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1 TG - General General T/E

There are requirements and explanations both in TG and in IR.  

There may be confusion between TG and IR requirements, that 

adress more or less same topics but are written in different 

ways.

For next version, focus on TG,  move all requirements and all 

explanations to TG. Then just  extract the normative part to build the 

IR.

TG and IR was updated accordingly

1 General General
There are no requierements on harmonized data in any of the 

conformance classes. Is this not the case for at least 

conformance class 4?

Please clarify

The Harmonization section will be 

updated following the IR update.

1 TG Text G, T

Technical Guidance has been commented by several 

specialists from different organisations in the Czech Republic. 

One major comment has been raised - the TG does not 

containt the exact requirements, or they seem to be very 

unclear at the moment. Because the implementing rule has not 

been very clear since the start of its development, we think that 

the best way to explain it, would be a description of an example 

of implementation of invoke service. From  the the "working" 

example, we would understand the service much better.

Please add an Annex to the Draft IR  or the TG document with a 

detailed description of an existing implementation, without this we are 

not able to comment further the developped IR, neither the TG.

Encoding example provided in Annex 

H

1 Chapter 4 Paragraph 4.1, table 1 + 2 Editorial
missing the D before 

istributionInfo/*/transferOptions/*/onLine/*/linkage[ISO 19139]

Change text into: 

DistributionInfo/*/transferOptions/*/onLine/*/linkage[ISO 19139]

Table updated.

1 4.2 Conformance Class 2 E

Being a subtype of "discoverable" SDS, the conformance class 

2 "invocable" SDS should also include the requirement for the 

first conformance class.

Change sentence to "This conformance class is inclusive of: TG 

Requirement 1 to TG Requirement 5"

Conformance class 2  updated

2 TG - General
there are several mentions to "machine readable" vs "human 

readable", whithout detailled explanations.

could you explicit/clarify which are the differences between both, and 

what it implies regarding conformance classes?

Clarification provided

2 Chapter 4 paragraph 4.2.1, table 4 Technical
CI_OnLineFunctionCode extension. We would like to see a link 

with the servicetypelijst codelist Part4 D4 from IR Metadata.  

We propose to use codelist Part4 D4 from IR Metadata for 

OnlineFunctionCode. Furthermore update metadata IR; remove use of 

codelist Part4 D4 from 3. keyword first sentence from the metdata IR.   

CodeList updated to accessPoint and 

accessPoint_selfDescribing  and 

provideServicemetadata(refer to TG 

paragraph 3.7.1)

2 4.3.3 page 24 General

4.3.3: A scenario 3 may be to use the existing structure for 

quality reporting in 19115, for example by evaluating service 

quality against specifications (of conformance classes) in a 

similar way that conformance to other specifications are done 

for network services

Alternative scenario

Refer to comment 45

2 4.4 Conformance Class 4 E

Conformance class 3 should also include the requirements for 

conformance classes 1 and 2. Mistake in numbering of 

requirements ("10" instead of "9").

Change sentence to "This conformance class is inclusive of: TG 

Requirement 1 to TG Requirement 9"

Updated

3 TG - General there is no Abstract tests suite. Is it normal? think about adding one ATS
Forseen only in Data Specification.

No action.

3 3.5 page 12 Editorial A short description of which issues are foreseen is missing. Please clarify

3 Chapter 4 paragraph 4.2.2 Technical

"The specification including all necessary information (human 

or machine readable) to allow for an automated invocation of 

the described service shall be provided using the [ISO 19119] 

SV_ServiceIdentification metadata element.”  serviceType  has 

codelist in IR metadata (view, download etc.) . Is this no longer 

valid?

Reconsider the metadata IR ServiceType metadata variable.

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

3 4.4 Conformance Class 4 E Mistake in numbering of requirements. Conformance Class 4 should refer to Requirement 10.

Updated

4 TG - General T According to section 3.3,  "shall" is only used for requirements. 

Some "shall" are used out onf any requirement. Please replace them 

by another verb or add them in a formal requirement. (ex 4.2 "shall be 

a URL", "The CI_OnLineFunctionCode code list shall be extended", 

"Thus, at least one Ressource Locator shall be provided",  )

Also the mandatoriness is conditional 

to the decision to follow the guidelines.

Consistency across the document 

checked.
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4 Foreword 6 E
figure 1 "Relationship between INSPIRE Implementing Rules 

and Technical Guidance" is missing

Plaese insert the missing figure 1 an wirte: ... cost benefit 

considerations. "Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between the 

INSPIRE Regulations containing Implementing Rules and their 

corresponding Technical Guidance documents." 

image added and paragraph updated.

4 4.2.1 page 17 General

How will the extended codelist be managed and referenced? 

Example in Annex A uses the existing ISO codelist. If possible 

try to get the extension into the revised 19115.

Please clarify

The revised 19115 has no suitable 

code. 

CodeList updated to accessPoint and 

accessPoint_selfDescribing and 

provideServicemetadata (refer to TG 

paragraph 3.7.1)

4 Chapter 4  paragraph 4.3.3 General What do you mean by the Resource Locator codelist? Explain the Resource Locator codelist. Refer to comment 45

5 TG - 2 T The reference to the INSPIRE Metadata regulation is missing.

add : [INS MD R]    INSPIRE Metadata Regulation : Commission 

Regulation (EC) No 1205/2008 of 3 December 2008 implementing 

Directive 2007/2/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council as 

regards metadata 

Reference added.

5 2 Links E
Several links do not work properly, perhaps this is due to the 

non-url-encoded Hyperlinks used in the pdf.
Correct the links. Do some URL Encoding for blanks etc.

Url updated

5 4.2.1 page 17 General

Make it clearer in the descriptions if computer or human 

interfaces are intended. For example, should a map viewer 

application have the key view  or clientApplication ?

Please clarify

CodeList updated to accessPoint and 

accessPoint_selfDescribing and 

provideServicemetadata (refer to TG 

paragraph 3.7.1)

5 Chapter 4  paragraph 4.3.3 General
We think there is a third scenario; use the element description 

(sub element of CI_OnlineResource) for the QoS description. 

Add this third scenario; use the element description (sub element of 

CI_OnlineResource) for the QoS description. 

Refer to comment 45

6 3 3.1 Terms T Cite where the terms can be found in the INSPIRE Directive
fill in the paragraphs / articles where one can find the definitions in the 

law

Not all the terms are defined in the law

6 TG - 3.1 general E
why are there less terms in the TG than in the IR? I would 

understand the opposite…
harmonise TG and IR regarding termes and abbreviations clause.

The terms harmonized with IR.

6 4.2.1 page 17 General

4.2.1 Table 4, key serviceTypeInfo: A separate online resource 

has to be created to describe the service if service type is 

“other”. An alternative could be to use the element description 

for this.

