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i. Preface

This document contains comments received during the RFC period for the SWE Common Data Model 2.0 draft standard. It will be revised by a document prepared by the SWE Common SWG that will contain responses to each comment.
ii. Document terms and definitions

none.
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Foreword

From March, 15th until April, 14th 2010 OGC has sought comments on the draft of the SWE Common Data Model 2.0 standard. This document lists all public comments received during this period.

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.

SWE Common Data Model 2.0: Received Comments
Below is the list of all comments received during the RFC period (March 15 – April 14, 2010).
1 Comment
1.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)
1.2 PART B

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 always clear. Consider to explicitly state the standardisation target type per requirements class as well as the direct and indirect dependencies. For example, req #56 targets an XML instance, req #57 another schema, and req #55 targets "implementations", but it is unclear what is this term refers to. Other requirements classes explicitly refer to "encoding or software", e.g. req #15, while others target software only, e.g. req #18.
2 Comment

2.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

2.2 PART B

1. Requirement: n/a

2. Implementation Specification Section number: Clause 4

3. Criticality: Minor

4. Comments/justifications for changes: The definitions differ from the definitions in other OGC standards. Align definitions. Often additional text is added which should be moved to notes, if necessary.

3 Comment

3.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

3.2 PART B
1. Requirement: n/a

2. Implementation Specification Section number: 8.3.1

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: Align range structure encoding with WCS 2.0 (wcsgml:RangeStructure). Consistency and harmonisation between WCS and SWE Common is important, also with regard to future revisions of the coverage encoding of GML.

4 Comment
4.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

4.2 PART B

1. Requirement: n/a

2. Implementation Specification Section number: 7.3/8.3

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: The scope of the data components like swe:DataRecord is not entirely clear. Is this, for example, intended as a general encoding of record in ISO 11404? In this case such an encoding should probably not be specified in a SWE standard, but a more general standard. If it is not a general encoding the scope should be clarified in the document.

5 Comment
5.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

5.2 PART B

1. Requirement: n/a

2. Implementation Specification Section number: 7.2.2, 7.2.10, 7.2.15, Annex B and others

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: A new conceptual model and encoding for temporal concepts is developed as part of SWE Common instead of importing ISO 19108. The reasons for this are unclear. Consider using the model from ISO 19108 or propose changes to the model in ISO 19108 and use this amended version. 

6 Comment
6.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

6.2 PART B.6

1. Requirement: n/a

2. Implementation Specification Section number: Figure 7.3, AbstractSimpleComponent

3. Criticality: Minor

4. Comments/justifications for changes: Since the models are intended to be conceptual, AbstractSimpleComponent.referenceFrame should have a value of SC_CRS. To encode this as a reference is an encoding decision. Other occurances of URI should be evaluated what type is conceptually the value type of the property.

7 Comment

7.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

7.2 PART B

1. Requirement: n/a

2. Implementation Specification Section number: Clause 7

3. Criticality: Minor

4. Comments/justifications for changes: The need for the stereotypes <<property>> and <<soft-typed property>> are unclear in the conceptual model. How do they alter the concepts as part of the conceptual model (not the encoding model)? Consider removing the stereotypes from the conceptual model.

8 Comment

8.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

8.2 PART B

1. Requirement: General

2. Implementation Specification Section number: General

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: Change request 08-114 to GML (Deprecate GML components that were immature or innappropriate, https://portal.opengeospatial.org/files/?artifact_id=29333) requests that value objects are deprecated in GML and SWE Common is used instead. This CR has not been discussed yet in the GML SWG, but instead of GML importing SWE Common to use the abstract data components and SWE Common imports GML to extend value objects, a cleaner separation might be considered by the SWE Common and GML SWGs, e.g. by moving value objects out of GML as suggested by 08-114.

9 Comment

9.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

9.2 PART B

1. Requirement: n/a

2. Implementation Specification Section number: 7.5 and others

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: The need for encoding methods as classes is unclear as is the relationship with ISO 19118. This should be clarified. In general, it should be considered to describe encoding rules in conformance with ISO 19118.

10 Comment

10.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

10.2 PART B

1. Requirement: n/a

2. Implementation Specification Section number: 8.2.1

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: It is unclear whether the differences between AbstractSWE/AbstractSWEIdentifiable and AbstractGML (e.g. differences in multiplicities of @gml:id and name) are the result of different scopes or if a harmonisation is appropriate. This should be clarified.

11 Comment
11.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

11.2 PART B

1. Requirement: n/a

2. Implementation Specification Section number: 7.2.3

3. Criticality: Minor

4. Comments/justifications for changes: AbstractDataComponent.updatable may not be applicable in all cases, so it should not have a default value. 

12 Comment
12.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

12.2 PART B

1. Requirement: n/a

2. Implementation Specification Section number: Clauses 7, 8

3. Criticality: Minor

4. Comments/justifications for changes: UnitReference is used in the conceptual model, but does not seem to be specified. In the XML encoding, it is unclear why the type gml:UomIdentifier is not used.

