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Considerations on Preparing EDCS CD
Comments on Dictionary Entries

Documents for Review

To aid reviewers, the EDCS CD has been issued with the spreadsheet and data base from which the EDCS dictionaries were generated. The content is the same in all three documents, but the spreadsheet and databases may be useful in reviewing the dictionary entries.

1. Pre-requisite

The minimum requirement is to thoroughly read Clause 4, Concepts, located in the body of the EDCS Committee Draft (HTML file), that specifies the fundamentals of the EDCS standard and dictionary structures.

2. Background

EDCS Dictionary entries consist of multiple pieces of inter-related information, anchored by the core triple of:
· Definition
· Label
· Code

Of these, the Code is, currently, automatically assigned during the Standard preparation process. Other components of an EDCS Dictionary Entry, however, must be carefully managed when making any changes in order to ensure both the integrity of the concept and the correct use of that concept elsewhere in the EDCS.

The Definition is, of course, key to an EDCS Dictionary concept, and changes to a Definition have potential ramifications throughout other components of that EDCS Dictionary Entry, and elsewhere in the same or other EDCS Dictionaries.

Recall (4.2.1) that a definition may incorporate other EDCS Dictionary Entries using the <…> and <<…>> syntax.  A significant change to a Definition may require that all the references to that concept be re-examined to determine if the revised concept is still the one intended in the structured definition of the other EDCS Dictionary Entry. (Note: Searching for such references will be easier in the spread sheet version of the dictionaries.)

If an acronym is introduced in a Definition, either then it must appear in the Clause 3 Table of Acronyms and Initialisms, or it must be added. If added, it must not conflict with a pre-existing entry in that table.

In general, a change to a Definition may require changes to other parts of an EDCS Dictionary Entry:

· Label (e.g., a key term in the Definition which is used in the current Label, is changed)

· Reference type (e.g., the revised Definition has a broader, narrower, or different concept scope than originally, resulting in the change of a PR or DR Reference type to an IR or NR)

· Reference (e.g., a change in the concept may change the item referred to in the Reference, or a change in the Reference type may change the Reference in its entirety).

· Group(s) associated with that concept may need to be changed.

If a Label is changed, any use of an abbreviation or acronym must either conform to the dictionary-specific table in Annex H, or a suitable abbreviation or acronym must be added. If added, it must not conflict with a pre-existing entry in any table in Annex H. Changes to Labels also must meet restrictions on uniqueness within the corresponding EDCS Dictionary.

If a Reference type is changed, then the accompanying Reference must be reviewed.

Most, but not all, of these considerations have been codified as Guidelines of Registration in Clause 4. All proposed changes to EDCS Dictionary Entries must adhere to those guidelines.

Finally, all changes to EDCS Dictionary Entries must be not only complete, but also accompanied by a compelling rationale. Remember that the EDCS already exists as an implementation, with a customer base, which will be affected by any changes proposed. It is important that we recognize that while a concept may not (yet) be unambiguously and completely defined, our objective is to complete that work rather than simply “throwing it out”.

With those thoughts in mind, the following checklists, organized based on EDCS Dictionaries, are provided as a starting point for ensuring that comments on Dictionary Entries are complete. While no claim is made that these checklists are themselves complete, passing the appropriate checklist will ensure that the comment is substantially complete and that processing of the comment will be efficient and accurate.

3. EDCS Classification, Attribute, Enumerant and Attribute Value Metadata Dictionaries

1. Does the proposed addition (or revision) meet all of the Guidelines for Registration (4.14 and sub-sections) applicable to registering a new EC/EA/EE/EM?

2. [EC/EA]: If a new concept has been defined, where else in this or other dictionaries (the <…> or <<…>> syntax) should it be used in definitions (all concepts in the EA, EE, EU, and EG dictionaries should specifically be considered)? Have each of those affected definitions been identified, and has it been stated how each should be changed? (E.g.: Could (recurring) phrases in other definitions be replaced by a <…>/<<…>> invocation of the new concept?)