 Alternative solution

The MD regulation requires the 

keyword metadata element to be 

provided containing the ISO 19119 

SERVICES TAXONOMY, this element 

is to be used  to provide the 

description

7 TG - 3.1 definition (1) T

Definition for "Spatial Data services and services allowing 

spatial data services to be invoked" is quite confusing:

- likely there should be 2 definitions, one for "spatial data 

services" and one for "services allowing spatial data services 

to be invoked"

- the definition seems to be the definition only of "services 

allowing spatial data services to be invoked" (it looks like the 

definition in the IR on MD)

- "services allowing spatial data services to be invoked" seem 

to design invoke service and answer to comments FRA-1 and 

FRA-10 says there are no INSPIRE invoke service

Best solution is likely to define only "spatial data services". Try to 

formalise it as a definition, and not a sentence.

Only spatial data service has been 

defined.

7 4.1 Table 1 T
This is no true copy of the table in the specified source. Why 

have some facts been changed?
Use the correct version from the source instead.

In the new version of the TG this table 

has been replaced by a complete SDS 

metadata table (paragraph 3,2).

Table updated.

7 4.2.2 page 18 Editorial
Table 5, containsOperations: Wrong reference. Should be 

“(reference to table 6)”.
Please change

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

8 TG - 3.2 FE E "Filter Encoding, is never used delete Removed.

8 4.1 Table 1 E
Behind Coupled Resource (B1.6) there is "Refer to Annex A" 

given. What Annex A? In this document, in some law?
Coupled Resource (B1.6) - correct the field "Type Field"

In the new version of the TG the 

coupled resource example was moved 

to Annex H
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8 4.2.2 page 18 Editorial
Table 6, parameters:  Wrong reference. Should be ”(reference 

to table 7)”.
Please change

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

9 TG - 3.2 GeoRSS E
The meaning of RSS is not given in the descriptive part 

("GeoRSS Simple)
explain what RSS means.

Removed.

9 4.1 Table 1 E typo Resource Locator (B1.4) ... distributionInfo Table updated.

9 4.3.1 page 21 General

TG Requirement 6: How does this relate to the new metadata 

element mentioned in IR 3.3.5.2? IR talks of supported 

coordinate systems and TG about coordinate systems of the 

spatial data sets on which the service  operates. Is metadata to 

be provided by the catalogue or by the metadata of the service 

itself?

Please clarify

Disagree

10 TG - 4 E
The wording of requirements is quite better in the TG than in 

the IR.
Keep wording of requirements in TG and adopt it for the IR.

No action.

10 4.3.1 page 22 Editorial

4.3.1 Table 9, Example, Example XML encoding: Replace the 

values in the examples with recommended values according to 

TG Recommendation 2. 

4.3.1 TG Recommendation 2: Decide what should be the 

codespace and what should be to code when using the 

recommended URIs, and use them in the examples in table 9.

Please change

Updated

10 Annex A / B headline E The first headline for Annex B is meant to be Annex A. Annex A - Resource Locator examples All the Annexes has been updated

11 TG - 4 T

The TG seems to define different conformance classes for 

spatial data services (discoverable / invocable / compliant with 

interoperability arrangements / compliant with harmonisation 

arrangements). 

However, in the IR for MD, the conformity to an IR may only be 

defined by the degree (conform / not conform / not evaluated).

Clarify how spatial data services shall document their conformance to 

the IR about spatial data services.

Invocable, interoperable and 

harmonized service shall document 

the conformance using the new 

metadata element as defined in IR 

requirement 2

11 4.2.1 Table 2 E typo Resource Locator (B1.4) ... distributionInfo Updated.

11 4.3 och 4.4 page 20 and page 25 Editorial Wrong reference Please change Updated

12 General General
In order to clarify the differences between the four classes of 

conformance, examples for each level would be useful.
Examples for each conformance class would truly be appreciated

Example added in Annex H

12 TG - 4.1
§ betwen TG CC1 and TG Req 1, first 

sentance
T

the obligation is creation of metadata compliant with the 

INSPIRE Metadata Regulation.
add at the end of the sentance ", following [INS MD R]"

Paragraph updated.

12 4.2.1 Table 4 T

To our knowledge the given list in the document does not 

correspond to ISO 19115, section B 5.3. Please give a full list 

which shows, what already is possible and where B 5.3 has to 

be adjusted.

Give a full list for Table 4 and also give the extensions. Show which 

are the extensions and which expressions are already in the ISO list.

Complete list inserted (with extended 

code highlighted).

13 TG - 4.1 TG requirement 1 T

"there shall be metadata …" is not enough; in addition, these 

metadata shall be compliant with the Regulation on MD. 

Moreover, there have to be provided in the Discover Metadata 

Response of a Discovery Service.

Rephrase TG requirement 1 : There shall be metadata as defined in 

[INS MD R] for all spatial data services, and they should be provided in 

the Discover Metadata response of a INSPIRE Discovery Service.

Requirement becomes recomendation 

according to the new version of the IR

13 4.2.1 Beneath TG Recommendation 1 E
"Mays" do not help. So we suggest to drop the first sentence of 

this paragraph for "machineInterachtion".

<delete>It may be useful to add also the key 

"machineInteraction".</delete>

CodeList updated to accessPoint and 

accessPoint_selfDescribing and 

provideServicemetadata (refer to TG 

paragraph 3.7.1)

14 TG - 4.1 § after TG req 1 T

The [INS MD TG] could be mentionned here for information (it 

gives more precise information than the following Table 1. 

some of the mapping (public access, conformance) may 

benefit from some more precise explanation than only the 

following Table 1)

replace the beginning of the paragraph with the following : The [INS 

MD TG] explains how to provide the metadata elements required by 

the [INS MD R] using ISO specifications (Iso 19115 and 19119). Those 

metadata are implemented using Iso 19139 and CSW ISo AP to be 

provided in the Discover Metadata Response of a Discovery Service 

(defined in the Commission etc.)

This paragraph has been rerorganized 

in the new version of the TG
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14 4.2.1 Above TG Requirement 4 T

A service instance might also have more access points for 

viewing and downloading. Or it might be possible to have a 

viewService and a downloadService at one access point. Apart 

from that: typo in using the plural of point for just "one point".

A service instance might provide more than one access point. E.g.: it is 

often distinguished between an access point for reading data and an 

accesss point for writing data. Also it ist possbile to have one 

accesspoint for several tasks as viewing and downloading data by 

simply adjusting the parameter for an access point which makes it 

possible to have more than one CI_OnLineFunctionCode from ISO 

19115, section B 5.3 (e.g.: view and download for different kind of 

services from an INSPIRE point of view. How should this be 

handled??

