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CHRIS/10/11.2A

10th CHRIS MEETING

Singapore, 30 October – 1 November 1998

Work in ISOtc211 Working Group 5.

By Per A. Jakobsen, NHS

Private notes from the Beijing meeting. Parts dealing with working group 5 is translated to English.

Written in Monaco 20. October 1998 of Per-A. Jakobsen. Personal comments are in italics characters.

Also items connected to character sets and languages are important to be aware of, since this is often discussed in TSMAD and a solution which is in line with the ISO discussions was drafted in the Helsinki meeting of TSMAD (aug. 97)

Relevant documents:

a) Agenda for the WG5-meeting in Beijing is document  WG5n048 (enclosed)

b) Minutes from the WG5-meeting in Victoria is document WG5n047 (enclosed)

c) Resolutions from the Beijing meeting is document 211N589E  (resolution 73 concerns character sets)

d) Presentation from WG5 to the ISOtc211 plenary is document 211N585.pdf  (note: there were nothing stated about harmonization in the presentation given by the chairman Kees Weevers)

e) Presentation from WG4 to the ISOtc211 plenary is document 211N584.pdf  (note: the proposed way to handle character sets listed under Work Item 18)

f) Liaison report JTC1/tc204 and ISOtc211 regarding character sets.

g) Two DGIWG-proposals (211N576 and 211N577)

Note:  Documents c to g are available from the ISO/TC211 Website at http://www.statkart.no/isotc211/  (User-id = doc 211 and Password = mercator)

Other documents :

Those concerning harmonization work: IHB File no S3/8045   (20. Feb. 1998), CHRIS/9/91A,B,C

The recommendations listed in CHRIS/9/9.1A is not fulfilled. S57 ed3 covers all changes for the object catalogue and the attributes that the ICD identified. The DIGEST has been upgraded to version 2.0, but not all the 375 changes to FACC was covered, appr. 170 remains. WG5 arranged a SWG5.1 meeting in Victoria, but no work with the ICD was done.  (A new version of DIGEST has to come before there will be a good idea to start work of a new ICD.)

In the time between the Victoria Meeting in March and the Beijing Meeting in September, nothing was done in WG5 beyond the work done by the project leaders (Doug O’Brien and Debbie la Marque) in order to have a new working draft ready for the tc211meeting in Beijing.

Short notes to the different agenda-items for WG5.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Monday 21 / Tuesday 22 September 1998

Bi-lateral liaison meetings between WG 5 experts and WGs 1-4 (to be sche​du​led)

Jennifer Hum (DGIWG) and Doug o’Brien presented and discussed 211N576 ”Development of a multi-TC ISP for NSIF (STANAG 4545)” which will be a work related to ” raster, gridded data and imagery” with WG1. For WG3 they presented and discussed  211N577 ”Development of a ISP for geodetic codes and parameters”  which was an attempt to make a profile out of the S57 datums (s60) which are harmonized with DIGEST and STANAG 4545.

For WG 4 there were discussions about encoding and character-sets.

There were discussions with all groups out from items found under work with the technical report 15854 ”Functional standards”

Wednesday 23 September 1998


09:00 - 12:30 h (and 13:30 - 17:00 if needed)
                   agenda:
notes:

.
1.
      Opening, welcome and introductions

2.     
Attendance
21 persons present, 1 from a HO

3.
      Approval of agenda
agreed

4.
Minutes of previous meeting (Victoria, 09/10 March 1998)
accepted with a few word fixed.

5.     
Liaison with other TC 211 work items
report from activity in ”bi-lateral meetings” referred to above



6.     
Status and mandate of SWG 5.1-Harmonisation DIGEST/S-57 via TC 211
There has been some harmonization going on in Canada and USA in order to harmonize the new DNC with the ENC. This relates much to the product specifications.  I have not noted the specific words used, but as I understood, the work was aimed to give the DNC-2 the same IMO-compliance as the ENC has.



