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OASIS PLCS TC Reference Data Review Check List

Review details

Review performed against;

	Ontology identifier (“path\..\path\fliename”.owl)

	

	 dexlib\data\refdata\plcs-std-rdl.rdf-xml.owl

	CVS identifier

	

	 $Id: plcs-std-rdl.rdf-xml.owl, v 1.14 2007/11/13 07:43:44 robbod Exp $


Review performed by;

	Role
	Name
	Organization

	
	
	

	Technical reviewer
	Leif Gyllström
	Saab (FMV)

	Business reviewer
	Mats Elgh
	FMV

	Review editor
	Leif Gyllström
	Saab (FMV)


Review result;

	Review result document name
	CVS document version and date

	
	

	ReferenceDataReviewResult_20071118.doc
	v1.1
	2007-11-21

	DEXlib directory

	

	dexlib\data\refdata\committee-draft\


	Review completion date
	Review result
	Remaining issues

	
	
	

	2007-11-18
	Failed
	12


Review instructions
Review Check List description
This checklist is intended to provide quality assessment criteria for developers of OASIS PLCS Reference Data. This Checklist is used both for an Ontology as a whole, as well as each individual Class within the ontology.
The template for each review specific document (without any review specific data entered) is stored in DEXlib in the “..\dexlib\docs\checklists” folder. Before the review begins, make a copy of this document, rename it “ReferenceDataReviewResult_20071118.doc” (with the date the review was completed) and place it in the same folder as the reviewed ontology. Make sure you are using the most recent Review Check List by always downloading it from DEXlib. Do not reuse previously used Check Lists stored locally on your computer, unless you absolutely sure you are using the latest version. The version is displayed in the document header (“CVS document version and date”).
Fill out instructions

Begin with entering the correct information in the “Review details” section of this document, except for the “Review result” sub-section which should be filled out after the review is completed.

Because the number of classes to be reviewed will be different in each Ontology, only one empty form for entering the review result exists. Therefore, in the “Result” sub-section of the “Ontology classes” section in the review list, the appropriate tables to match the number of present ontology classes and their possible issues must be created by copying during the recording of the result of the review.

The modeller expert shall check items marked “M”.  Business domain experts shall check items marked “B”.  Either may check unmarked items.
For each review question, the possible answers are “Yes”, “No”. Check the box with an “X” that corresponds to the appropriate answer. 
If  “No” is checked, the comment should be raised as an issue against a template on DEXLib (…\template_name\dvlp\issue.xml). Each issue should be identified as RI-XX where XX is a serial number beginning with  RI-1 (RI = Review Issue). Each issue id should also be written into the comments field for the question against which it has been raised. 

NOTE: In cases where Subject domain experts can’t access DEXlib as a developer, use comment field within this document. The modeler should then be responsible for updating the issue file on DEXlib.

When the review is completed, two possible scenarios exist. Either the Reference Data Ontology (RDO) passed the review, which means the RDO can move on in the standardization cycle. Or else a number of issues are raised against the RDO that has to be resolved before a new review can take place. The process diagram illustrating the Reference Data review process is available in the “Instructions for DEX developers – Developing Reference Data – Reference Data development process” chapter of the PLCS Information Pages.
Review Check List
The checklist is divided into two sections, one for the ontology as a whole, and one for each individual Reference Data class.
Ontology metadata
This section of the review is focused on the Ontology file as a whole.
	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDO01
	M
	All relevant namespaces used within the ontology are declared;
· schema

· rd-reg, rd-bal …
· dc

· rdf

· rdfs

· owl

… which else …

	

	Result
	Comment
	IssueID

	
	
	

	
	
	


	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDO02
	M
	Are these three files imported into the ontology;

· ‘plcs-arm-lf-express.rdf-xml.owl’
· ‘plcs-dc-terms.rdf-xml.owl’
· ‘plcs-dc-elements-1.1.rdf-xml.owl’



	

	Result
	Comment
	IssueID

	
	
	

	
	
	


	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDO03
	M
	The xml:base is set to “urn:plcs:std”

	

	Result
	Comment
	IssueID

	
	
	

	
	
	


	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDO04
	M
	Do the correct annotation properties exist with the correct values?
(http://www.plcs-resources.org/plcs/dexlib/help/dex/rd-details.htm)

	

	Result
	Comment
	IssueID

	
	
	

	
	
	


	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDO00
	M
	Is the displayed class free from notes on missing or incorrect elements or attributes or attribute values?

