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1.  INTRODUCTION

Canada votes "DISAPPROVAL FOR THE REASONS ATTACHED" on ISO/IEC CD 20944-20  (N1164).

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 20944-20 (N1164)

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 20944-20

	
	CAN-P20-001
	
	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.
	See comment resolutions in Part 01.

	
	CAN-P20-002
	CAN-P20-005
	1-Major Technical
	00-All
	ISO/IEC 20944 and ISO/IEC 11179 each provide features that are largely orthogonal to each other.  Where these features intersect, we must ensure consistency and harmony.

Proposed Solution

Each aspect of 20944 must be considered in the context of 11179, especially part 3, such that 20944 fully supports and is consistent with 11179.  CAN-P20-005 identifies a specific instance where harmonization is required.
	Agree.

	
	CAN-P20-003
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	03 Terms
	The note to clause 3.1 states that the term "referenced data interchange specification" is defined in 20944-02, but it is not in the CD 20944-02 that is available on the SC32 web site.  We note that the available part 2 is 'release sequence #6', while part 20 is 'release sequence #7', so we assume these terms have been added to release sequence #7 of part 2.

Proposed Solution

The editor is requested to make the latest available drafts available on the WG2 web site so that they are available to all WG2 participants.
	Regarding the issue, will need to discuss in WG2 and clarify.

Regarding Canada's proposed solution: agreed.

	
	CAN-P20-004
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	03 Terms
	The sub-clauses of clause 3 need renumbering.
	Will fix.

	
	CAN-P20-005
	CAN-P20-002
	1-Major Technical
	06-01-Datatypes
	Clause 6.1 states that 20944 datatypes are based on ISO/IEC 11404.  However, 11179-3 allows the specification of any datatype scheme, with 11404 being just one example.  In order to fully support 11179, 20944 must also support any datatype scheme. 

Proposed Solution

In the same way that 20944 today allows the use of profiles to allow different data models to be specified, with the 11179-3 data model as one example, so it should also allow different datatype schemes to be specified, with 11404 being just one example.  Such a capability should facilitate the specification of specialized bindings, since each binding can then reference appropriate datatype schemes.
	The use of 11404 is to provide a common description of the datatypes in a binding-independent manner.  By using other datatypes, e.g., C or Java, the binding-independent portions are no longer binding-independent.  In the API bindings, the 11404 datatypes are mapped to the native datatypes of the respective programming languages.

	
	CAN-P20-006
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	06-02 
	In clause 6.2, "the is" should be "that is".
	Will fix.


End of Comments

KOREA

	KR
	5.4.2.1
	
	Te
	Text assumes index of a list starts at 0, which is not explicitly stated and in some languages index starts at 1.
	
	Will clarify.

	KR
	6.7
	
	Te
	Having two ways to change the value of an object (object and object/.value) may be confusing. 
	object/.value is more explicit, thus it is probably better if this way is the only way to change the object's value. 
	In a practical sense, both need to be supported.


UNITED KINGDOM

UK vote of disapproval to ballot on CD 20944-20, Information technology —
Metadata Interoperability and Bindings (MDIB) —
Part 20: Common provisions for coding binding (SC32 N1164)

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.

	SEQ
#
	Cmnt
ID
	See
Also
	
Severity
	
Reference
	
Description
	Addressed By

	
	GBR-P20-001
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P20-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.
	See resolution of UK comment in Part 03.

	
	GBR-P20-002
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P20-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.
	See resolution of UK comment in Part 03.

	
	GBR-P20-003
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P20-02
	Footnote 3, 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.
	See resolution of UK comment in Part 03.

	
	GBR-P20-004
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P20-03
	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?
	Will fix.

	
	GBR-P20-005
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P20-03.01
	All three definitions in clause 3 are numbered 3.1.
	Will fix.

	
	GBR-P20-006
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P20-06.02
	In the first line of 6.2, “the” should probably be “that”.
	Will fix.

	
	GBR-P20-007
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P20-06.07
	In the first line of 6.7, “an” should be “a”.
	Will fix.

	
	GBR-P20-008
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P20-08
	There is a clause 8.1 but no clause 8.2, so the 8.1 heading is redundant.
	Will fix.

	
	GBR-P20-009
	
	4-Minor Editorial
	P20-08
	The text of this clause is unclear. What is the antecedent of “those”, and on what is the registry “dependent”?
	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 appears that these comments apply to Part 03 and have been accidentally copied to Part 20 comments.

	
	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.
	It appears that these comments apply to Part 03 and have been accidentally copied to Part 20 comments.

	
	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.
	It appears that these comments apply to Part 03 and have been accidentally copied to Part 20 comments.

	
	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.
	It appears that these comments apply to Part 03 and have been accidentally copied to Part 20 comments.

	
	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.
	It appears that these comments apply to Part 03 and have been accidentally copied to Part 20 comments.

	
	GBR-P03-017
	
	3-Major Editorial
	P03-06.04
	Clauses 6.3 and 6.4 appear to be identical.
	It appears that these comments apply to Part 03 and have been accidentally copied to Part 20 comments.

	
	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.
	It appears that these comments apply to Part 03 and have been accidentally copied to Part 20 comments.


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.
	See resolution to corresponding comment in Part 03.

	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. 
	See resolution to corresponding comment in Part 03.

	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.
	See resolution to corresponding comment in Part 03.

	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.
	See resolution to corresponding comment in Part 03.

	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.
	See resolution to corresponding comment in Part 03.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