1. Status of SWG 5.2-Harmonisation DIGEST/

GDF via TC 211
Lack of resources in tc204. Question if this will be harmonization between DIGEST and GDF or between GDF and ISOtc211. A business case is under development.



8. Work-item 15046-06


        -    Profiles

        -    review of CD draft


-
liaison with other TC 211 work items


-
DGIWG ISP proposals


-
handling of profiles during base standards development


-
need for a special rapporteurs group


Doug O’Brien ”walked” through the document, which now appear to be not a technical standard but a procedure standard.

The conformance clause must be adjusted. (Doug will have a dialog with project leader of Work Item 5)

Major issue is the JTC1-method of defining and registering ISP’s. The chairman of ISOtc211 will propose alternative methods if the central committee of ISO objects to the proposal in 15046-6. An alternative could be use of a serie numbers reserved for profiles. (for instance 15046-200 and upwards)



9.
     Work-item 15854 - Functional Standards


-
liaison with other TC 211 work items


-
maintenance of the report



Debbie la Marque ”walked” through the report, and she had checked with all groups in tc211 that the problems addressed in the report was recognised.



10.    
Liaisons
IHO: Per-A. Jakobsen stated the situation as seen from IHO (which was the statements done at Chris meeting in November 97), and he was asked to make the Minutes from the Victoria Meeting known for the IHO so that harmonisation could be addressed on the TSMAD and CHRIS Meetings in October. (Which is this report)

Tc204: resource problems, would do no more than go through and check the minutes of Victoria meeting and the items related to roads in the report of Functional standards .



11.
    Recommendations to TC 211
The ISP method of JTC1 will be followed up towards the central secretariat.



12. Venue and date of next meeting

13. AOB

14.
    Closure


Next Meeting in Vienna (March 99)

Resolutions for the plenary meeting will be prepared by Kees, Doug and Debbie
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Attendance

Kees Wevers, convenor
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Co-Chair DGIWG/IHO HWP
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Rick Morrison
CA
Canadian Forest Service / observer

Herman Varma
CA
Canadian Hydrographic Service

Gerhard Joos
DE
University of the Federal Army, Munich

Hans Knoop
DE
Interior Ministry Lower Saxony

Kazuo Inaba
JA
Geographical Survey Institute
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Per-Arvid Jakobsen
NO
Norwegian Hydrographic Service

Kent Jonsrud
NO
Norwegian Mapping Authority
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SE
National Land Survey of Sweden

Hakon Wikström
SE
National Land Survey of Sweden

Chris Gower
UK
Babtie Group Ltd

Ms Debra LaMarque
UK
Cranfield University / DGIWG / PT Leader FSs

Parry Wiseman
UK
Ashcombe Consulting

Ms Phyllis Altheide
US
US Geological Survey

Dave Danko
US
NIMA/SES

Herman Dohmann
US
NIMA / DGIWG / Co-Chair DGIWG/IHO HWP
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US
Oak Ridge National Laboratory / ISO TC 204

Richard Hogan
US
US Geological Survey (repr. Robin Fegeas)
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US
NIMA / JTC1 SC24
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US
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Monday 09 March 1998

1.
Opening, welcome and introductions
At 09:05 the convenor opens the meeting, and welcomes the participants. Never before a WG5 meeting had as many attendants as this time. All participants present  themselves.

2.
Attendance
See the list of attendees above. Commander Neil Guy, representing the IHB, atten​ded the meeting only on Monday during the afternoon session, for agenda point 6.

3.
Approval of agenda

The agenda (WG5-N038) is adopted without changes.

4.
Minutes of previous meeting (Oxford, UK, 29/30 September 1997)
The minutes are registered as WG5-N036. Annex to the minutes is a document Functional Standards, registered as WG5-N035, containing an inventarisation of requirements for the TR Functional Standards, drafted in the Oxford WG 5 meeting by the PT Leader Functional Standards. Also annex to the minutes is a document, registered as WG5-N037, containing the minutes of the DGIWG/IHO Harmonisation Working Party meeting in Oxford, 29 September 1997, which was embedded in the WG 5 meeting.