The various operation is described 

through the accessPoint.

CodeList updated to accessPoint and 

accessPoint_selfDescribing and 

provideServicemetadata (refer to TG 

paragraph 3.7.1)

15 TG - 4.1 Table 1 T

Why include a table from INS DS TG. This table could be 

referenced but not duplicated in this document. This will avoid 

inconsistent if INS DS TG is updated. 

In the new version of the TG this table 

has been replaced by a complete SDS 

metadata table (paragraph 3,2).

No action.

15
Annex A - Resource 

Locator examples
a link to the capabilities document T

Bad example! Have never seen any services which gives an 

response to that kind of request.
http://example.com/server?Request=GetCapabilities&Service=WMS

All the Annexes has been updated

16 TG - 4.2 TG CC 2 T TG CC 2 should include TG CC1 add it. ok

16 4.2.2
Table 7 - SV_Parameter from ISO 

19119, section C.2.7
T

What is this all about?? A few eye-opening sentences will do. 

Even the example in Annex B does not show to me, why 

anybody might want to know about this. To be precise, I do not 

even understand what "this" is.

I do not know what is meant by table 7, so maybe you try to point it out 

a little more precisely.

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

17 TG - 4.2 T

There is no complete matching between the conditions to be 

an invocable service and the list of TG requirements. Same 

thing for item 6 : which of the requirements cover this 

condition?

More especially, the condition 4 (exclusion of services of type 

100) is not expressed in any TG requirement.

make consistent the enumeration and the following requirements (for 

exemple link each enumeration item with its related requirement)

Section updated.

17 4.2.2 Table 7 - Repeatability T
I do not understand "Indication if more than one value of the 

parameter may be provided." - What does it mean?

I do not understand. I mean it is boolean. But what is the meaing of 

"yes" and what is the meaning of "no" in this context?

For example is true if a parameter is 

an array of values.

No action.

18 TG - 4.2 1st item of the enumeration T

the metadata Implementing rule does not define 

"discoverable". This concept is defined in this document (or 

IR). Moreover, be careful when using the term Metadata 

Implementing Rule : the doc called Metadata Implementing 

Rule is in fact the technical guidelines, so prefer the use of the 

abbreviation [INS MD TG] to avoid ambiguities with the 

regulation.

replace this sentance by : the spatial data set is discoverable, i.e. it 

fulfils TG Conformance Class 1.

In the new version of the TG this 

paragraph has been replaced by a 

more clear one.

18 4.3 Table 8 T
The final row of Table 8 shows an "Error! Reference source not 

found." but it does not show the metadata element.
Put the right thing in the final row of the table.

Tables reorganized
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19 TG - 4.2 2nd item of the enumeration E use abbreviation for the reference to the metadata regulation replace Commission Regulation etc. by [INS MD R]

Terms replaced.

19 4.3.1 Table 9 T
Why do not use EPSG-codes? There is no need for an 

INSPIRE RS registry, because it all is in EPSG already.

It should be pointed out clearly that INSPIRE RS registry has only to 

be used, when there is no EPSG-Code available at epsg-registry org.

The redirect to OGC URIs keeps 

consistency in case of EPSG query 

system modification (or other 

modifications in EPSG).

20 TG - 4.2 4th item of the enumeration E use abbreviation for the reference to the metadata regulation replace Commission Regulation etc. by [INS MD R] Terms replaced.

20 4.3.1 Beneath table 9 T
Why not use EPSG?

http://www.epsg-registry.org/

It should be pointed out clearly that INSPIRE RS registry has only to 

be used, when there is no EPSG-Code available at epsg-registry org.

The redirect to OGC URIs keeps 

consistency in case of EPSG query 

system modification (or other 

modifications in EPSG).

21 TG - 4.2 5.1 item of the enumeration E It would be more logical to have 5.1 after 5.2 inverse the two items

This paragraph has been replaced 

because it is already explained in the 

IR

21 4.2.1 G

Agreed, I like the idea that the semantics of this element 

should be given explicitly. Although many people use this 

CI_OnlineResource in their metadata, it is often unclear what 

the resource is all about.

CodeList updated distinguish 2 type of 

additional codes: self describing and 

non self describing resources.

22 TG - 4.2 5.1 item of the enumeration T
It should be precised here that it is the "degree" metadata 

element of Conformance which is concerned.

replace 5.1 by "the respective metadata entry on degree of conformity 

(as defined in [INS MD R]) is set to conformant."

This paragraph has been replaced 

because it is already explained in the 

IR

22 4.3.3 Requirement 7 E

The requirement of a "new"metadata element for the 

documentation of availability is to strong, especially as the 

implementation details in the TG are very vague and are not 

compliant with ISO.

Change to "The availability of the Spatial Data Service shall be 

documented in the service metadata."

A complete example for the quality of 

sqrvice metadata has been added in 

the new version of tg

23 TG - 4.2 5.2 item of the enumeration E use abbreviation for the reference to the metadata regulation replace Commission Regulation etc. by [INS MD R] Terms replaced.

23 4.3.3 Requirement 8 E

The requirement of a "new"metadata element for the 

documentation of performance is to strong, especially as the 

implementation details in the TG are very vague and are not 

compliant with ISO.

Change to "The performance of the Spatial Data Service shall be 

documented in the service metadata."

A complete example for the quality of 

sqrvice metadata has been added in 

the new version of tg

24 TG - 4.2.1 TG Req 2 T

the resource locator is general for the service. According to 

ISO 19119, the connect point metadata element is specific for 

each operation of the service. So it seems unwise to require 

that the resource locator be the same than all connect points 

for all operations of the service. 

2 options : either you require that the resource locator be repeated with 

all the activation points for all the operations of the service, and the 

each operation put the respectiv URL in the connect point MD 

element,    or you ask a general activation point for the service in 

resource locator, and the activation point for each operation in connect 

point.

As with the MD regulation the TG is 

BASED on ISO 19119 but offers more 

options. For example in the MD TG 

one of the option is to provide a link to 

the service WSDL document.

Requirement updated.

24 4.3.3 Requirement 9 E

The requirement of a "new"metadata element for the 

documentation of capacity is to strong, especially as the 

implementation details in the TG are very vague and are not 

compliant with ISO.

Change to "The capacity of the Spatial Data Service shall be 

documented in the service metadata."

A complete example for the quality of 

sqrvice metadata has been added in 

the new version of tg
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25 TG - 4.2.1 TG Req 2 T
Are the words "activation point of a service" defined 

somewhere?
if no, do it. If yes, have a reference to the place it is defined.

The terms used in the TG an IR was 

updated (and related definition 

provided).