3. Does the new or revised Definition meet the applicable Guidelines (4.14.2 and for EE 4.14.9)? Is it complete, unambiguous, and unique with respect to other concepts in this dictionary? Does the definition use existing EDCS concepts that should be explicitly denoted with the <…>/<<…>> syntax?

a. Do any acronyms used appear in Clause 3? If not, have the necessary addition(s) to Clause 3 been identified?

b. [EC/EA]: If the Definition has been changed/revised, is it sufficient to affect usage of the concept elsewhere in this or other dictionaries (the <…>/<<…>> syntax)? If so, have each of those affected locations been identified, and has it been stated how each should be changed? (E.g.: The definition for EC X is changed, but EA Y used <X> in its definition.  Does the meaning of Y change because of the change to X?  If so, then an appropriate adjustment to the definition of Y must accompany the proposed change to X)

c. [EA Dictionary only]: If the EA is of Attribute value type ENUMERATION, and the Definition has been changed, is the change consistent with the set of existing enumerants?  If not, how should enumerants no longer consistent with the new Definition be revised (both the Definition and Label of an affected enumerant entry)?

d. [EE Dictionary only]:  If the Definition has been changed, is the change consistent with the existing Definition of the associated EA, and the Definitions of the related existing enumerants? If not, how should the EA or enumerants, which are no longer consistent with the new Definition, be revised?

e. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Definition been provided?

4. Does the Label (or revised Label) meet the applicable Guidelines (4.14.3)? Is it complete, unambiguous, and unique with respect to other Labels in this dictionary (or other enumerants of the same EA in the EE case)?

a. If the Definition has been changed, does that affect any terms or components in the Label? If so, have those terms or components been replaced by an appropriate new term or component?

b. If an abbreviation or acronym has been added to a Label, does it appear in the appropriate table in Annex H? If not, has a suitable abbreviation or acronym been identified as needing to be added to Annex H? Have you ensured that it doesn’t conflict with a pre-existing entry in any table in Annex H (by either assigning a new abbreviation or acronym where one already exists, or using an already-assigned abbreviation or acronym for a different term or phrase)?

c. [EC/EC only]: Is the proposed Label unique within the first 27 characters, and no more than 59 characters long?

d. [EE only]: Is the proposed Label unique within the first 19 characters, and no more than 59 characters long?

e. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Label been provided?

5. [EA Dictionary only]: Is the appropriate Attribute value type (or revised Attribute value type) one of those specified in Clause 3 (see 4.14.7)?

a. If the Definition has been changed, is the current Attribute value type still appropriate? If not, has a new Attribute value type been specified?

b. If the new (or changed) Attribute value type is REAL, has an EQ been specified?

c. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Attribute value type been provided? 

6. [EA Dictionary only]: Does the Unit equivalence class (or revised Unit equivalence class) meet the applicable Guidelines (where the EA is of Attribute value type REAL)? Is it one of those listed in the EQ Dictionary?

a. If the Definition has been changed, is the current EQ still appropriate? If not, has a new EQ been specified? If the new EQ does not appear in the EQ Dictionary, has a separate comment been prepared to add that EQ (and at least one new EU in that EQ)?

d. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the EQ been provided?

7. [EM Dictionary only]: Does the Plurality (or revised Plurality) meet the table 6.31 definition? If the Definition has been changed, does the current Plurality still apply? If not, has the new Plurality been specified? Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Plurality been provided?

8. Does the Reference type (or revised Reference type) meet the applicable Guidelines (4.14.5)? Has the concept identified by the Reference been checked to ensure that it meets the criteria for that Reference type?

a. If the Definition has been changed, does the current Reference type and Reference still apply? If not, has a new Reference type and/or Reference been specified? Has the specific text from the new Reference been provided so that others can verify the appropriateness of the new Reference type?

b. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Reference type been provided?

