
	GBR-P03-014
	
	2-Minor Technical
	P03-05.01
	The intent and utility of clause 5.1 is not obvious.  Part of the problem may be a woolly use of the concept of derivation.
	Some people confuse derived normative documents with profiles.  For example, a data interchange specification that takes only a subset of data elements (from another data interchange specifications) is most likely a derived normative document, not a profile.  A profile implies the requirement that all implementations that conform to the profile also conform to the base standard and that is not the case for derived normative documents.

	
	GBR-P03-015
	
	3-Major Editorial
	P03-05.02
	Clause 5.2 quotes clauses of TR 10000-1 in a way that makes it not immediately obvious that the included text is a quotation.  A further protocol problem is that a specific clause of TR 10000-1 is referenced, although the reference to TR 10000-1 in Clause 2 is undated.  This is incompatible with the requirements of Part 2 of the ISO/IEC Directives.  If it is thought essential to include the text from TR 1000-1, rather than just reference it, it would be better to include a normative reference to the TR here and include the text as either an in-line Note or in a Informative Annex, in either case identifying the issue of the TR from which it is taken.
	Will seek guidance from WG2.  Disagree that it does not conform to Part 2 of ISO/IEC Directives.

	
	GBR-P03-016
	
	3-Major Editorial
	P03-06
	Some of the content of Annex A might be better included in the normative body of the document. It is also unusual, and rather confusing, to have an Annex that is numbered as if it were a normal clause.
	The numbering is a result of the ISO template.

	
	GBR-P03-017
	
	3-Major Editorial
	P03-06.04
	Clauses 6.3 and 6.4 appear to be identical.
	Will remove.

	
	GBR-P03-018
	
	1-Major Technical
	P03-06.04
	The document should not progress further until the missing text on conformance labels has been supplied.  Consideration should be given to including specification of conformance labels in the normative text.
	Will discuss in WG2.


UNITED STATES

	0001
	US
	
	
	ge
	The US vote will change to APPROVAL if these comments are resolved satisfactorily
	
	

	0002
	US
	Scope,
Introduction
	
	ge
	Scope and introduction to each of the parts is too general.  There is no apparent connection of the parts of this project to ISO/IEC 11179.  Goal is to provide details for what to implement, not how.
	Insert sentence or two in scope relating project to ISO/IEC 11179.  For instance "This and all the other parts of ISO/IEC 20944 describe APIs, codings, and bindings for interacting with a ISO/IEC 11179 metadata registry (MDR)."

Insert sentence in scopes that 20944 provides details of what to implement.

Insert paragraph in introduction to each part describing how the project relates to ISO/IEC 11179.  In addition to statements added to the scope, see above, semantic interoperability needs to be addressed.
	Wording was improved.

	0003
	US
	
	
	ge
	The presentation is difficult to follow, and with so many parts, it is very hard to understand the whole standard.
	Include more explanatory text along with the technical specification.  Examples and Notes help make the text more understandable. 
	Wording was improved.

	0004
	US
	
	
	ed
	20944-2 provides all the terms used in the rest of the standard.  References to those terms when used in other parts are not provided.
	Insert references to all terms used in any part to their definitions in Part 2.  Include an indicator (i.e., angle brackets around appropriate context) if a term is defined multiple times in Part 2.
	Agree upon change, will incorporate in next draft.

	0005
	US
	Clause 2 of all parts
	
	te
	No normative reference to ISO/IEC 11179 is given.  Since the 20944 project is in the 11179 family of standards, explicit reference to 11179 is required.
	Provide normative references to ISO/IEC 11179.
	Agreed and added.

	0006
	US
	
	
	ed
	Reference to 11179 is not made in the text.  There is a nice example related to 11179 in Part 1, but not elsewhere.
	Establish links through examples in all the parts to ISO/IEC 11179.
	Need to discuss in WG2 where the examples should be consolidated.  Might be a separate part because the examples are complex and can span many parts.

	0007
	US
	Scope
	Footnote 1
	te
	Correct wording.
	Replace "metadata interoperability" with "semantic interoperability".
	Disagree.  See response to Canadian comment.

	0008
	US
	Scope
	Note
	te
	The Note is confusing.
	Remove the Note.  Use the most appropriate term from ISO/IEC 11179 and reference its definition in Part 2.
	Agree.