25 4.3.3 Scenario 1 / 2 T 

Both scenarios are either complicated or at least not compliant 

with typical solutions in workflows for the maintenance of 

metadata: it is not feasible to extend the iso standard. It is also 

no feasible to put the information about availability, 

performance, and capacity in files _outside_ the main 

metadata record. No metadata catalogue software implements 

such a workflow. It is really not a practical solution.

For all availability, performance, and capacity new specifications 

should be created, specifying default (or normative)  values (e.g. 50 for 

capacity) as a reference value. In the metadata of a service, this 

specification can be used (referenced) in a DQ_QuantitativeResult. 

Here, the specification is cited and a result is given that states to what 

extend the service is conformant to that specification (10% if only a 

capacity of 5 is possible). The advantage of this solution is that no 

extension to ISO standard is necessary, and also it is not necessary to 

include external files for the specification of these information, no new 

metadata elements in the catalogues are needed.

Point taken. DQ_QuantitativeResult 

has a semantic problem: it is for data 

quality, not for service quality.

Refer to comment 45

26 TG - 4.2.1 TG Req 2 E connect point is not directly a element of service identification
replace "SV_ServiceIdentification, connectPoint" by 

"SV_ServiceIdentification.containsOperations/*/connectPoint.

In the new version of the TG this 

element may be provided only at 

Harmonization level (refer to TG 

paragraph 3.9)

26 4.4.3.1 Table 14 G

In WG GN it was a general (long) discussion about the 

language codes. The language code list Inspire refers to in this 

document is no official ISO!

It must be the original ISO 639-3. This contains all languages of 

europe including the minority languages.

The harmonization section has been 

reorganized according to the new IR

27 1 G

The scope of the planned TG seems uncertain. It is not clearly 

expressed whether the requirements of this document will also 

apply to the already specified INSPIRE Network Services or 

not (see also comment to IR, Chapter 1) 

Clarify the context with the INSPIRE Network Services (NS)! Answer 

the question clearly if the new TG will have an impact on the already 

defined NS or describe only "other services"!

In draft IR V2 paragraph 1.2 you can 

see that "Specific requirements with 

implications for member states relate 

only to new developed services 

relating to harmonised spatial data 

sets"

Explanatory text added  at the end of 

the paragraph.

27 TG - 4.2.1 TG Req 2 T
the Resource locator metadata element is repeatable, so it is 

strange to talk about "the resource locator"

replace "The Resource Locator shall contain one activation point etc." 

by "At least one instance of Resource Locator shall contain etc."

The new version of TG was updated 

acconding to the new version of IR
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28 4.1 Table 1 T

The metadata elements geographic bounding box (4.1) and 

spatial resolution (6.2) from IR 1205/2008, Annex Part C, table 

2, are missing. Why? 

Add the missing elements or justify why these elements have been 

omitted!

Table updated.

28 TG - 4.2.1 § between table 2 and 3 T

the sentance as it is written is not true : table 3 describes the 

CI_Online Resource metadata elements, not the Resource 

Locator which is mapped to "linkage" only (see table 2).

replace this sentance with the following : " Table3, taken from [ISO 

19115, section B.3.2.5], describes the other CI_OnlineResource 

metadata elements, that may be used to precise the Resource Locator 

(linkage).

Table updated.

29 TG - 4.2.1 table 3 and other tables from ISO standards G

are you sure you have the right to copy/past tables from ISO 

standards in a public document? I knew figures and schemas 

were free of charges, but I am not so sure with tables…

check this point

29 4.3 Table 8, last row E typing error
correct error (metadata element Topological Consistency from IR for 

Interoperability?) or delete row!

Tables reorganized

30 TG - 4.2.1 TG req 3 E req 3 should come before Table 3, for more logical reading

In the new version of the TG the 

requirement and the table has been 

updated.

30 4.3.1 Table 9, Example E
It would be more logical to give as example an EPSG code 

according to Recommendation 2, see below.
use a http URI identifier as recommended in Table 10!

The redirect to OGC URIs keeps 

consistency in case of EPSG query 

system modification (or other 

modifications in EPSG).

31 TG - 4.2.1 TG req 3 T
the Resource locator metadata element is repeatable, so it is 

strange to talk about "the resource locator"

replace the resource Locator by "a resource Locator" or "one instance 

of Resource locator"

Replaced.

31 4.3.3 T

We disagree. Both proposed scenarios involve high costs and 

are unnecessary. It is not practicable to describe the QoS 

parameters by metadata. Metadata are too inflexible for that 

purpose. It would be very expensive and time-consuming to 

extend the metadata and to maintain the information. The QoS 

can be monitored more flexible by monitoring tools on the 

server or via the web. 

delete whole section!

Refer to comment 45

32 TG - 4.2.1 § after TG req3 T
a explanative sentance would be useful to precise what is the 

CI_OnlineFunctionCode for.

add at the beginning of the paragraph : The function of the Resource 

Locator may be precised using the "function" metadata element of 

CI_OnlineResource (see table3).

Paragraph updated according to the 

new version of IR.

32 4.4 Table 9, Example E The reference to TG Requirement 11 is missing. correct reference! Updated

33 TG - 4.2.1 table4 E

it is strange to show only the extension to the codelist, whereas 

previously, you provide the whole description of 

CI_OnlineResource

Updated.

33 page 35 E Annex A is missing. Paste Annex A or renumber the other Annexes! All the Annexes has been updated

34 TG - 4.2.1 table 4 T

the "function" metadata element is used to precise the function 

of the URL, regarding the ressource described by the 

metadata. When the resource is a service itself, it is false to 

say that the fonction is "view" because you do not view the 

service, it is the operated dataset which is viewed. Same thing 

for "transformation". "serviceTypeInfo" is redondant with 

"information" which is already in the ISo codelist. 

"clientApplication" is ok, but in a general way it is not 

recommanded to extend ISo standards...

do not extend the ISO codelist (preferred option), or keep only 

"clientApplication".

CodeList updated to accessPoint and 

accessPoint_selfDescribing and 

provideServicemetadata (refer to TG 

paragraph 3.7.1)

34 4.2.2 TG R 5 T

Here your are not in sync with the Draft IR. It does not make 

any sense to copy the technical information, which is given in 

the ows metadata - capabilites (also defined by iso19119), into  

the iso19139 record!! There, the information will be not up to 

date, cause the metadata will take some time to propagate thru 

the different catalogues. At the end, the technical access 

points are outdated!! The ISO19119 is only an abstract spec 

for general ows – also their development. The table 7 shows 

this nonsense. No one would push all possible parameters (as 

getmap, …) into the ISO19139 record. They are part of the 

certain spec the service supplies! It will be handled by the 

client application.

Delete this Requirement!!!

