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i. Preface

This document contains responses of the WCS.SWG to the comments received during the RFC period for WCS 2.0.
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none.
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Foreword

From March 15 until April 14, 2010 OGC has sought responses on the draft of WCS 2.0. This document lists all comments received and their responses by the WCS.SWG.

Attention is drawn to the possibility that some of the elements of this document may be the subject of patent rights. The Open Geospatial Consortium Inc. shall not be held responsible for identifying any or all such patent rights.

Recipients of this document are requested to submit, with their comments, notification of any relevant patent claims or other intellectual property rights of which they may be aware that might be infringed by any implementation of the standard set forth in this document, and to provide supporting documentation.

OGC WCS 2.0: Comments and Responses
Below is the list of all comments received during the RFC period (March 15 – April 14, 2010) together with the position that the WCS.SWG has adopted in their evaluation. Every response has been adopted unanimously in presence of a quorum.
1 Comment 1
PART A

1. Evaluator:

         Dominic Lowe, STFC (OGC Member), dominic.lowe@stfc.ac.uk

2. Submission:


09-110r2, WCS Core Interface Standard


(These comments actually refers to schemas in the RFC bundle).

1.1 Comment

PART B

1. Comment: 1

2. Implementation Specification Section number: wcsGrids.xsd

3. Criticality:  Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes:

Description of AbstractReferenceableGrid in wcsGrids.xsd does not match the description of AbstractReferenceableGrid in approved GML CR 07-112r3.

wcsGrids.xsd states:

"This element and its type are copied from approved Change Request 07-112r3, which adds them to GML 3.2.1"

However the description of this element and type differs between wcsGrids.xsd and 07-112r3

Specifically the final '<documentation>' sentence in wcsGrids.xsd definition of AbstractReferenceableGrid refers to an internal crs:

"The inherited attribute group gml:SRSReferenceGroup shall link the referenceable grid to the internal coordinate reference system of the grid."

compared with 07-112r3 which refers to an external crs:

"The inherited attribute group gml:SRSReferenceGroup shall link the referenceable grid to the external coordinate reference system to which it is referenceable."

Furthermore it is noted that the only substantive amendment of accepted CR 07-112r3 compared with the previous revision (07-112r2) was to clarify that the SRSReferenceGroup shall link the referenceable grid to the external coordinate reference system.

This comment recommends that the GML approved definition from 07-112r3 is used for correct harmonization with GML.

1.2 SWG Response

Accepted, the modification suggested has been incorporated.
2 Comment 2

PART A

1. Evaluator:

         Dominic Lowe, STFC (OGC Member), dominic.lowe@stfc.ac.uk

2. Submission:


09-110r2, WCS Core Interface Standard


(These comments actually refers to schemas in the RFC bundle).

2.1 Comment

PART B

1. Comment: 2

2. Implementation Specification Section number: wcsGrids.xsd

3. Criticality:  Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes:

The GML SWG recently voted against accepting change request 09-091 (Add ReferencedGridByTransformation: https://portal.opengeospatial.org/files/?artifact_id=3D35116)

There is an assumption in wcsGrids.xsd that this change request would have been approved by the GML SWG. Specifically the documentation for element "ReferencedGridByTransformation" states that "This element and its type are copied from Change Request 09-091r1, which adds them to GML 3.2.1."

Given the aim of harmonisation between WCS and GML any reliance in WCS 2.0 on 09-091 creates an potential barrier to GML harmonisation. Specifically 09-091 reverses the decision of the GML SWG that gml:SRSReferenceGroup shall link to the 'external' crs of the grid - so this issue is also directly related to the above item.

This comment recommends that ReferencedGridByTransformation is not included in its current form in the WCS 2.0 specification for the same reasons it was not accepted as a GML CR and for the fact that it may therefore be a barrier to harmonisation with GML.

2.2 SWG Response

Accepted, the modification suggested has been incorporated.
3 Comment 3

 [Unfortunately the link http://www.opengeospatial.org/standards/requests/61 is currently not functioning, so I can't retrieve the correct references to the document clauses.]

PART A

1. Evaluator: Simon Cox, JRC

2. Submission:  OGC 09-110rX - WCS 2.0

3.1 Comment

PART B
1. Comment: 1. 