13 Comment

13.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Clemens Portele, portele at interactive-instruments.de

2. Submission: 08-094 (OGC SWE Common Data Model Encoding Standard)

13.2 PART B

1. Requirement: General

2. Implementation Specification Section number: General

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: Not all URNs used in the document have been registered with the OGC NA.
14 Comment

14.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Simon Cox, JRC

2. Submission: OGC 08-094 - SWE Common Data Model v2.0 

14.2 PART B

1. Implementation Specification Section number: Clause 4

2. Criticality: Major

3. Comments/justifications for changes: Several of the terms refer to definitions from other documents, but have altered the text compared with the original. I can see that in some cases additional clarification is intended, but it is inappropriate to merge this with the quoted definition, which should be preserved intact. Additional information should be clearly labelled as such, for example as a “NOTE: Additional information.”
The following resources can be checked as well: http://www.isotc211.org/Terminology.htm 
Also look at Clause 4 in O&M v2.0 (10-004r1), which have been reviewed in detail by the terminology police, and provides examples of how to refer to both ISO and other sources.

15 Comment
15.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Simon Cox, JRC

2. Submission: OGC 08-094 - SWE Common Data Model v2.0 

15.2 PART B

1. Implementation Specification Section number: Clause 8.1.1. basic_types.xsd

2. Criticality: Major

3. Comments/justifications for changes: The schema uses a new abstract base type AbstractSWEType in place of similar GML types. No explanation is provided for why this was necessary. The one significant difference is the 'extension' element. However, this could be appended to the GML content model with no change in functionality. 

16 Comment
16.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Simon Cox, JRC

2. Submission: OGC 08-094 - SWE Common Data Model v2.0 

16.2 PART B

1. Implementation Specification Section number: Clause 7.4 Figure 7.29 block_components.xsd

2. Criticality: Minor

3. Comments/justifications for changes: Matrix|DataArray::elementCount:Count and XML elementCount is type='swe:CountPropertyType'. The role of these uses of Count is trivial compared to the qualified and identified values that the Count class was created for. Suggest simplification to xs:nonNegativeInteger or similar?

17 Comment
17.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Simon Cox, JRC

2. Submission: OGC 08-094 - SWE Common Data Model v2.0 

17.2 PART B

1. Implementation Specification Section number: 8.5.4., A.11.7, A.12.5

2. Criticality: Minor

3. Comments/justifications for changes: EBNF is defined by ISO 14977, and is used in this spec. However, ABNF is defined by IETF RFC 5234, and is the more commonly used syntax, with open-source processing engines available. Consider switching to ABNF. 

18 Comment

18.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Peter Baumann, p.baumann at jacobs-university.de
2. Submission: OGC 08-094 - SWE Common Data Model v2.0
18.2 PART B

1. Requirement: Mention relevant OGC standards in addition to ISO, in particular: the Web Coverage Service when it comes to coverages

2. Implementation Specification Section number: Annex B, in particular: Section B.3, p 152

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: Instead of only referring to ISO standards, SWE Common should also refer to relevant OGC standards (Abstract Topic 6 in addition to ISO 19123, etc). This should be done already in the Introduction, but also in B.3 which currently says:
--- snip ----------------------
B.3 Coverage model

SWE "Arrays" can sometimes be interpreted as coverage range data or grid data. However, SWE data arrays are lower level data types and don't constitute a "Coverage" in themselves. The ISO "Coverage" model can be used on top of the SWE "Array" model (which only provides means for describing and encoding the data), in order to provide a stronger link between range data and domain definition. Additionally, sensor descriptions given in SensorML (and thus using the SWE Common model) can be used to define a geo-referencing transformation that can be associated with a coverage via the ISO model.

--- snip ----------------------

This is correct, but somewhat misleading. Further, IMHO the corresponding OGC standards should go first (eg, Abstract Topic 6 instead of ISO 19123 - I have been pointed to that earlier by OGC staff). A reference to WCS would be helpful for the reader's understanding, such as:

--- snip ----------------------

SWE "Arrays" can sometimes be interpreted as coverage range data or grid data. However, SWE data arrays are lower level data types and don't constitute a "Coverage" in themselves. OGC Web Coverage Service (WCS) defines "Coverages" (both geo referenced and not referenced) from an OGC perspective, based on the GML 3.2.1 coverage model and OGC Abstract Topic 6 (which is identical to ISO 19123).

--- snip ----------------------

19 Comment

19.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Alexandre Robin, Spot Image S.A. (OGC member)

2. Submission: OGC 08-094 - SWE Common Data Model v2.0
19.2 PART B

1. Requirement: General

2. Implementation Specification Section number: 8

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: Add definition of mime types to use for SWE Common XML descriptions (i.e. application/swe+xml) as well as SWE Common encoded data streams (i.e. reuse of CSV mime type or text/plain, application/binary, etc.?).

20 Comment

20.1 PART A

1. Evaluator: Alexandre Robin, Spot Image S.A. (OGC member)

2. Submission: OGC 08-094 - SWE Common Data Model v2.0
20.2 PART B

1. Requirement: General

2. Implementation Specification Section number: General

3. Criticality: Major

4. Comments/justifications for changes: Add requirements classes for XML readers and XML writers. These classes should of progressive level of complexity so that they can use to test different level of completeness of implementations.
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