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)
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35 TG - 4.2.1 § after TG reco 1 E/T Is the paragraph really useful? delete this paragraph Paragraph deleted.

35 4.3.1 TG R 6 T

Copied from the comment for the Draft IR:This is a big mistake, 

it can not provide descriptions of the crs of the dataset on 

which it operates! Maybe you can claim the description of crs 

which is supported by the service (as stated in IR R 14). The 

crs of the original dataset is part of its metadata and can be 

found by resolving the service-data-metadata coupling 

(operatesOn).

Delete this Requirement

Agreed in principle (As long as the 

input CRS is known)

36 4.2 G

It is not completely clear what "activation point" means due to 

the listing under TG Req. 3: A so-called activation point is 

given there as an alternative to four other Resource Locator 

cases, but this is contradictory to TG Req. 2

explanation needed, especially in direct access case

The terms used in the TG an IR was 

updated (and related definition 

provided).

36 TG - 4.2.1 TG Req 4 T

what is a description here? If it is a resource Locator, then it is 

not compliant with the INS MD R, who says that the resource 

locator is repeatable, and with the following paragraph.

clarify what is a "description" within this requirement (which metadata 

element?). Be carefull to be consistent with previous reqs and INS MD 

IR. 

The new version of IR has removed 

this requirement (all the requirement 

about resource locator has been 

reorganized).

Updated

37 TG - 4.2.1 sentance after TG Req 4 T/E the sentence is redondant with TG Req 2 delete it? Deleted

37 4.2.1 + 4.2.2 G Misunderstanding activation/access point
Use either "activation point" or "access point" in respect of the 

Resource Locator (if really synonymous)

Definition of "access point" added.

38 4.2.1 + Examples Table 4 G

Not clearly explained why introducing new key 

"clientApplication" as the example (given in Annex) uses the 

"view" key pointing to some kind of client application as well 

(fourth example)

Usage details required

CodeList updated to accessPoint and 

accessPoint_selfDescribing and 

provideServicemetadata (refer to TG 

paragraph 3.7.1)

38 TG - 4.2.2 title T/E
why is this paragraph called "specification" , altough it still talks 

about access point and resource locator? 

Clarified (paragraph reorganized)

39 4.2.1 last section G

When Locators refer to an activation point, WSDL or caps 

document, the recommended indication of 

"machineInteraction" may be meaningful to be aware of the fact 

that the outcome will be direct data

Remove section where the meaning of "machineInteraction" is 

discussed and insert key to table 4

CodeList updated to accessPoint and 

accessPoint_selfDescribing and 

provideServicemetadata(refer to TG 

paragraph 3.7.1)

39 TG - 4.2.2 TG req 5 T

The "specification" element as defined by [INS MD R] is 

mapped with a DQ_DataQuality element of ISO 19115 (see 

table1) : so it has nothing to do with SV_ServiceIdentification. 

Moreover the sentance after the req is talking about Resource 

Locator. Where is the link? 

To say that the "specification" metadata element shall be provided 

using SV_ServiceIdentification introduces a major ambiguity with the 

metadata regulation and TG. Either you talk about specification, and 

then it has to be provided using 

MD_Metadata.dataQualityInfo/*/report/*/result/*/specification, or you 

talk about the access points that have to be repeated using 

SV_ServiceIdentification.containsOperations/*/connectPoint.

Clarified (paragraph reorganized)

40 4.2.2 Table 6 E Typo in target for connectPoint Should be "CI_OnlineResource"

40 TG - 4.3 TG CC 3 T
TG CC3 should include TG CC2. Moreover, TG req 10 is 

probably not in this CC.
add TG CC2 and change Req 10 by Req 9.

TG Conformance class edited

41 TG - 4.3 Table 8, 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 T

The metadata elements cited in this table apply to spatial data 

sets only (they come from COMMISSION REGULATION (EU) 

No 1089/2010, Article 13), and not to services. (citation from 

COMMISSION REGULATION (EU) No 1089/2010, Article 13 : 

"The metadata describing a spatial data set shall include the 

following metadata elements required for interoperability: 

coordinate reference system, etc." ) There is no reason to force 

MS to fill those metadata elements when describing services.

delete table 8, clause 4.3.1 and 4.3.2. TG Req 6 is useless, since the 

coordinate reference system of the data set operated by the service is 

already documented in the metadata of the data set itself.

Disagree

41 4.3.3 Req. 7 - 9 G

A couple of extra data provision is needed to fulfill the 

requirements regarding service quality (or information actually 

not available sufficiently)

Change to recommendations

Refer to comment 45

42 TG - 4.3 T

Among the various types of services defined in the IR on MD 

(annex D4), it is likely that some services obviously can not 

deal with interoperable data sets. Might be worth to identify 

those that can or those that can not be compliant with 

interoperability arrangements.

Think about restricting the list of possible service types for spatial data 

services compliant with interoperability services.

Added a requirement both in the TG 

and IR that restrict the service types 

(exclude category 100)
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42 4.4 G

Sections main message is the high value of the getCapabilities 

operation to be provided, therefor the given example is heplful 

but short introduction to harmonization in general is missing

Add some introduction sentence (comparable to 4.3)

The harmonization section has been 

reorganized according to the new IR

43 TG - 4.3 table 10 T

The table looks incomplete as there is only one 3D compound  

system with geodetic coordinates whereas compound system 

may also use projected coordinates.

Add other possible 3D compound systems in table 10.

Section updated.

43
Annex "Resource 

Locator Examples"
E Wrong Annex numbering should be Annex A

All the Annexes has been updated

44 TG - 4.3.2 / 4.4.1 E What is the [DST] document? explain what [DST] document is. Document description Refined

45 TG - 4.3.3 scenario 2 T

the resource locator is meant to provide an access point to the 

service. In no way QoS metadata may be considered as such. 

To propose the provie QoS metadata as a resource locator 

introduce a major ambiguity regarding what is a resource 

locator

delete scenario 2 and table 12.

First scenario selected; After a 

clarification with the ISO 19115 Project 

Manager, we realized that the 

extension to iso metadata is more 

lightweight (no extra metadata needed 

for each dataset). So the selected 

solution is to extend ISO metadata.

46 TG - 4.3.3 scenarios T
Requirements 15 and 16 in IR are very good, but they will not 

be applicable if the TG does not explain better how to do that.

If the two requirements are kept in IR, review the scenarios. An other 

scenario to provide Quality of Service is to consider it as a new 

operation to be provided by the service (Get QoS), with the description 

of the Qualty of Service as an output. This scenario enable not to 

extend ISO standard, but to use the standard way to describe the 

operation QoS. 