9. Does the Reference (or revised Reference) meet the applicable Guidelines (4.14.5)? Does it specify the exact concept in the referenced document that is being referenced?

a. If the Reference has changed, and the new reference does not already appear in either Clause 2 or the Bibliography, has all of the information required to construct a complete entry in either Clause 2 or the Bibliography been specified?

b. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Reference been provided?

10. [EC/EA only] Is at least Group (or revised Group) specified? Does the concept “fit into” the Definition of that Group? Is the concept “consistent with” other EC concepts associated with that Group?

a. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the associated Group(s) been provided?

4. EDCS Unit and Unit Equivalence Class Dictionaries

1. Does the proposed addition (or revision) meet all of the Guidelines for Registration applicable to registering a new EU/EQ?

2. [EU only]: If a new concept (unit) has been defined, is it SI compliant or should it be relegated to either the Deprecated (in common use, but specifically identified by SI as non-compliant) or Not in scope (in common use, and not specifically identified by SI as non-compliant) sets of EUs?

a. If the new concept is to be placed in the Deprecated set of EUs (Annex B), does the Definition provide a defining mathematical expression in terms of a non-deprecated EU?

b. If the new concept is to be placed in the Not in scope EUs (Table 7.7), does the Reference meet the criteria of an IR Reference type?

3. Does the Definition (or revised Definition) meet the applicable Guidelines? Is it complete, unambiguous, and unique with respect both to other concepts in this dictionary, and other definitions of this EU/EQ?

a. Do any acronyms used appear in Clause 3? If not, have the necessary addition(s) to Clause 3 been identified?

b. [EU only]: If the EU is not constructible from the SI base units of measure using the SI scale factors, then does the definition include the mathematical expression relating the EU to another EU meeting those requirements? If not, does another Definition for this EU provide such information? If not, has such an expression been specified in this Definition?

c. [EU only]: Is the revised Definition consistent with the associated Quantity? If not, has a specific revision to the Quantity been provided?

d. Do any or all EAs that depend on the revised definition of an existing EU/EQ now require a revision also?  If such EAs are affected, has the necessary and specific revisions to those EAs been provided? 

e. [EQ only]: Is the revised Definition consistent with the Quantities and Definitions of the associated EUs? If not, have specific revisions to the inconsistent Quantities and/or Definitions been provided?

f. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Definition been provided?

4. [EU only]: Does the Quantity (or revised Quantity) meet the applicable Guidelines (4.14.10)? Is it complete, unambiguous, and unique with respect to other quantities of this EU?

a. Is the revised Quantity consistent with the associated Definition? If not, has a specific revision to the Definition been provided?

b. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Quantity been provided?

5. [EU only]: Does the Symbol (or revised Symbol) meet the applicable Guidelines? Is it unique with respect to other symbols in this dictionary?

a. If the Definition has been changed, does that affect any terms or components in the Symbol? If so, have those terms or components been replaced by an appropriate new term or component?

b. Does the Symbol follow the grammar of SI for constructing symbols, and is it consistent with the presentation style, structure, and component sequence of the symbols of other EUs? If not, have specific revisions been identified?

c. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Symbol been provided?

6. Does the Label (or revised Label) meet the applicable Guidelines? Is it complete, unambiguous, and unique with respect to other Labels in this dictionary?

a. If the Symbol has been changed, does that affect any terms or components in the Label? If so, have those terms or components been replaced by an appropriate new term or component?

b. If an abbreviation or acronym has been added to a Label, does it appear in the appropriate table in Annex H? If not, has a suitable abbreviation or acronym been identified as needing to be added to Annex H? Have you ensured that it doesn’t conflict with a pre-existing entry in any table in Annex H (by either assigning a new abbreviation or acronym where one already exists, or using an already-assigned abbreviation or acronym for a different term or phrase)?

c. Is the proposed Label unique within the first 27 characters, and no more than 59 characters long?

d. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Label been provided?