With respect to point 6 it is stated that the IHO now has agreed to bring the DIGEST/S-57 harmonisation under SWG 5.1.

In the second paragraph of the section on SWG 5.1 (under point 6) it will be added after Actually. Of that same paragraph the statement that Germany and the Netherlands are interested in the reverse mapping from DNC to ENC was discussed. As far as Germany is concerned, this statement probably does not reflect reality, although it was said that way in the meeting. 

In the fourth paragraph of the section on SWG 5.1 (under point 6) alone will be added in the third sentence, after the second appearance of list.

In the ninth paragraph under point 5 exerts will be replaced by experts.

With these changes the minutes are adopted.

5.
Liaison with other TC 211 work items
This WG 5 meeting was positioned outside the meeting schedule of the other WGs, to give members of WG 5 the opportunity to liaise with the other WIs. Especially the two Project Team leaders have done this the past week, and this agenda point gives the opportunity to report on that activity. But first, on request, the concept of profiles is discussed in some detail.

In concept profiles are very simple, legalistically they are very complicated. The ISO directives provide very little guidance on how to create profiles in regular ISO TCs. The concept comes from ISO/IEC JTC1. The JTC1 directives describe procedures to create, register, maintain and withdraw profiles, and to establish a registration authority. The Profiles base standard, 15046-6, will be based on the elements in those directives that are needed for the TC 211 profiling mechanism. Part 6 in this way become a procedures standard. The other TC 211 standards are technical standards. These technical standards can be categorised as guidance standards, component standards and rules standards. Component and rules standards are used in creating profiles. A profile can use a selection of components from components standards, and instantiate the rules of rules standards. To limit the number of choices that can be made from the base standards, these need to have a modular structure, a module being the smallest selection unit. The modularity concept was an important input from the SDTS community. For a components standard modularity is easily imaginable, but for a rules standard this is more difficult. The discussion is mainly based on the metadata standard as an example of a components standard, and the cataloguing standard as an example of a rules standard.

Metadata is already modular in that is divided in 2 levels of conformance, and in different information sections. A question is which of these two modularity levels is relevant in the context of profiling. In cataloguing modularity maybe could be based on the rules for feature types (FT), feature functions (FF), feature attributes (FA) and feature relationships (FR).

One of the ideas behind profiling is to reduce maintenance, by just referencing to parts of standards. Granularity of the modularity is therefore an important parameter. The granularity can range from the whole base standard being one module to each element of the base standard being a separate module. Flexibility for selections that may be required in the future, may be a problem. As structuring a standard in logical modules is done in a certain way, and future profiles might require a different structuring, maybe user-defined modules, according to certain rules, should be allowed. In a base standard all modules should have the same structure, and would be different by what they contain or mean. A module would be identified by a name rather than a paragraph or section number (plus version number of the standard referenced). A module preferably is not built from another module and one ore more additional sections. A mechanism to say that certain chosen modules are related (e.g. FT, FA and FR) should be developed (like it exists in SDTS).

A whole standard (like DIGEST) can be made a profile, but also a part of it (like FACC). If the DIGEST, GDF and S-57 catalogues would all be expressed as profiles according to the 15046 cataloguing standard, their structures would become the same. In this way profiling fosters harmonisation.

All the parts of 15046 will have conformance and testing (CT) requirements. Any possibility to use only certain modules of a part should be expressed in its CT section. This means that the modularity description for each of the parts is within its CT section. The CT clauses will contain all the mandatory and optional requirements, to which the profile could refer. Only when optionality exists in the CT section of a base standard, a profile can make a selection from it. Within a module there may also be mandatory and optional elements. A profile might make optional elements of a module mandatory. Use of a certain module might require the use of another module (e.g. a FF cannot exist without a FT). Different levels of conformance might be defined, where a module that is mandatory in one level, could be optional in another. Different levels of conformance could represent different combinations of modules. A user-defined level of conformance might be defined in a profile.