Refer to comment 45

47 TG - 4.4 TG CC4 T
TGCC 4 includes TG CC3. moreover it is inclusive of TG Req 

10 (and not 11)
add TG CC3 and correct req number

Updated

48 TG - 4.4.1 T what is the point of this sentance? 

If it is to say that this metadata element is required for services, it is not 

true : this is required for data set. If this want to say that a specific 

encoding is required, then it could be repeated here.

The harmonization section has been 

reorganized according to the new IR

49 TG - 4.4.3 title E there is no need of 4.4.3. table 12 could go in 4.4.2.
The harmonization section has been 

reorganized according to the new IR

50 TG - Annexe B there are 2 Annex B…
rename the second Annex B, annex C, or create 2 clauses within 

Annex B.

All the Annexes has been updated

DNK-TG-0 3.5 G
It would be very nice if issues foreseen/not addressed by the 

TG were mentioned and elaborated on in this section.

Mention and describe issues foreseen and areas not covered/partially 

covered

DNK-TG-1 4.2 Para 3 T/E

In bullet point no. 1 it is stated that the spatial data service is 

discoverable. However, the result might not be unique or a 

single match because the search parameters can provide 

multiple data services all depending on how precise the 

metadata is provided.

Rethink the condition in order to provide a single match as outcome of 

the search in the metadata

This paragraph has been replaced 

because it is already explained in the 

IR

DNK-TG-10 4.4.3.4 Whole clause E
The content of this clause should be placed elsewhere since it 

is an example.
Place the text either in an annex or in a clause 4.4.3.3.1

The harmonization section has been 

reorganized according to the new IR

DNK-TG-11 Annex A T
Where is annex A? - Annex B is part of the document, but no 

Annex A can be found.
Add Annex A or renumber the Annexes.

All the Annexes has been updated

DNK-TG-2 4.2.1 TG Recommentation 1 T

Why have this recommendation? - The result of the 

recommendation might in some cases make it difficult to have 

interoperability among systems as well as compatibility to other 

standards.

Change this recommendation to a requirement stating that the 

resource locator fit into the described code.

CodeList updated to accessPoint and 

accessPoint_selfDescribing and 

provideServicemetadata (refer to TG 

paragraph 3.7.1)

DNK-TG-3 4.3 Table 8 E/T

There are an error in the last row in column "Metadata 

element". In the present version of the table it is stated "Error! 

Reference source not found"

Insert the correct text.

Tables reorganized

DNK-TG-4 4.3.1 TG Requirement 6 E/T

In the requirement it is stated "include ISO metadata". Both 

Dublin Core and ISO 19115 can be covered by this 

formulation.

Reformulate to "include ISO 19115 metadata". In that way the 

requirement will be more precise and clear.

Updated.

DNK-TG-5 4.3.1 Table 10 E 
Part of the link in the row "2D TM projection in ETRS89 on 

GRS80, zone 29N (12°W to 6°W)" is missing from the link.
Correct the link. The missing part is bold and black.

Updated.
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DNK-TG-6 4.3.3 Scenario 1 T

The formulation of the scenario is in some respect kind of 

vague. In the text it is stated "This solution presents some 

difficulties, including the management of the workflow needed 

by ISO for the update of the metadata. What kind of difficulties 

are we talking about, besides the "including" part of the text?

Try to be more precise and describt what kind of difficulties we are 

talking about.

Point taken. We was talking about the 

amount of metadata to be added to 

each metadata record in order to 

describe the extension (as apparently 

described in ISO 19115 extension 

procedure). As described in the action 

taken of comment 45, we understand 

that we could describe the extension 

using the documentation and updating 

the XML schema. No extra metadata 

adre needed in each rmetadata record

DNK-TG-7 4.3.3 Scenario 2 T

If someone creates a custom XML it has to be considered in 

close connection with both workflow and possible update of 

metadata

This comment is only a to raise a flag for consideration. No specific 

action is proposed.

Point taken.

DNK-TG-8 4.4 TG Conformance Class 4 E

In the TG Conformance Class 4 there is a reference to TG 

Requirement 11. However, we cannot find a TG Requirement 

11, only a TG Requirement 10.

Change TG Requirement 11 to TG Requirement 10.

Updated

DNK-TG-9 4.4.3.2 Whole clause E
The content of this clause should be placed elsewhere since it 

is an example.
Place the text either in an annex or in a clause 4.4.3.1.1

The harmonization section has been 

reorganized according to the new IR

FI 1 G

Many of the referred standards will be revised soon 

remarkably; i.e. ISO 19119 Services, ISO 19115-1 Metadata 

Part 1: Fundamentals, ISO 19139 and ISO 19115-3: XML 

schema implementation of metadata fundamentals. Many 

things are in new places in the revised standards.

These documents should be carefully aligned with the revised 

standards.

Reference updated.

FI 2 G

In the TG one would expect to find the interface specifications 

of the two identified concrete service types Gazetteer Service 

and Registry Service. Now TG seems to be very much 

metadata-oriented.

It might be useful to write separate guidelines for each SDS, which 

INSPIRE requires.

Reference removed. The Gazetteer 

and Registry Services are not anymore 

in the IR so no guidelines are provided 

in the IR drafting context.

FI 3 4.2.1 G

On page 17 there is a list of things, that a Resource Locator 

can be. With such a wide set of different possibilities it seems 

really challenging to achieve the stated goal: ‘automatic 

execution (invocation) by another service or an application’.

Perhaps those alternatives could be removed, which cannot not be 

automatically invoked.

Paragraph moved to technical 

specifications.

FI 4 Chapter 4.3 Table 8, last line E
"Error! Reference source not found"

What metadata element is this?
Correct the element.

Tables reorganized

OSGB01 Whole document T
the TG doesn't go quite far enough to achieve interoperability: 

e.g. no canonical schema for 19119
Provide / encourage / specify a specific XML schema for ISO 19119

There is no canonical schema for ISO 

19119:2007.

Issue alredy submitted to ISO.
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OSGB02 Whole document T
the TG doesn't go quite far enough to achieve interoperability: 

e.g. options for how to transfer 'quality of service' information,
Reduce to a single option for transfering quality of service info

First scenario selected

OSGB03 4,1 T

"discoverable" as implemented here (e.g. TG Requirement 1) 

requires one to already know "where" the service is - i.e. the 

URL of the service - in order to "discover" the metadata. A 

more useful interpretation of "discoverable" would be that it is 

possible to find the service - in INSPIRE terms, this would be 

via a Disovery Service. surely this requirement is more clearly 

satisfied by publishing the metadata in a discovery service 

(from which it is harvested up to the INSPIRE Geoportal)?

