The issues documented below represent some thinking following the Bath ISO meeting where the reference data definitions generated for Dex1 were reviewed.


Issues:

1. Should all of the different id codes be documented in a capability?

a. If so where? C001 only shows how to assign one.

b. Should we add a reference to a list of all the id codes in dexlib?

c. Doing this is also not straightforward since they themselves, are not grouped in this fashion. For example, the id codes (1-5) above, are all located in different areas of dexlib. This either will require a common property or a class of class facility in OWL.

d. Should the use of these id codes be left to those capabilities which refer to them?

i. In reality, it will be the Dex user (organization/company) who will be defining the codification system required & hence the type of id codes to be used.

ii. We cannot define all id codes in use, hence we can only provide examples of those widely used/accepted, so there may be a requirement to be able to configure this.

2. Id codes are actually set via the codification/classification system being employed (e.g. Nato, ISBN etc.,) so perhaps this is something which could be implicitly defined. But would this perhaps require another capability on representing a codification system?

3. How do we deal with the confusion resulting from referring to Part_numbers as Part_identification_code? 

a. If the equivalent to a Part_number is Part_identification_code, can we not define Part_number to be a subclass in OWL so that we can use the common name? 

b. Alternatively, we need to define similes, aka’s, or alternates for these terms.

Background:

The Assigning_identifiers capability provides a description of how to assign an identifier and by way of an example, previously set the classification of a Part to a “Part_id” (an example identifier, Part_number etc., being other types to choose from). The process also uses a date & time, and an owning person or organization - which defined classification reference data such as Id_owner, and an Id_date.

The review resulted in the example changing to a Part_identification_code, and a Start (date) or an End (date) instead of an Id_date. These changes have been updated in the capability.

At the Bath meeting a review of several reference data definitions generated for C001 – Assigning_identifiers & C002 – Representing Parts produced the following results;

1. Part_number is actually considered to be a “Part_identification_code”.

2. Part_version_id is actually considered to be a “Version_code”.

3. Part_view_definition_id is actually considered to be a “Identification_code”.

4. Id_date is actually considered to be a “Start (date)” or an “End (date)”.

5. Serial_number is actually considered to be a “Serial_identification_code”.

These changes have also been updated for C002 & C006.
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