Spatial Schema will be a very good example of straightforward modularity. It will contain a number of independent parts. A profile just references the particular part (or module) it uses.

An issue for discussion is if it should be defined what could be registered as a profile and what not.

In Sweden the application schema is considered the basic mechanism for defining the contents and structure of geographic information, also for data transfer and for compilation of different sources into one common data set.

After this long introductory discussion the relationship to other WIs is discussed in some more detail, together with some experts from other WIs present in the meeting. The guidance standards (all the standards of WG 1), and the procedure standard Profiles, maybe be used when creating profiles, but are not profilable. It is the component and rules standards that provide the elements that profiles are composed of.

It is suggested by the PT Leader Metadata that the Metadata standard really provides the mechanism to record information from the other WG 3 standards in a profile. These other standards provide methods, rules, while Metadata is a real contents standard. The other standards provide types of metadata, i.e. their results are recorded in metadata. There is no general agreement on this position. Of Spatial Referencing by Co-ordinates it is discussed if it will only provide rules, or will just provide a list of datums, or both. And if it provides a list of datums, if this is contained in the standard, or if it is just referencing an external list. In the latter case the authority of the owner and the maintenance of the list are issues of concern. Metadata should be able to carry the authoritative status (officialness) of referenced catalogues and lists.

Portrayal describes rules to create a symbol set. A specific symbol set, created based on these rules, and its associated symbolisation and application rules, can be made a profile. In the metadata reference can be made to such a profile.

It is pointed out that if two different catalogues are ISO TC 211 compliant, this does not necessarily mean that they are harmonised with each other. They could be completely different. So in this respect harmonisation with TC 211 is not the same process as harmonisation between the two catalogues.

6. SWG 5.1 - Harmonisation DIGEST/S-57
The convenor welcomes Commodore Neil Guy, representing IHO. This topic has been extensively discussed in the previous meeting. In the mean time, like DGIWG, IHO has agreed to move the harmonisation work under this WG. Herman Dohmann, chair of the DGIWG Technical Committee, and Co-Chair of the IHO/DGIWG Harmonisation Working Party (HWP), gives an overview of the history and the plans for the future. The HWP started in 1995 to guide the harmonisation process between the two standards. The scope was to reduce translation costs for conversion of S-57 data sets into DIGEST. The focus was on data models, metadata, terminology and catalogues. The group produced different versions of the Interface Control Document (ICD), to manage the harmonisation process (last version September 1997). Most progress was made with the data models and the catalogues. The cataloguing work resulted in a number of features and attributes being added to the DIGEST FACC. It was felt that the original scope of the group was reached, and it was proposed to move the work under this WG, to link up with the work in this WG, and to combine meeting efforts. However, it is not yet clear if this work should be done in a subgroup reporting to WG 5, or within WG 5. Furthermore, resources is an issue for the continuation of the work.

In IHO all ECDIS related and other working groups reside under the CHRIS (Committee on Hydrographic Requirements for Information Systems). CHRIS met last year November, and agreed to the plan to carry out any future continuation of the work under WG 5. One of the concerns was that the current ICD is based on S-57 edition 2 and DIGEST edition 1.2, while these standards have now progressed towards editions 3 and 2 respectively. Before any future work is planned, it should be established if there is any need for future work. Even if clear needs can be established, resourcing still might be a major problem. The previous work was based on a real need to convert ENCs to DNCs. A possible need, coming from Canada, might be the creation of a common updating system for both ENCs and DNCs. Update of the ICD might be another need. It is decided to have a break-out meeting later in the afternoon, to continue the SWG 5.1 issues, and especially to discuss the needs for future work.

Doug O'Brien presents three input papers:

· DIGEST Functional Standard described using 15046-07 Spatial Sub-schema (WG5-N041)

· Information paper on the IHO/DGIWG ICD (WG5-N042)

· Information paper on WECDIS (WG5-N043)

7. SWG 5.2 DIGEST/GDF
This SWG is appearing on the WG 5 agenda each time, but is in fact not existing. A question that could be raised is if any work should concentrate on harmonisation between DIGEST and GDF, or on harmonisation of each of the functional standards with the TC 211 base standards.