2. Implementation Specification Section number: wcsCoverage.xsd, content model for RangeFieldType
3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: 

The sub-element 'dataType' should have type='gml:ReferenceType'. 

This will provide an unambiguous way to refer to data-type identifiers (using xlink:href instead of some unpredictable combination of codeSpace and value), and will encourage the use of previously registered datatypes (which supports interoperability). 
If necessary, the UML model should be modified so that the type of this attribute is a <<codeList>class. 

3.2 SWG Response

The resp. Part has been redesigned based on SWE Common; said issue does not occur any longer, hence this comment is obsoleted.
4 Comment 3
PART A

1. Evaluator:

         Peter Baumann

2. Submission:


09-110r2, WCS Core Interface Standard

4.1 Comment

PART B

1. Comment: 1

2. Implementation Specification Section number: 

Figure 1, Table 3, wcsCommon.xsd, accompanying text

3. Criticality:  Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes:

ServiceParameters contains a component supportedFormatList. Intended use is, with some extension, to indicated the data formats in which coverages can be requested.

However, this cannot be decided once and for all a priori: If slicing is applied in a GetCoverage request then the dimension of the result will change, and different formats can apply then.

Example: a 3D cube cannot be encoded in JPEG, whereas a 2D GetCoverage slicing can.

Hence, it is recommended to drop this item from the specification.

Should it be kept than there is an item in the specification which cannot be used in the intended meaning and will be confusing at best.

4.2 SWG Response

Accepted, the modification suggested has been incorporated.
5 Comment 4

PART A

1. Evaluator: Stephan Meissl, EOX IT Services GmbH (OGC member),

stephan.meissl@eox.at

2. Submission: OGC 09-146, GML 3.2.1 Application Schema for WCS 2.0

5.1 Comment

PART B

1. Requirement: General

2. Implementation Specification Section number: General, 6

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: Add slot for specific metadata to be used in application profiles.

In application profiles, as defined in OGC 09-153, "WCS 2.0 Overview: Core & Extensions" Figure 1 and section 6.2, it will be necessary to expand AbstractCoverage with some domain specific metadata. We propose to include an empty element allowing xlink attributes ('by-reference' pattern) under "AbstractCoverage" with cardinality 0 or 1 (optional). This can be used in application profiles like an "Earth Observation Application Profile" to mandatorily include a link to EO-GML metadata as specified in 0GC 06-080r5, "GML 3.1.1 Application schema for Earth Observation products". 

5.2 SWG Response

Accepted; following some discussion, a proposal made by GML.SWG was adopted to have an even more general mechanism which allows to establish metadata of any type (allowing both links and inlining).

6 Comment 5

PART A

1. Evaluator: Peter Baumann

2. Submission: WCS 2.0, in particular: GML 3.2.1 Application Schema for WCS 2.0 (09-146)

6.1 Comment

PART B

1. Requirement: General

2. Implementation Specification Section number: 09-146 (whole document and schema)

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes:

The new part of the coverage model, range structure, should be rephrased using SWE Common (best in its most current version, 2.0, which is under vote as well). This greatly will increase harmonization level and, ultimately, help establishing one common coverage model across OGC (hopefully SWE O&M will embrace harmonization likewise and adjust to this common coverage model). If not done, SWE world will remain disconnected.
6.2 SWG Response

Accepted, the modification suggested has been incorporated.
7 Comment (set ) 6
PART A
1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele@interactive-instruments.de
2. Submission: 09-110r2 (WCS_2.0_Core_Interface_Standard),
09-146 (GML_3.2.1_Application_Schema_for_WCS_2.0)

7.1 Comment 1

PART B.1

1. Requirement: 09-110r2, #1 / General; 09-146, #4

2. Implementation Specification Section number: 6 / general

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: Requirement #1 does not seem to be aligned with the XML Schema. No XML element CoverageOffering could be found, i.e. the use of an Xpath expression in requirement #1 seems to be meaningless. Verify correctness of all Xpath expressions in 09-110r2 with respect to the normative XML Schema using sample XML files before submitting WCS 2.0 for vote.
The same applies to 09-146 (req #4).