7. [EU only]: Does the Unit equivalence class (or revised Unit equivalence class) meet the applicable Guidelines? Is it one of those listed in the EQ Dictionary?

a. If a Definition or Quantity has been changed, is the current EQ still appropriate? If not, has a new EQ been specified? If the new EQ does not appear in the EQ Dictionary, has a separate comment been prepared to add that EQ (and at least one new EU in that EQ)?

b. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the EQ been provided?

8. [EQ only]: Does the Equivalence class membership (or revised Equivalence class membership) meet the applicable Guidelines? Are all members listed in the EU Dictionary? Is there at least one EU member? If not, has at least one new EU member been specified? If that EU does not appear in the EU Dictionary, has a separate comment been prepared to add that EU?

a. If the Definition has been changed, are all of the current EUs which are class members still appropriate? If not, has each been specifically moved to another EU?

b. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Equivalence class membership been provided?

9. Does the Reference (or revised Reference) meet the applicable Guidelines? Does it specify the exact concept in either ISO 31, or the referenced document, that is being referenced?

a. If the Reference has changed, and the new reference does not already appear in either Clause 2 or the Bibliography, has all of the information required to construct a complete entry in either Clause 2 or the Bibliography been specified?

b. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Reference been provided?

5. EDCS Scale Dictionary

Comments regarding additions (or revisions) to EDCS Scale Dictionary entries can be treated the same as comments not related to EDCS Dictionary Entries.

6. EDCS Organizational Schema Dictionary

In addition to the guidelines of section 4.14 of the Concepts clause, a thorough statement of the problem, rationale, and examination of other affected areas is required.
7. EDCS Group Dictionary

1. Does the proposed addition (or revision) meet all of the Guidelines for Registration applicable to registering new EGs?

2. Does the Definition (or revised Definition) meet the applicable Guidelines (4.14.2)? Is it complete, unambiguous, and unique with respect to other concepts in this dictionary?

a. Do any acronyms used appear in Clause 3? If not, have the necessary addition(s) to Clause 3 been identified?

b. If the Definition has been changed, is the change consistent with the existing Definition of the associated EO? If not, how should the EO be revised?

c. If the Definition has been changed, does it impact the EAs and ECs which belong to that Group?  If so, has the specific changes to those affected EAs and ECs been provided?

d. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Definition been provided?

3. Does the Label (or revised Label) meet the applicable Guidelines (4.12.3)? Is it complete, unambiguous, and unique with respect to the Labels of other groups in the General EO?

a. If the Definition has been changed, does that affect any terms or components in the Label? If so, have those terms or components been replaced by an appropriate new term or component?

b. If an abbreviation or acronym has been added to a Label, does it appear in the appropriate table in Annex H? If not, has a suitable abbreviation or acronym been identified as needing to be added to Annex H? Have you ensured that it doesn’t conflict with a pre-existing entry in any table in Annex H (by either assigning a new abbreviation or acronym where one already exists, or using an already-assigned abbreviation or acronym for a different term or phrase)?

c. Is the proposed Label unique within the first 19 characters, and no more than 59 characters long?

d. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Label been provided?

4. Does the Reference type (or revised Reference type) meet the applicable Guidelines (4.14.5)? Has the concept identified by the Reference been checked to ensure that it meets the criteria for that Reference type?

a. If the Definition has been changed, does the current Reference type and Reference still apply? If not, has a new Reference type and/or Reference been specified? Has the specific text from the new Reference been provided so that others can verify the appropriateness of the new Reference type?

b. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Reference type been provided?

5. Does the Reference (or revised Reference) meet the applicable Guidelines (4.14.5)? Does it specify the exact concept in the referenced document that is being referenced?

a. If the Reference has changed, and the new reference does not already appear in either Clause 2 or the Bibliography, has all of the information required to construct a complete entry in either Clause 2 or the Bibliography been specified?

b. Has the specific rationale for any changes to the Reference been provided?
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