From the GDF community it is questioned what the rationale behind an effort to harmonise DIGEST and GDF would be. Id est, is there a need? GDF is already an important international standard, and will become even more so. More and more data will be delivered in GDF format, and therefore harmonisation with the TC 211 base standards might be useful. But it would require a strong business case. However, the chairman of TC 204 SWG 3.1 has stated that harmonisation between DIGEST and GDF must be the ultimate goal if the GDF community would consider any profile and harmonisation work in TC 211. TC 211 could be the mechanism for this work. But bilateral mapping might be much quicker and cheaper, then going the whole way through TC 211 and profiling.

Such harmonisation work between the two standards would relate to the DIGEST Transport Logistics Data set (TLD). A future large scale need from the military for navigation systems, and therefore for related data, can be foreseen. But currently the GDF community does not consider the military as a potential large customer, although it's importance is recognised. A question is the level of effort required to do such profiling and harmonisation work.

Basic topics for alignment are feature model, spatial sub-schema, metadata and catalogue. It is suggested that especially the modeling issues provide the best chances for progress. Other less-traditional harmonisation issues are APIs, services, updating and placement of text. These issues were discussed in some detail.

The WG 5 convenor will give a presentation to TC 204 SWG 3.1 on the relation to TC 211, profiles and harmonisation. On that occasion it should be discussed with the GDF community if they would commit resources to do some of this work. The result will be reported back to TC 211 and WG 5.

A timing issue is important. One could wait until the base standards are mature enough, and then develop ISPs. Or harmonisation between the base standards could start now, in the end leading to ISPs, but with some re-iterations. The latter would result in harmonisation of the FSs to the TC 211 base standards. If this cannot be accomplished, the creation of the base standards becomes merely an academic exercise.

It is decided to add to the titles of the two SWGs via TC 211.

6. SWG 5.1 - Harmonisation DIGEST/S-57 (continued, break-out meeting)
The discussion continued, on work accomplished, and requirements and needs  for future work, while also addressing the problem of resources. The conclusion was that a group like SWG 5.1 is needed to maintain the ICD, to work on common updating for ENCs and DNCs, and to address future continued harmonisation between S-57 and DIGEST. The group should have two co-chairs, one from each community, reporting to the DGIWG SC and the IHO CHRIS respectively. Herman Dohmann will act as the DGIWG Co-Chair, IHO will have to provide its Co-Chair. The Co-Chairs should discuss with IHO and DGIWG respectively what funding can be generated to do this work. SWG 5.1 meetings do not necessarily have to be held in conjunction with WG 5 meetings, although this bears some risk of divergence from the TC 211 goals. A next SWG 5.1 meeting could be organised in the fall in conjunction with IHO CHRIS and DGIWG TC or SC meetings, which then should be co-ordinated to take place at the same time not too far apart. Items for the agenda of such a meeting are the 3 needs formulated above, funding, and the liaison between IHO and DIGEST WGs.

Tuesday 10 March 1998
11.
Work item 15046-6 - Profiles
At this point part is repeated what was said yesterday regarding profiles and the use of the JTC1 directives as far as they concern profiles. The idea is now that the Profiles standard 15046-6 will consist of two parts. Part one will define profiles, and describe the registration mechanism. The second part will describe the rules that the first part of the standard followed. Part one is basically the Profiles WD that was already available. A new version is distributed in the meeting, and registered as WG5-N039. The first version of part two is also distributed in the meting. It has the title Establishment of the Procedure Standard on Profiles, and is registered as WG5-N040. The second document essentially is a directive. The document will use relevant parts of the JTC1 directives, and model it for ISO TC 211. Copyright is no issue here, because ISO owns the copyright. However, it is to be seen if large parts of a JTC1 standard can be used without really referencing them. It should be discussed with the ISO Technical Board if this whole approach is acceptable.