	

	Result
	Comment
	IssueID

	
	
	

	
	
	


	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDO00
	M
	

	

	Result
	Comment
	IssueID

	
	
	

	
	
	


Ontology classes
This section of the review is focused on the content of each Class within the reviewed ontology file. 
Review questions;
	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDC01
	M
	Is the class named according to the established naming convention?
· No special characters allowed, use “a”-“z”
· No whitespace allowed, use underscore, i.e. “_”

· First character of first word is uppercase, all others are lower case
· The words “class”, “category” or “classification” should not be in the name
· Qualifier…

	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDC02
	M
	Is the class name/identifier unique relative to existing class names in previously registered and reviewed ontologies?

	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDC02
	M
	Does the class have an designation/label (rdfs:label) written in English and an ‘xml.lang’ attribute with the attribute value set to ‘en’?

	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDC02
	M
	Does all alterative labels (rdfs:label) have ‘xml.lang’ attributes with the attribute value set to correct values according to ISO 639-2?

	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDC03
	M
	Is the concept (the object referred to with the class) that the class is representing, unique and doesn’t exist represented as a different class?

	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDC04
	M
	Do the correct annotation properties with correct values exist?
· dc:source - “OASIS PLCS TC”

· dc:creator - “OASIS PLCS TC”

· dc:created

	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDC05
	M
	Is there a correct reference to the superclass of the class?

	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDC06
	M
	Is the class definition written in accordance with the guidelines in ISO 1087-1:2000 and ISO 15926-6?

· Definition starts with the label used for the superclass

· The label used for the class is not used in the definition
· The definition is written in a way that it can replace the designation/term/label in a text
REQUIREMENTS

>> shall not contain an abbreviation or acronym unless:

the abbreviation or acronym is defined in the definitions clause of the standard containing the reference data library;

the abbreviation or acronym is a reference data item designation; or

the meaning of the abbreviation or acronym is explained.

>> shall not contain complete definitions of other reference data items.

>> shall make reference to other reference data items
>> shall be stated as a descriptive phrase, clause, or one or more sentences with equations and figures as necessary
>> Except where a reference data item can be formally defined in terms of a recursion, a reference data item definition by explanatory text shall not refer to the reference data item that it defines
>> A reference data item definition that specifies a physical quantity shall be formulated in accordance with IS0 3l-0:1992, subclause 2.2.

RECCOMENDATIONS

>> should define a single member of the class

>> If possible, should state what a reference data item is and not what it is not

>> shall separate the normative part from informative notes and examples

>> If a reference data item designation is a term, then reference data item definition by explanatory text should be in the form of a term definition as defined by ISO 1087-1.

(MOVE THESE INSTRUCTIONS TO THE INFO PAGES)

	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDC07
	M
	Are there links to all terms in the definition which have existing definitions in other classes?

	ID
	Reviewer
	Question

	
	
	

	RDC08
	M
	Is?




List of reviewed classes;

The following classes is part of the ontology file under review;
date_planned
scheduled_task

…
Review results;

Comments for each class are only listed for those review statements where the answer is “No”. For each class, specify the class name and the path of the class in the ontology hierarchy.

COPY AND PASTE THIS ENTIRE FORM AS MANY TIMES AS REQUIRED WHILE RECORDING REVIEW RESULTS (ONCE FOR EACH CLASS WITH ISSUES)

	Class name
Class path
COPY AND PASTE THESE TWO SUB-FORMS AS MANY TIMES AS REQUIRED WHILE RECORDING REVIEW RESULTS (ONE SUB-FORM FOR EACH ISSUE)
Question ID reference
RDC0x
Comment

IssueID

Question ID reference
RDC0x
Comment

IssueID
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