Extend TG Requirement 1 to clarify "There shall be metadata for all 

spatial data services and they should be provided in the Discover 

Metadata Response of an INSPIRE Discovery Service"

Requirement becomes recomendation 

according to the new version of the IR

OSGB04 4,1 Table 1 E The Coupled Resource reference should be to Annex C (not A) Correct reference

In the new version of the TG the 

coupled resource example was moved 

to Annex H

OSGB05 4,1 Table 1 T

This table is correct if the service you have discovered is a 

discovery service. Other types of service have (subtly) different 

sets of metadata (e.g. a view service may indicate its spatial 

resolution). 

Either extend Table 1 to include the metadata elements used to 

describe other types of service (not just discovery services), or replace 

table 1 with a reference to the Metadata encoding technical guidance 

(MD_IR_and_ISO_v1_2_20100616).

We are talking about "other services" 

served by a Discovery Service
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OSGB06 4.2.1 Table 4 T

The first extension proposed for CI_OnLineFunctionCode is 

"view", described as "Online interface for viewing the resource 

(Client application interaction)". This is confusing, as the 

Metadata IR uses the word "view" (as a spatial data service 

type, D3) to indicate that the spatial data service is a view 

service, not a client application. This also affects one of the 

examples in Annex B.

Consider using keywords from Metadata IR section 4, such as 

humanGeographicViewer

CodeList updated to accessPoint and 

accessPoint_selfDescribing and 

provideServicemetadata (refer to TG 

paragraph 3.7.1)

OSGB07 4.2.2 Table 5 E

"Attribute class or target class of role" of 

SV_OperationMetadata for "Role name:containsOperations" 

references table 4. Should this reference table 6?

Review and correct reference, if appropriate.

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

OSGB08 4.2.2 Table 5 T

The first row encourages (by example) use of OGC values for 

serviceType, whereas the Metadata IR introduces its own 

values.

Change the example in row 1 from 'may be "OGC " and "catalogue."' to 

'may be "INSPIRE" and "discovery".' OR perhaps better, get the 

Metadata IR amended to bring it into line with standard OGC practice 

(that would improve interoperability)

The mention of OGC is taken from ISO 

19119 as an example, the service type 

follows the MD IR and TG

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

OSGB09 4.2.2 Table 5 E
"containsOperation" row, final column references "table 4" but 

the information is actually in table 6
change "table 4" to "table 6"

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

OSGB10 4.2.2 Table 6 E

"Attribute class or target class of role" of 

sequence(SV_Parameter) for "parameters" references table 5. 

Should this reference table 7?

Review and correct reference, if appropriate.

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

OSGB11 4,3 Table 8 G
The last metadata element in the table is not named or 

described. It just contains "Error! Reference source not found."
Complete and correct table.

Tables reorganized

OSGB12 4,3 Table 8 E Last row starts with a cross reference error Delete the last row Tables reorganized

OSGB13 4,3 TG Conformance Class 3 E
"This conformance class is inclusive of:" should list TG 

Requirement 6 to 9, not 6 to 10.
Correct TG Requirement reference.

Updated

OSGB14 4.3.1 Table 9, Recommendation 2, Table 10 G

The example given in this table references the CRS in an 

INSPIRE registry, and refers to it with a two part RS_Identifier. 

TG Recommendation 2 & table 10 are all about using http URIs 

into the OGC register, which redirects to the EPSG one. Other 

INSPIRE work in progress, the proposed revision to D2.7, 

recommends using URI references, and has examples of them 

into the EPSG register for CRSs

Harmonise the approach, preferably by recommending http URI 

referecences into the EPSG register for CRSs

The redirect to OGC URIs keeps 

consistency in case of EPSG query 

system modification (or other 

modifications in EPSG).

OSGB15 4.3.3 TG Requirements 7,8,9 G
This section is not specific enough to enable interoperable 

implementations
More work required.

Refer to comment 45

OSGB16 4,4 TG Conformance Class 4 E
TG Conformance Class 4 references TG Requirement 11, but 

the requirement is currently numbered 10

Change "This conformance class is inclusive of: TG Requirement 11" 

to "… 10"

Updated

OSGB17 4,4 TG Conformance Class 4 E
"This conformance class is inclusive of:" should list TG 

Requirement 10, not 11.
Correct TG Requirement reference.

Updated

OSGB18
Annex B – Resource 

Locator examples
E "Annex B – Resource Locator examples" should be Annex A Correct Annex reference

All the Annexes has been updated

OSGB19 Annex B

Example "Resource Locator: a link to 

a client application that directly 

accesses the service"

G

The example gives function="view", but the URL leads to a 

human readable catalogue viewer. This is in accordane with 

Table 4, but I have commented that the use of "view" is 

confusing, as it differs from the use of the same keyword in the 

Metadata IR

All the Annexes has been updated

UK1 4,1 4,1 T

"discoverable" as implemented here (e.g. TG Requirement 1) 

requires one to already know "where" the service is - i.e. the 

URL of the service - in order to "discover" the metadata. A 

more useful interpretation of "discoverable" would be that it is 

possible to find the service - in INSPIRE terms, this would be 

via a Disovery Service. surely this requirement is more clearly 

satisfied by publishing the metadata in a discovery service 

(from which it is harvested up to the INSPIRE Geoportal)?

Extend TG Requirement 1 to clarify "There shall be metadata for all 

spatial data services and they should be provided in the Discover 

Metadata Response of an INSPIRE Discovery Service"

Requirement becomes recomendation 

according to the new version of the IR



Comment ID

Chapter, section or 

clause no./ Subclause 

No./Annex

Paragraph/Figure/Table/Note Type of comment Comment (justification for change) Proposed change

Proposed Resolution/Reaction by 

NS DT Drafting Team

UK10 4.2.2 Table 5 E
"containsOperation" row, final column references "table 4" but 

the information is actually in table 6
change "table 4" to "table 6"

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

UK11 4.2.2 Table 5 G

Why is containsOperations metadata required for Invoke, but 

not for other services? The metadata IR are unclear on this - 

3.3.2 of the IR states that containsOperations is mandated, but 

the example XML in A.12.3.2 shows the element nilReasoned 

as "missing". The UK have issued guidance stating that 

containsOperations should always be nilReasoned.

Please provide clarification.

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

UK12 4.2.2 Table 6 E

"Attribute class or target class of role" of 

sequence(SV_Parameter) for "parameters" references table 5. 

Should this reference table 7?

Review and correct reference, if appropriate.

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

UK13 4,3 TG Conformance Class 3 E
"This conformance class is inclusive of:" should list TG 

Requirement 6 to 9, not 6 to 10.
Correct TG Requirement reference.

Updated

UK14 4,3 Table 8 G
The last metadata element in the table is not named or 

described. It just contains "Error! Reference source not found."
Complete and correct table.