Then a long discussion takes place about the definitions section in part 1. It is decides to change the definitions in the following way.

6.1
Profile
Set of one or more base standards, and where applicable, the identification of chosen clauses, classes, subsets, options and parameters of those base standards, necessary to satisfy a particular need.

Note: Since a profile is a subset of base standards, a registered profile may be used as a component for developing another profile.

Note: A base standard is any ISO 15046 standard or other Information Technology standard that can be used as a source for components from which a profile or product specification may be constructed.

6.2
Product specification

Complete description of a data set, using a set of applicable profiles and base standards plus any other rules and conditions required to construct the data set.

Note : If a profile is developed that is specific and complete enough to create a data set (or data product), then that profile is a product specification. A single instance of a product is, of course, unique. A product specification defines a class of such instances where only a narrow range of options are permitted.

6.3
Module

Predefined set of elements in a base standard that may be used to construct a profile. 

The item 6.4 Special Group on Functional Standards (SGFS) is an administrative item, and does not belong in the standard, and therefore also not in the definitions section, from which it is removed. The item should be handled on the TC level. The TC could in the future establish such group, maybe as a continuation of WG 5. It actually would be a group on functional standards and registration.

Next the proposed approach to profiles is discussed in some more detail, and in general agreed upon. It is decided to (continue to( rewrite the JTC1 directives to become TC 211 specific, and add them as a normative annex to the original profiles document (it means that parts 1 and 2, as mentioned before, are merged into one document). This document will be sent out to the WG5 members for review. The chairman of the TC will be asked for an appropriate delay in the schedule (this document is due as CD end of this  month). Also the concept of multi-TC ISP is discussed, and it is decided to include it in the document.

12. Wok item 15854 - Functional standards
The PT Leader (Debbie LaMarque) presents the new version of the Functional Standards document, and gives a walk-through. The document, registered as WG5-N044, has been extensively updated (during the weekend) based on the discussions with the other WIs last week. It now contains sections on each of the FSs, and a series of appendices regarding the input made to the TC 211 project teams. The idea of this is to influence the relevant base standards to meet the requirements of the three identified Functional Standards, in order to allow the future conversion of them in to TC 211 compliant profiles. For each of the relevant base standards the identified issues are presented and discussed. See the presentation file (WG5N045.ppt)

A question is how we can assure that the project teams really take the raised issues into consideration. The fact that the TC decided to have first a round of comments on the CDs before they are sent out for vote, is an advantage. Although the WGs cannot formally comment, there is the possibility to channel comments through the class A liaisons representing the three Functional Standards.

13. Liaisons
This agenda point refers to class A liaisons. 

From TC 204 side it is stated that a good access to the TC 211 CDs could help to get inputs on them from TC 204 WG 3. Debbie is thanked for her hard work on the profiles document, which is at the core of this WG.

The DGIWG representative states that DGIWG's ultimate goal is to develop DIGEST into an ISO compliant ISP. The FSs work item, and its influence on the development of the base standards, is crucial for this whole process. He thanks Debbie for the great job she did.

14. Recommendations to TC 211
No recommendations. It should be communicated to the TC chairman that for both work items (due for CD status end of this month) some more time is needed.
15 . Venue and date of the next meeting

In view of the excursions that will be organised by the Chinese hosts both before and after the meeting week in China, it will not be possible to have the next meeting separate from the other WG meetings, like this time. It is proposed to have bi-lateral sessions with each of the other WGs, to discuss specific topics, preferably on Monday and Wednesday, and to have a real half day WG 5 meeting on Wednesday.

16. AOB

No issues are raised.

17. Closure
The convenor thanks, on behalf of the whole group, Debbie and Doug for all their hard work, thanks the group for their inputs and contributions, and thanks the Canadian delegation for making this meeting outside the normal meeting schedule possible.  The meeting is closed at about 16:00 h.
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