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Reference should be made to general comments in document “General_DEX_ballot_comments_DNV.doc “

Comments from certification expert unfamiliar with PLCS

The DEX specification is a thorough and detailed document. The structure is good and the data elements are well defined, the DEX follow a strict system for representation. 
User friendliness – use of UML

A general impression is that the Task_DEX (DEX03) specification is comprehensive but the editors have simultaneously managed to keep it simple, exact and possible to understand and relate to exact business needs with a reasonable effort. In particular the use of UML to illustrate the requirements gives an easy to understand introduction to the DEX and also a method to easily relate the DEX to the users own data models.
· The UML models easily become conceptual and ambiguous. Example in DEX 003: A name is a type of array of something (string) not that there can be multiple names e.g. for a Task, and that each name is of a given type. Although conceptual, the UML model should be consistent and should describe what is meant by multiplicity for attributes.
· The UML model and the AP239 representation should be consistent. 
Implementation experiences

DNV has implemented a large portion of the Task Specification DEX based on the specification found in DEXlib. The specification is systematic and structured providing a precise path to the required information. The concepts we where looking for based on our source system could in most cases be found in the DEX, only rarely did we find that one of our concepts were missing. 

The actual implementation of the DEX has been fairly straightforward. Some minor issues have appeared but overall the DEX can be implemented and used based on the specification given in DEXlib.

DEX Dependencies

The DEX specification must be explicit with regard to the decision from the OASIS TC that a DEX shall be self-sufficient. However in the Task set DEX the following is written: “The Task Specification DEX requires that the Product Breakdown For Support DEX has been exchanged before the Task Specification DEX.”
· In order to refer to a DEX, only the minimum population and nothing more of the referred DEX should be present. When this information is present it is sufficient for both identifying an existing instance and creating a new instance. This is done in DEX 003 and the constraint above should be removed. 
· Example from DEX 003: “This assumes the target product and its next higher assembly have been identified and exchanged prior to the content of this DEX.“

Templates should contain a reference point (start point) for interpretation of templates from a PLCS population e.g. P21 or P28. Example:

· When an instance of the entity Part is found in the population it shall be known from the template specification that it is a start element for two templates referencing_part and representing_part. The adapter should try to interpret these two templates. 

In the DEX, business objects (e.g. DEX 003 figure nr 23) can be sequentially dependent on each other. Dependencies must be explicitly stated in the DEX specification. Example:

· In DEX 003, the task resource section can not be present without the presence of the task definition section. 
Language and spelling

Spelling check should be run.

Some language inaccuracies and term inconsistencies exists in the text, particularly related to definitions.

Check that names (e.g. links) use the proper name of the reference (e.g. DEX).

DEX name

It is unclear what the name of the DEX is? Task_set or Task_specification? The heading says Task_set but the link from the front page of the release says Task_specification.
Mismatch between abstract and scope

· “Specification of the organizations which can perform a task; “ (Abstract)

· “The following are outside the scope of this Data EXchange Set:” (Scope)

· “Specification of the actual organizations that can perform a task; “

· Mutually exclusive! And does the DEX specify the organization that can perform the task? 

Additional attributes

We have introduced additional attributes to task/step to be able to map exiting source data. For Task:  

· Figure 10 is wrong when seen against AP239 representation, Task note/remarks shall be placed on Task(version) and task_step.

Business overview comments

“This DEX enables the transmission of a task specification.” 

· Does this mean that it is only one Task per DEX instance (file)?
· Suggestion: Change text to “This DEX enables the transmission of task specifications.” 

AP239 representation

Modelling
· General issue: In figure 23 the template representing_resource_item_realization includes the select type resource_item_select, but in the figure this is shown as an external select. This can be confusing since more of the underlying PLCS structure is shown explicitly. Alternately several blue arrows could point from representing_resource_item_realization to the 5 different templates.

· Figure 25: Same as above

· Also this figure gets so confusing that we are unsure how to implement it. 

· Should zone be associated with both breakdown_element and task_method_version_assignment? 

· Should asg_code and asg_descr be related to both representing_breakdown_element and assigning_task_method_version, or only one of them, or both? And can all three types of code be present at the same time? 
· Gray areas are used slightly different in a DEX as opposed to in a template. In a DEX it means that something is defined elsewhere in the DEX but in a template it means that it is defined outside the template. 
· Figures representing parts of the business should not overlap. Example:
· Task trigger should include the template assigning_task_method_version, and the same template should be gray in the task_definition business object. 
· In figure 24, all Assigning_conditions should be defined as optional
· In figure 23, an optional assigning_code should be assigned to the template containing resource_item.
· Figure 23 shows #43 assigning_required_resource relating to both #31 representing_resource_item and #35 representing_resource_item_realization with the comment "Either one works". This is not in accordance with the graphical syntax. Ref. issue on templates below. 
Reference data

· Access_point_identification_code: 

· A Access_point_identification_code is an Identification_code that identifies an item that can be opened or removed in order to gain access to other items in a Product.  

· It is not clear from the definition what is identified. 

· This class is a subclass of Breakdown_element_identification_code, but it can also be assigned to Task_method_version_assignment. And it is of type assigning_code not assigning_identification, should it then not be a sub-class of Class?

· On_platform_classification:

· “Classification of whether the product in focus has to be removed from its platform in order to perform a task (activity). “

· What does this really mean? Is the product in focus on its platform or shall it be removed from its platform? Off_platform_classification is not defined.
· This class is a subclass of Task_method but is assigned to task_step

· Resource_planned_duration:

· “An Resource_planned_duration is a Resource_property representing the planned or expected time that a Resource will be fully or partially occupied by an activity. The time may be measured in units such as Hours,Minutes, Seconds.“

· What is meant by partially occupied? Can the resource be used by others or not within the given timeslot?

· Resource_usage_indicator:

· “A boolean value declaring that the required resource will be used depending on the condition of the product in focus, or if it is a mandatory use during task performance.” 

· Unsure what this definition means, it is a boolean value and there is no mention of what “true” or “false” means.

· Applicable_to:

· “A relation so classified asserts that the Activity_method (or subclass thereof) is valid and appropriate to the product referenced in the context in the particular discipline and life cycle stage.” 
· Definition is unclear. 
· Breakdown_element_replaceability:
· “Determination of constraints applicable to the replacement of a Part in a specific location its parent Part”
· What has Part got to do with the class name? 

Templates

Representing resource

The two templates representing_resource_item and representing_resource_item_realization are almost identical and difficult to separate and identify. One of the two templates should be chosen and the other deprecated. See issue against the capability. 
Identification of resource_item: Can we always expect to have an identifier for a resource_item? What kind of class name will be used for a Document_resource?
Representing_task_simple

In template representing_task_simple there is missing information in the instantiation path. The references between entities are not documented, e.g. Task_method_version.of_task_method -> ^task_method and Task_method_version.content -> ^task_step. 
Assigning_reference_data

Issue RBN-3 for template asg_rd is redundant. The specification for EXPRESS (ISO 10303-11) restricts the use of Sets to only contain unique elements. There is no need to create multiple Classifications_assignment for each time a class is assigned to anything.
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