Tables reorganized

UK15 4.3.1 Table 9, Recommendation 2, Table 10 G

The example given in this table references the CRS in an 

INSPIRE registry, and refers to it with a two part RS_Identifier. 

TG Recommendation 2 & table 10 are all about using http URIs 

into the OGC register, which redirects to the EPSG one. Other 

INSPIRE work in progress, the proposed revision to D2.7, 

recommends using URI references, and has examples of them 

into the EPSG register for CRSs.

Harmonise the approach, preferably by recommending http URI 

referecences into the EPSG register for CRSs.

Agreed in principle (As long as the 

input CRS is known)

UK16 4.3.3 TG Requirements 7,8,9 G
This section is not specific enough to enable interoperable 

implementations
More work required.

Refer to comment 45

UK17 4,4 TG Conformance Class 4 E
TG Conformance Class 4 references TG Requirement 11, but 

the requirement is currently numbered 10

Change "This conformance class is inclusive of: TG Requirement 11" 

to "… 10"

Updated

UK18
Annex B – Resource 

Locator examples
E "Annex B – Resource Locator examples" should be Annex A Correct Annex reference

All the Annexes has been updated

UK19 Annex B

Example "Resource Locator: a link to 

a client application that directly 

accesses the service"

G

The example gives function="view", but the URL leads to a 

human readable catalogue viewer. This is in accordance with 

Table 4, but I have commented that the use of "view" is 

confusing, as it differs from the use of the same keyword in the 

Metadata IR.

All the Annexes has been updated

UK2 4,1 Table 1 E

Typographic error in definition of ISO 19139 xpath for 

Resource Locator. Should say: 

distributionInfo/*/transferOptions/*/onLine/*/linkage.

Correct the reference.

Table updated.
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UK20 Annex C G

Is Annex C appropriate to all services? The UK have issued 

guidance stating that operatesOn should be encoded using a 

GetRecordById request URL - which does not satisfy the 

domain integrity requirement of Annex C.

Please provide clarification or change annex C to be as per the View 

Service Technical Guidance (v3.1). 

Note that UK guidance for service metadata states the following for 

“Coupled resource”:

"INSPIRE technical guidance states that coupled resource shall be 

implemented by reference using XLinking. The value of the XLink 

attribute, as shown in the INSPIRE technical guidance, is the value of 

the metadata item Unique Resource Identifier (not to be confused with 

the W3C URI). However, the guidance for [UK] metadata is different. 

The value of the attribute shall be a URL that allows access to an 

unambiguous metadata instance, which may be either an OGC CS-W 

GetRecordById request OR an address of a metadata instance in a 

WAF. The approach defined here follows INSPIRE technical guidance 

for view services (see page 22 Implementation Requirement 14)."

We believe that the View service TG took this approach because:

- The line in this SDS TG "NOTE: the fragment notation is something 

that is interpreted by clients not by the server" can alternatively be 

expressed by standards experts as saying that  the #ccm2 fragment 

identifier approach is standards invalid, illegal in that xml xlink:href uri 

context. The client also needs to know how to handle this interpretation

- By adopting a valid uri direct to the full metadata record the View 

Service Technical Guidance approach gives the client what it often 

actually immediately needs, but also allows a client to search the 

record for a fragment if it so desires. Also this old #fragment approach 

from the non-updated Metadata TG v1.2  is *one* approach, but there 

are many other options and interpretations implied by the line "A 

unique resource identifier OR locator of the MD_DataIdentification 

object" in the Metadata TV v1.2 

All the Annexes has been updated

UK21 General T
The TG doesn't go quite far enough to achieve interoperability: 

e.g. no canonical schema for 19119
Provide / encourage / specify a specific XML schema for ISO 19119

There is no canonical schema for ISO 

19119:2007. Issue alredy submitted to 

ISO.

Issue alredy submitted to ISO.

UK22 General T
The TG doesn't go quite far enough to achieve interoperability: 

e.g. options for how to provide 'quality of service' information,
Reduce to a single option for providing quality of service info.

First scenario selected;

UK3 4,1 Table 1 T

Is it correct that only the _FIRST_ instance of identificationInfo 

in the document should include the specified elements (e.g. 

identificationInfo[1]/*/...). Surely the metadata requirements 

apply to the entire document and may be fullfilled by any 

instance of identificationInfo?

Clarify whether this only applies to the first instance of 

identificationInfo.

The xPath was taken from INSPIRE 

Metadata Technical Guidance.

No action.

UK4 4,1 Table 1 T

This table is correct if the service you have discovered is a 

discovery service. Other types of service have (subtly) different 

sets of metadata (e.g. a view service may indicate its spatial 

resolution). 

Either extend Table 1 to include the metadata elements used to 

describe other types of service (not just discovery services), or replace 

table 1 with a reference to the Metadata encoding technical guidance 

(MD_IR_and_ISO_v1_2_20100616).

We are talking about "other services" 

served by a Discovery Service

UK5 4,1 Table 1 E The Coupled Resource reference should be to Annex C (not A) Correct reference

In the new version of the TG the 

coupled resource example was moved 

to Annex H

UK6 4.2.1 Table 2 E

Typographic error in definition of ISO 19139 xpath for 

Resource Locator. Should say: 

distributionInfo/*/transferOptions/*/onLine/*/linkage.

Correct the reference.

Reference updated.
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UK7 4.2.1 Table 4 T

The first extension proposed for CI_OnLineFunctionCode is 

"view", described as "Online interface for viewing the resource 

(Client application interaction)". This is confusing, as the 

Metadata IR uses the word "view" (as a spatial data service 

type, D3) to indicate that the spatial data service is a view 

service, not a client application. This also affects one of the 

examples in Annex B.

Consider using keywords from Metadata IR section 4, such as 

humanGeographicViewer

CodeList updated to accessPoint and 

accessPoint_selfDescribing  and 

provideServicemetadata(refer to TG 

paragraph 3.7.1)

UK8 4.2.2 Table 5 T

The first row encourages (by example) use of OGC values for 

serviceType, whereas the Metadata IR introduces its own 

values.

Change the example in row 1 from 'may be "OGC " and "catalogue."' to 

'may be "INSPIRE" and "discovery".' OR perhaps better, get the 

Metadata IR amended to bring it into line with standard OGC practice 

(that would improve interoperability)

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

UK9 4.2.2 Table 5 E

"Attribute class or target class of role" of 

SV_OperationMetadata for "Role name:containsOperations" 

references table 4. Should this reference table 6?

Review and correct reference, if appropriate.

In the new version of the TG the 

containsOperation  is described in the 

harmonization level (3.9)

ZAMG-1 Annex A E
Title of "Annex A" is wrong -> "Annex B - Resource Locator 

examples" shall be "Annex A - Resource Locator examples"
Correct

All the Annexes has been updated