7.2 SWG Response
CoverageOffering documents are not delivered bz a WCS, they represent the overall (abstract) server offering; components are delviered, however (and they can be found in the schema, in particular: AbstractCoverage). A way of testing it is retrieving all components (ie, use DescribeCoerage and GetCoverage) to check this condition. This is stated in the ATS.
7.3 Comment 2

PART B.2

1. Requirement: General

2. Implementation Specification Section number: General

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: The standardisation target for the different requirement classes are not clear. 
The standardisation target type of the single conformance/requirements class in 09-110r2 seems to be an OGC Web Service (OWS). However, req 34/35 include clients. Consider to explicitly state the standardisation target type per requirements class as well as the direct and indirect dependencies. Remove clients from req 34/35 (create another requirements class if necessary).
For 09-146, Clause 2 implies that "implementations" are the standardisation target type, from the wording of the requirements this seems to imply that XML documents are the standardisation target type, i.e. "implementations" refers to XML instances, not to software components. This should be clarified. Again, consider to explicitly state the standardisation target type per requirements class as well as the direct and indirect dependencies. A consequence is that a software product cannot be compliant to the standard (09-146); it may claim however that it will only write compliant coverage instances in XML.  
7.4 SWG Response

As for the standardization target type, actually these are concrete instance documents in the case of the Application Schema defining coverages. Good catch, will adjust phrasing accordingly.
However, separating client and server requirements does not make sense - in the end, the interface defines interaction between these two parties. I have argued this already in the last OAB session.

7.5 Comment 3

PART B.3

1. Requirement: 09-146

2. Implementation Specification Section number: 4.1

3. Criticality: Minor

4. Comments/justifications for changes: The definition of coverage differs from the definiton in other OGC standards, e.g. GML, which uses the definition from ISO 19123: "feature that acts as a function to return values from its range for any direct position within its spatiotemporal domain". Change definition to the ISO 19123 definition.

7.6 SWG Response

Have used the AT6 (ie, ISO 19123) definition for the term coverage now, with an additional definition of an ”GML coverage” plus a statement that clarifies that, whenever we say ”coverage” in this context we actually mean ”GML coverage”.

7.7 Comment 4

PART B.4

1. Requirement: 09-146

2. Implementation Specification Section number: Figure 1

3. Criticality: Minor

4. Comments/justifications for changes: In GML 3.2, DomainSet and RangeSet are <<Union>>s, not <<Data Type>>s. Change stereotype to <<Union>>. Also, AbstractCoverage should be without a stereotype.
7.8 SWG Response

OK, corrected.
7.9 Comment 5

PART B.5

1. Requirement: 09-146

2. Implementation Specification Section number: Figure 1

3. Criticality: Minor

4. Comments/justifications for changes: The aggregation relationship between AbstractFeature and AbstractCoverage is unclear. This relationship is not discussed in the text and not part of the GML Schema (at least not as shown). Remove relationship from figure.
7.10 SWG Response

This is a mistake, it should denote an inheritance. Corrected now.
7.11 Comment 6

PART B.6

1. Requirement: 09-146

2. Implementation Specification Section number: Clause 6, in particular 6.2

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: Align range structure encoding with SWE Common 2.0 (swe:DataRecord). Consistency and harmonisation between WCS and SWE Common is important, also with regard to future revisions of the coverage encoding of GML.
Also, ISO 19123 uses "rangeType" not rangeStructure as used in 09-146. Unless there is a good reason to deviate, use rangeType for consistency with the abstract specifications. 
7.12 SWG Response

· Aligning with SWE: This has been done meantime (cf earlier comment).

· use "rangeType": accepted.

7.13 Comment 7
PART B.7

1. Requirement: 09-146

2. Implementation Specification Section number: Examples

3. Criticality: Editorial

4. Comments/justifications for changes: uom-value "W/cm^2" should be "W/cm2"
7.14 SWG Response

Using UCUM is accepted, have adjusted examples accordingly.
7.15 Comment 8

PART B.8

1. Requirement: 09-146

2. Implementation Specification Section number: General

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: Is there any reason to link the GML application schema to WCS 2.0 and use a namespace that starts with "http://www.opengis.net/wcs/2.0/"? Could this be a general GML application schema for grid coverages? This might make reuse of the application schema in other non-WCS-2.0-contexts more likely. 

7.16 SWG Response

accepted.
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